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September 28, 1999

John Williams

Vice President

Spencer Foundation

875 North Michigan Avenue
Suite 1803

Chicago, lllinois 60611-1803

Dear John,

A few weeks ago I spoke with Patricia Graham=s assistant, Judy Klippemsteim,
about a study that a team of professors would like to undertake of Jewish schools im
Chicago. At this stage we are interested in obtaining money for the pilet of this studly,
which would be entirely based in Chicago schools. Ms. Klippenstein suggested that this
study might qualify under the Agood neighbor granis® because it would be
Chicago-based. Our budget is approximately $34,000, and it is my understandimg that it
also qualifies for a small-grant award and could also be reviewed in that program. Based
on Ms. Klippenstein=s comments, | am relying on your expertise for transmitting this
request to the most appropriate program.

We assumed you would like more information on hew our team got together to
pursue our ideas. For the past several years, the Mandel Foundation has been convening
a group of edueation professors to help them examine issues of reform in Jewish
education. This group of professors has met ia New York, Israel, and in eonjunetion with
professional meetings across the United States. Most of the professers invelved with this
propesal are part of the Mande! Professers group. Last year, Prefessor Linda Waite from:
the University of Chieage was approached after making a presentation at a Jewish schooll
meeting in Chicago regarding the possibility of eondueting a study of Jewish schools i
Chieago. Professor Waite found this idea very interesting and shared the request with her
eolleagus Barbara Schneider. Professors Waite and Sehneider then contacied othess in
the Mandel group whe are interested in pursuing edueational researeh in Jewish sehools
The group of individuals they contacted ineluded Adam Gameoran of the Univessity of
Wisconsin, Ellen Goldring of Vanderbilt University, Daniel Kaplan of the Univewity of
Dslaware, and Bethamie Herewiiz, a senior researeher whe has werked extensively in the
area of Jewish identity for the Mande] Feundation. The pessibility of eondueting a study
of Jewish schools in Chicage was met with resounding interest and commitnent. Seom a
team was constituted, eg-chaired by Professers Gameran and Sehneider. The first step



was to contact the Community Foundation for Jewish Education te confirm their interest
in having such a study conducted in their schools. Receiving a positive response, the
team began designing a study to examine Jewish elementary and secondary education in
Chicago.

Purpose of the Study

We are proposing an intensive study of Jewish day- and after-schoof programs in
Chicago. This project will specifically examine: (1) the advantages and disadvantages of
different forms of Jewish education, such as rigorous text-based study, and learning
inside a tradition students are a part of; (2) how meaningful students find their religious
education and what their experiences are in these schools; (3) what the qualifications and
expectations of teachers and administrators are in Jewish schools; 4) how Jewish day
schools are formed, organized, and how they plan to maintain their continuity with a
4,000 year tradition in the 21 century; and (5) how Jewish identity develops in
adolescents and what role religious schools or programs play in their developmmemnt.

We expect that these questions will be refined and modified as we continue with
our work. However, they form the central interests of our interdisciplinary team. At this
time we are seeking support to conduct a pilot study which would involve: (1)
determining the sample—which schools, what grades, how many students, teachers, and
parents; (2) developing the instruments; (3) planning analyses; (4) conducting a field test;
and (5) beginning to secure cooperation of the schools for the full-scale study.

Pilot Study

In a project of this complexity where the cooperation of the schools is essential,
we plan to design our study as a team effort that includes administrators and staff from
the Jewish schools. Very briefly, our plans for each of the components of the pilot study
are as follows:

Sample

Over the past seven years, a team of researchers at The University of Chicago has
been eondueting an intensive study of adolescents. In fact, the Spencer Foundation
partially funded one of our books, The Ambitious Generation: America=s Teenagars,
Motivated but Direetionless. A copy has been enclosed for your information. In this
study we developed several new sampling and methodological techniques which we
believe will be helpful for the study we are propesing. Our plan, contingent upon the
cooperation of the Jewish schools in Chicago, is to survey all of the day schools and
after-sehoel programs in Chieage. Within each school we are particularly interested in
grades 7, 8, 9, and 10 sinee these are particularly significant times both in forming a sense
of self and in & Jewish ehild=s religious experience. In grades 7 and 8 students become
Bar and Bat Mitzvah, and in grades 9 and 10 some Jewish teenagers go on to



confirmation. We plan to determine the actual number of students, teachers, and parents
who will be asked to participate during the pilot study. As in our earlier work on public
sehools, we would hope to obtain enough students to characterize individuall schools, yet
be able to draw distinctions between schools. We plan to obtain school information from
every principal or director of religious education and would like to survey all teachers of
the relevant grades. As for parenis, we plan to survey only a proportion of them focusimg
primarily on their relationship with Jewish education and how they understand their role
in fostering Jewish consciousness at home in conjunction with secular andfor religions
schools.

Methods

Relying on the rich expertise of the interdisciplinary team, we are proposing to
survey all of the school administrators and a sub-set of teachers. The instruments
developed for school administrators would be used to collect base-line informatiom om
how the schools are organized, where they draw their student populations,, how long
students typically stay in the schools, what they do after they leave these schools, wihat
teaching materials are provided to the staff, the evaluation criteria for administrators and
staff, the relationship between the school and synagogues and the commumity at large, the
types of activities used to involve parents in the school, what ties the schoel has to other
secular and religious schools, the Jarger Jewish community and to programs in Israell.
Teachers would be asked similar questions based in part on Gamoran and Goldrin=s most
recent study of Jewish leaders and teachers. We also plan to add several new items
regarding Jewish literacy.

Students in grades 7 through high school would be surveyed and asked questioms
concerning their experiences in these schools, including the types of learnimg activities
they engage in, their interest in maintaining Jewish identity and continwing Jewish
learning, their expectations for family life and adulthood, and their opinion of their
education. In addition to the surveys, approximately 100 students (i.e., 50 day and 50
after-school students will be interviewed. These intensive interviews will be constructed
around issues of Jewish Jearning and identity., The interviews with day- and after-schoall
students will provide more in-depth information on Jewish learning, identity, and family
life.

We are also considering but have not reached consensus on developing an
imstrument on Jewish literacy for both the teachers and the students. This would be a
relatively concise instrument that would assess familiarity with Hebrew and Jewish
history, practice and philosophy. We also are considering an intensive study of one
Jewish day school and one after-school program. We are concerned that such
ethnographic studies of schools can be extremely labor intensive and we are considering
the relative advantages of pursuing this idea.

Analyses

Pl



All of the professors involved with this study have conducted quamtitative
analyses on students in public and private elementary and secondary schools. We are
planning our work so that we will be able to present an accurate picture of Jewish
education in Chicage. Our analysis plan will involve at minimum the following:
descriptive analyses of the total system, and individual school reports for each school
surveyed; multivariate analyses which examine variation in education experiences within
the schools and across the different types of schools; and synthetic cohort analyses which
predict what types of educational experiences are most likely to contribute to a sense of
Jewish consciousness at the end ofhigh school.

Field Test

In spring of 2000 we expect to conduct a field test with approximately five
schools—two day schools and three after-school programs to test our instruments and
methods. To prepare for the field test, the team will meet approximately three times.
Additionally, focus groups will be held with students, parents, and teachers to receive
direct feedback on our proposed questions and methods. We also will be contacting other
Mandel professors for their suggestions and criticisms.

Securing Cooperation

We recognize that one of the major roadblocks to this type of study is not having
the cooperation of the population. Therefore, we plan to make several presentations
during the year at city-wide school events to solicit support and encourage participatiom.
Both Schneider and Waite have already presented their research at such meetings and
were well-received. We expect that nearly all schools solicited for cooperation will
participate.

Importance of This Study

While Catholic and Christian schools have been investigated by Anthony Bryk
(Catholic Schools and the Common Good)and Alan Peshkin (God=s Choice)
respectively, we have yet to have an intensive, study of Jewish schools. For many years
Jewish students have tended to outperform other students in proportion to their numbers
in the population. However, there is some indication that this is changing. Also fewer
Jewish students consider themselves Jewish partially as a consequence of intermarriage,
and partially due to the overall success of Jews in America which has decreased the need
for strong community ties. This phenomenon is by no means unique, and these changes in
our society will have a huge impact in the future. We believe that there are some
educational practices in Jewish schools that will have implicatiens for school reform
more generally. We are also interested in the idea that maintaiming religious or cultural
identity may help foster a strong sense of self. These are some of the issues we hope to
explore with this study.



We would like to obtain the Spencer Foundation=s support because it will
validate the scientific authenticity of our work. We have also included a proposed budget
fior the pilot study. The project would be housed at the University of Chicago, although
all off the participants would be involved. We expect to start the full scale study next year
and will secure the support of many different Jewish organizations and individuzil
philanthropists. The Mandel Foundation is very interested in these topics and severall
imdividuals connected with the Foundation are part of the pilot team.

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact Dr. Adam
Gamoran or Dr. Barbara Schneider who are co-chairing the interdisciplimary team.

Sincerely,

Dr. Gail Dorph
Senior Education Officer, Mandel Foundation

Professor Adam Gamoran
University of Wisconsin - Madison

Professor Ellen Goldring
Vanderbilt University

Annette Hoehstein
Mandel Foundatien

Professor Barry Horowitz
Jewish Theological Seminary

Senior Researcher Bethamie Horowitz

Professor David Kaplan
University of Delaware

Prefessor Barbara Schneider
University of Chieago

Prefessor Linda Waite
University of Chisage

Gerald Teller
Supsrintendent of Edueation, Community Foundation for Jewish Edueation



MEETING WITH PROFESSOR ADAM GAMORAN

WEDNESDAY. MAY 21. 1997
PROPOSED AGENDA

\y Revised Agenda and Goals

2. CAPE Background
3. Evaluation Process
a. Process
b. Key questions
Gender Issues
V). Spring 1998

5. Other
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OVERVIEW
May 1997
Introduction

The idea of an Indicators’Project for CIJE goes back to early discussions of evaluation methods
within the advisory group of the CLJE project on Monitoring, Evaluatiom, and Feedback. At the
time, the idea was to gather periodic information on the status of Jewish education to determine
whether changes are occurring in accordance with CIJE’s theories about the essential steps for
change. A major problem for the project, and one reason it did not get off the ground, was the
absence of a clear sense of what the main outcomes were, around which one might develop
indicators.

The current revival ofthe idea stems from CIJE’s ongoing strategic planning process. As part of
the planning, a seL ofideal visions have been drafted. Ifa consensus is reached around these
visions, a set of outcomes could be derived upon which indicators could be based. Consequently,
CUE is considering an Indicators Project which would allow one to assess progress towards the

(2 Ji 1 tfvu> S5*n-!
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The underlying purpose ofthe Indicators Project is to supply information that would help build
the case for quality in Jewish educatio n. The project is intended to provide a baseline on the
cuirent status of Jewish education, both “inputs” and “outcomes”, and (o allow measurcment of
change over time. Presumably the project will rely on some combination of integrating existing /
data and gathering new data. t

In an ideal world, with unlimited human as well as fiscal reasons, the project could operate om
several fronts. These might mclude a comprehensive, longitudinal study of a cohort of young
Jews, gathering information on the quality and quantity of their Jewish experiences, including the
home as well as formal and informal educational sellings, to document the experiences that mailer
most for Jewish outcomes. In addition, one might gather periodic data on varieus aspects of
Jewish educational programs and institutions and on outcomes that are expected to be related to
educational programs, in a wide range of communities and at frequent time intervalls. These
approaches would test hypotheses about the quality of Jewish experience and its contribution to
Jewish knewledge, practice, and identity, and simultaneously assess change in the extent to which
Jewish edueation refleets the neeessary quality.

In praetiee; a meore limited approach is necessary. The Indicators Project we develop must
provide a gauge of change in the conditions of Jewish education and in associated outcomes.” To

the extent the indicators data can address questions about which aspects ofJewish education are _
most imperiani for & set of valued outcomes, that would also be desiiable,
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According to this view, the purpose ofthe Indicators Project is not to assess the impact of CUE

per se, bul to examine in a broader sense whether the changes CUE is seeking over time arein I d s ®
fact occurring. Another view, however, may suggest that the Indicators should pertain closely to

CIJE’s own work, so that the direct effects of CIJE can be assessed through the gathering of vg'D"
indicators data.

Current Activities

At present we are engaging in a series of consultations to help us design the Indicators Project.
The consultations include:

—January: CIJE Seminar for Professors of Education

-- April: Educational Researchers (Henry Levin, Aaron Pallas, Barbara Schneider, Lee *
Shulman, Ross Stolzenberg)

—May: Mandel Institute (Steve Cohen, Seymour Fox, Annette Hochstein, Michael Inbar)
—June: Network for Research on Jewish Education

'

Based on this input, we intend to prepare a draft proposal for collecting Indicators data by the end |
o wne: 4 < # ooy <A | >y .

In addition to general issues for discussion listed on the next page, we are currently working fat »3 7 (A**
through several salient issues: c A / €<l - *$>w i (LtJ'A

1. To what extent can the Indicators Project rely on existing data that merely needs to be
coordinated and integrated, and to what extent will the Project need to gather new data?

2. Should the level of analysis for the indicators focus on the continent as a whole, or on selected
“er/ communities, or on selected institutions or programs?

" 3 1 Should the indicators be designed to assess the causal connections between “inputs” and
1 “outcomes” (e.g., well-trained teachers and student learning), or should the causal connection be
» assumed? Should we attempt to test hypotheses about quality Jewish education, or should we
assume we know what quality education is, and seek indicators of quality and ofoutcomes
thought to be associated with such quality?

4. How much emphasis should be placed on using indicators to assess the impact of CUE?
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CIJE

Leading Indicators Project

CIJE has a vision of what "sSuccesas™ will look like if the Americam
Jewish Community is revitalized through Jewish Educatiiam.

The vision includes 10 outcomes in the North Americam Jewish
Community.

How can we measure the extent to which we are reaching this visiom?
The goal of this project is to operationalize leading indicators,
or outcomes of the process of change, and implement a program oQf
research and evaluation so that progress toward the visiem cam ke
measured.

Issues for discussiom:

1) I'ss tithiis aa wonthiwltiles egridaaross ?

2) Wittt {ts the the fédSiltil ify dofi rde ird stithpdypeofueerR?

3) What are different approaches”that can be used?
8) How can these outcomes be measured?

b) What medtiodidbgiess sitonind bee usedl?
¢) What typedss) off nesesacbh déssdgigh) anenbevsedad?

4) Hiar canh we prd ayriidwit tismasthegl i tadbeators?
Wihich are mest likely to yileld impertant infermatiom?



DRAFT VISION FOR OUTCOMES IN THE NORTH AMERICAN JEWISH COMMUNITY

L. Centrality of Learning/Knowledge
2. Jewish Identity
3. Moral Passion
4. Jewish Values
Pluralism

Involvement/Commitment

1 Intensity/Energy

L Relationship with Israel

> Leadership

10. Continuous Renewal

Jewish learning broadly defined (e.g., including arts, history, meditation as well as traditional types of
learning) is central to the life of North American Jews. There is a recognized minimum level of

knowledge and skills that most Jews achieve and a substantial group that achieves much higher

u\n‘(\'

lcvecls -

Being Jewish is at the heart ofthe self-image of most Jews.

_____________ 7 A
Moral passion and a commitment to repairing the world is rccognizcd as being at the heart of what it

means to be Jewish.

Jews and the organized Jewish Community are actively involved in bringing Jewish values to bear on
their own lives and on the problems of the wider society.

Many different ways exist of being and living as a committed Jew but there is a recognized core
common “language” and an atmosphere of mutual respect.

Most Jews are deeply involved in one or more organizations that engage in learning, community
work, cultural activities, prayer and/or other Jewish activities and that are central to their identities.

These communities serve almost as extended families.

There is a feeling of energy in these organizations and an intensity of involvement. These
organizations engage the heart and mind.

There is an strong, active, positive, mutual relationship with Israel.

There is a large, talented group of lay and professional leaders driving continuous improvement and
innovation in all aspects of Jewish Life.

There is an ongoing process of continuous innovation and change and a built-in culture of creativity
that drives this process.
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Schedule for working on the Leading indicators projoct

JANUARY-FEBRUARY, 11997:
—Rewiew outcomes listed in straltegic plan research.

—Diiscuss concept of Leading Indicators, and varieties of possible implementation, with professars
group.

MARCH, 1997:

—Consultation with a small group of social scientists in connection with AERA at the end of the momth.
Given a sct of outcomes, how might they be measured, and how should they be prioritized? Commisiem
one paniicipant to write 2 memo responding to the Leading Indicators idea.

APRIL, 1997:
—Draft statement SI'PURPOSE and possible ditermsiive MODELS for studying E.eading Indicators.

MAY/JUNE, it997:
—Consultation in Jeywsalern with Annette Ilochstein, Seymour Fox, Mike Inbar, Steven M. Cohem, om
models for Leading Indicators,

JUNE, 1997:
—Consultation with Jswish educational researchers at the annual meeting of the Netwark for Resenarch
on Jewish education, on models for Leading Indicators.

~Discussion with CIJE staifif of models for Leading Indicators.

JUNEAUGUST, 1997
—Draft proposal for a study of Leading Indicators, identifying a model and illwstrating with examples of
possible indjcators.

~IDiscussion of propesal with CIJE staff

OCTOBER, [1997:
—=Diseussion of propesal with CUE Steering Committee

included M a study of Leading Indicators.

NOVEMBER, 1997
=hwitatieonal meeting with lay leaders on Leading Indicators (at the GA?).

DECEMBER,; 1997
—iDiiscuss expanded proposal with professers group-

~—iDiscuss expanded proposal with CIJE staff.

JANUARY, 1998:
—Consyltation with top methedslogists on detalled plans for measwring
Eé&dﬂ'ﬂg Indicatars:

MAREH, 1998:
F—ﬁa&&l éﬁg&w&l for studying Leading Indicaters: Diseuss with CLJE Steering Commitice and Blaustein
SR R:



CIJE Professors Seminar

Leading Indicators Discussion
2/2/97

The session began with Adam and Ellen introducing the project. Ellen had prepared a handout that
included a list of discussion questions as well as the CIJE “Draft Vision Outcomes” and the Leading
Indicator project schedule. A preliminary discussion was encouraged to clarify the issues that might
be involved, followed by small group discussions led by Ellen and Adam, followed by a reporting and
summary discussion.

Preliminary Discussion

The first question that came up was, “Is the purpose ofthis project to evaluate CIJE, orto examine the
health ofthe Jewish community?” While the main purpose is the latter, discussion suggested the two
purposes might not be mutually exclusive. Ifthe indicators are widely discussed and valued, then that
would be an impact of CIJE, in shaping the agenda. The project is not seen as one that uncovers
causal relations, but rather as taking the pulse of North American Jewry. The group recognized that
movement one way or another on indicators may have nothing to,do with what any particular
organization is doing. Furthermore, the CIJE lay board does not see this project as a way to evaluate
whether CIJE’s funds are being spent well.

Still, there are links between potential indicators and CIJE’s efforts. Sue Stodolsky commented that
assessments could be incorporated that are not the visions ofoutcomes, but are linked to outcomes in
the long run. Some indicators could be more immediate, others could be longer term. In this way
indicators could assess the sequence of change, and link the indicators to evaluation.

Bill Firestone noted that this list of outcomes (the CIJE “Draft Vision Outcomes”) is not the type of
list that people normally use to study outcomes; it is softer and more value-oriented than would
typically be used. We need to get from these outcomes to indicators, and how to do that is not
obvious.

At this point there was some discussion ofwhether it is worthwhile to take on the enterprise. The
general sense was that more needs to be considered before the question of worth can be answered.

Anna Richert suggested that a Leading Indicators study helps define what we care about, what matters
in the world. Sharon Nemser noted the following possible purposes for the project:

—engage people

—raise consciousness

—stimulate discussion

-- put forth a vision
Sue Stodolsky wondered, what scale ofeffort would be required? What is the resource base already?
Part ofthe project could be coordinating what is already going on.

W ith this framework for discussion, we moved to small groups.
Ellen's Small Group

The group began by thinking about a systematic way to look at the task of considering leading
indicators. The group focused on a discussion of 'causal maps' rather than a list of indicators. That is,



we reviewed the list and there seemed to be two "types” of indicators. One type refers to process;,
iinputs or "‘opportunity to leam' indicators, These are processes or opportunities that would have to be in
place, but they are not outcomes. The second type of indicator is the outcome. For example,
leadership and renewal are processes that should lead to outcomes, such as centrality of learning. The
discwssion centered on the need to have a set of hypotheses, or causal maps about how processes and
mputs are related to the outcomes.

The group then discussed the difficulty of'the task. There is not a body of knowledge or previows
examples offhow to measure the outcomes. There are numerous methodological issues that are
suggested when using the term leading indicator, such as representation of the population. Tihete
would need to be both quantitative and qualitative methods used.

Because offthese difficulties, the group discussed the idea of beginning with a pilot approach im the 3
lead communities, The data would be collected as community profiles on 'leading indicaters”. The:
community profiles would be packaged in such a way so that communities could collect much of the
data themselves. The data could include data from institutions (institutional profilles), as well as data
from the community, such as surveys of families, unaffiliated, etc.

The initial data collected could focus on the opportunities to learn', the inputs and precesses. Wihille
this data were being collected, groups of experts and clients' could be working simultaneously to
develop measures to collect outcome data, Furthermore, the project should rely on existing data
already available.



May 12,1997
To: Members ofthe CIJE Indicator Task Force Committee
From: Barbara Schneider

Re: Notes and Interpretations of the AERA meeting Chicago. Spring 1997

During the annual meeting of the American Educational Research
Association, in Chicago this past spring, a small committee met to discuss the
feasibility of designing an indicator project that would focus on issues related to
Jewish education and identity. The charge to the committee, consisting of Adam
Gamoran,”Ellen Goldnng, Henry Levin, Aaron Pallas, Barbara Schneider. Lee
Schulman, and Rafe Stolzenberg, was to examine the possibility of developing
indicators of the presence and quality of Jewish life in North American, including
but not limited to how the various components of the Jewish educational system—
religious day school programs, after-school programs, and so on--affect the
development of a Jewish identity. Ellen and Adam explained that CIJE is
currently working with three communities, in Atlanta, Baltimore and Milwaulkee.
At this time, it is not entirely clear as to whether the indicator project should focus
on designing a project around these three communities, other selected communities,
or the nation as a whole. Even though CIJE’s efforts have been targeted on a
limited number of locations, these somewhat smaller efforts should not necessarily
preclude the option of undertaking a more extensive indicator project that would be
national in scope. Committee members were urged to think about a wide range of
projects, some of them somewhat modest and others that may be more ambitious
ventures. The assignment was to come up with several different strategies for
undertaking an indicator project.

As for what the substance of the indicators would be, the committee was
instructed to assume that we know what it is we want to accomplish and there is a
large group of talented professionals driving improvements and innovations in
edueation. The first question the committee was asked to address is: How do we
begin te think abeut measuring where we are and whether or not we are making
progress toward reaching eertain moral goals? Second, should we be taking the
“pulse” of the Jewish community every some odd years to generate a baseline of



inflormation that could be compared over time? The thought was such a project
might resemble the new national goals projects, and we would be able to discern
ffor example, whether more individuals were attending religious services, more
individuals were involved in contmumg Jewish education programs, more young
people were engaged in Jewish summer experiences or trips to Israel, more
imdividuals were willing to identify themselves as practicing Jews rather than
ethnic Jews.

The notion of defining the scope of an indicator project is centrall. Some of
the important points made regarding what should be examined include the
ffollowing:

First, the project should probably not be an evaluation of CIJE or its agenda,
but rather a set off questions that are self-standing and that have long term
consequences. The first task would be to develop some base line measures that
seem reasonable and can help to inform how our Jewish educational institutions do
their work.

Second, if the project is looking for indicators, such as a change in the
community as a whole, then the items should be constructed around themes that
were practical and could be designed and fielded in a relatively short period of
time. For example, it would be difficult to study the effect of elementary Jewish
education on the Jewish community overall. However, it would be relatively
straightforward to study the impact current Jewish elementary education programms
are having on the identity fonmation of Jewish adults, adolescents, and childiemn.

Third, studying indicators abstractly can be problematic. A case could be
made that designing indicators around the intervention sites would give a clearer
view off what the geals of the project are and if they are ebservable in the
community.

Fourth, that designing indicators that are just deseriptive of the Jewish
community right now could be very informative--a kind of Jewish population studjy:
This effort would be broader in scope not focused on programs but informative on
other kinds of issues. For example, are Jewish teachers in Jewish schools
increasingly reeeiving richer Judaic educational experiences?

What propertion of the Jewish community is pursuing Jewish studies eourses in
higher edueation, as either majors or minors. From information like this we eould
monitor the seriousness with which the community 18 in fact developmg an
intellestual base for its future. Aleng these lines, one of the interesting things to
meniter weuld be the growih of Jewish studies programs at colleges and
universities and investments m these pregrams over a speeifie time period. sueh as
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five of ten years. This type of question might best be asked at the institutional
level.

Fifth, it is important to have indicators that encompass both attitudinal and
behavioral measures. It is the combmation of both type of items that will make the
indicator project richer in scope and depth. From individuals and targeted
mstitutions it should be possible to obtain information of levels of religious and
education participation. However, only through individuals can we obtain
attitudmal and identity imformation.

With respect to designing an indicator project, several different options were
comsidered. First, a project somewhat more limited in scope, would be to survey
the Jewish families m the three communities who are being served by the current
CIJE mtervention programs. Some of the benefits of this design are that the
questions could focus in part on some of the CIJE activities, the response rate of
the families would likely be high, and the operational costs for undertaking such an
efffort would be considerably less than a national sample. The disadvantages are
that 1t would not be a random sample of Jewish families in the U.S., the questions
may be repetitive of present CIJE evaluation plans and activities, and some of the
broader questions certain members of the committee were interested in asking—
such as those targeted at higher education institutions—would be inappropriate for
this subpopulation.

The advantages off a national design, particularly one that is stratified by
fegion, and pepulation., would be generalizability of results, broader base of
questions, and possible linkages with other surveys (i.e this last point could also
be accomplished with the three-community design). The major disadvantage of a
broad natienal survey is the considerable cost of drawing the sample, fielding the
enterprise, and analyzing results. Another disadvantage may be that the work of
other surveys is replicated. Thus, special care would have to be made to ensure that
this preject was gathering unique information and that information could be linked
with other efforts.

Costs could be minimized by designing supplements that eould be attached
te cutrent surveys. Presently there are natienal population and edueational surveys
that weuld allew for supplements. Broad national surveys eould be eonducted on
individuals or on institutiens. If ene of the eriteria of the sampling frame was for
example, type of religious synagogue—=reform, eonservative, orthodox, then the
design could be a twe stage effort whereby the institutions were seleeted and a
number of families oF individuals within these institutions weuld be surveyed

There is also a third type of design. ene that is built around a purpesive
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sample off communities or institutions. In this case, the project selects a particular
curnmunity or set of institutions and surveys them intensively. The disadvantage of
this method is the lack of generalizability to the nation as a whole. However,
purposive samples that are selected with specific criteria can sometimes be more
imfonmative than national studies where the questions tend to be very broad.

Overall 1t would appear that the committee agreed that an indicator project
would be useful and the extent of its usefulness would be colored by the type of
questions being asked and the scope of the population being surveyed. The notion
of nested surveys where individuals and mstitutions, such as synagogues or vanous
types off religious schools, are surveyed in tandem, seemed particularly appealimg;.
The possibility of a separate higher education survey would probably be best
handled as a supplement to national higher education institutional surveys currently
being conducted. Cost is a major consideration and will undoubtedly influence the
design off the project.

As for next steps, it was suggested that CIJE staff examine current national
Jewish surveys and other national surveys to see what type of information is
presently being obtained. This review should include not only the range of
questions but the sampling frame used to obtain the informatiom. This first step will
ensure that the questions and design of the indicator project will not duplicate the
effforts of others.
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OVERVIEW
May 1997
Introduction

The idea off an Indicators Project for CUE goes back to early discussions of evaluation methods
within the advisory group off the CIJE project on Monitoring, Evaluation, and Feedback. At the
time, the idea was to gather periodic information on the status of Jewish education to detormine
whether changes are occurring in accordance with CLJE’s theories about the essential steps for
change, A major problem for the project, and one reason it did not get off the ground, was the
absence off a clear sense of what the main outcomes were, around which one might develop
indicators.

The current revival of the idea stems from CIJE’s ongoing strategic planning prooess. As part of
the planning, a set off ideal visions have been drafted. Ifa consensus is reached around these
visions, a set of outcomes could be derived upon which indicators could be based. Comsequaniily,
CUE is considering an Indicators Project which would allow onc to asscss progress towards the
vision.

Purpose

The underlying purpose off the Indicators Project is to supply information that would help buwild
the case for quality in Jewish education. The project is intended to provide a baseline on the
cwmrent status of Jewish education, both “inputs™ and “outcomes”; and to allow measurement of
change over time. Presumably the project will rely on some combinatien of integrating existing
data and gathering new data.

In an ideal world, with unlimited human as well as fiseal reasens, the preject could eperate o
several fronts. These might inchude a comprehensive, longitudinal study of a cohort of young
Jews, gathering informatien on ihe quality and quantity of their Jewish experiences, ineluding the
home as well as fermal and infermal educational settings, to documenl the experiences that malier
mgst for Jewish quteomes. In addition; one might gather periedie data on various aspeets of
Jewish educational programs and institutions and on outeores that are expeeted to be related to
edueational programs, in a wide range of communities and at frequent time intervals. These
approaches weuld test hypotheses absut the guality of Tewish experience and its contribution &
Jewish knowledge, praetice; and identity; and simultaneously assess ehange in the extent to which
Jewish edueation reflests the neeessary quality.

In praetiee; 2 meore limited approaeh is neeessary. The Indicators Project we develop must
provide 2 gauge of change in the conditions of Jewish education and in associated outedmes. To
the extent the indicators data ean address questions abeut which aspeets of Jewish sdueation are
most impertant for # set of valued gutcomes; that would alse be desivable,
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Akeording o this view, the purpese ofthe Indicators Projesct is net 1o assess the impact of CUE
PRE 58, Bul 1 wxdmine in a broader sense whether the changes CUE is seeking over time are im
fiact ocourTing. Another view, however, may suggest that the Indicators should pertain clossly 1o
CLIE"s own work, 30 that the direct offects of CLIE can be assessed through the gathering of
Rdizators data.

Cunionk Activities

Al present we are engaging in a series of consuitations to help us design the indicators Prajjact.
The consultations iaclude:

--January: CIUE Seminar for Professors of Education

-—April: Educational Researchers (Henry Levin, Aaron Pallas, Barbara Schneider, Lee
Shulman, Ross Stolzenberg)

--May: Mandel Institute {(Steve Cohen, Seymour Fox, Annette Hocthsteiin, Michael Iribar)
== June: Network fior Research on Jewish Education

Based on this input, we imend to prepare a draft propesal fur collecting Indicators data by tihe end
off June.

In addition to general issues for discussion listed on the next page, we are curremtly working
through several salient issues:

1. To what extent can the Indicators Project rely on existing data that merely needs to be
coordinated and integrated, and to what extent will the Project need to gather new data?

2. Should the level off anslysis for the indicators focus on the continent as a whalle, or om selected
communities, or on selected institutions or programs?

3. Should the indicators be designed to assess the causal connections between “inputs” and
“outcomes”™ (€.8:; well-trained teachers and student jearning), or should the causdl commection be
assumed? Should we attempt to test hypotheses about quality Jewish educatiom, or should we
assume we larow what quality education s, and seek indicators of quality and of outicomes
thought te be assoeigted with sueh quality?

4. How much emphasis sheuld be placed on using indicators to assess the impaet of CUE?



CIJE

Leading Indicators Project

CIJE has a vision of what "success™ will look like if the Americam
Jewish Community is revitalized through Jewish Educatiem..

The wvision includes 10 outcomes in the North Americam Jewish
Community.

How can we measure the extent to which we are reaching this visiom?
The goal of this project is to operationalize leading indicaters,
or outcomes of the process of chamge, and implement a program of
research and evaluation 80 that progress toward the vision can bhe
measured.

Issuas for discussiom:

1) It tithiisaa weotbwililee canidayvor?

2) Wit is the thasidddilil ofy dof ndo iorg sthighyped Snork?

3) What are different approaches that can be used?
&) How can these outcomes be measured?

b) What medhiesibd bgdbes siomild Hee usedd?
¢) What typedss) off nessaardh ddsigongs) canbeesadnd?

4) Hiny an ve praayiidrit timsthdseditadbesiors?
fihieh are mest likely to yield important informatiom?



DRAFT VISION FOR OUTCOMES IN THE NORTH AMERICAN JEWISH COMMUNITY

10.

Centrality of Learning/Knowledge

Jewish Identity

Moral Passion

Jewish Values

Pluralism

Involvement/Commitment

Intensity/Energy

Relationship with Israel

Leadership

Continuous Renewal

Jewish learning broadly defined (e.g,tincluding arts, histoiy, meditation as well as traditional types of
learning) is central to the life of North American Jews. There is a recognized minimum level of

knowledge and skills that most Jews achieve and a substantial group that achieves much higher
I=els.

Being Jewish is at the heart of the self-image of most Jews.

Moral passion and a Commitment to repairing the world is rccognizcd as being at the heart of what il
means to be Jewish.

Jews and the organized Jewish Community are actively involved in bringing Jewish values to bear on
their own lives and on the problems of the wider society.

Many different ways exist of being and living as a committed Jew but there is a recognized core
common “language” and an atmosphere of mutual respect.

Most Jews are deeply involved in one or more organizations that engage in learning, community
work, cultural activities, prayer and/or other Jewish activities and that are central to their identities.
These communities serve almost as extended families.

There is a feeling of energy in these organizations and an intensity of involvement. These
organizations engage the heart and mind.

There is an strong, active, positive, mutual relationship with Israel.

There is a large, talented group of lay and professional leaders driving continuous improvement and
innovation in all aspects of Jewish Life.

There is an ongoing process of continuous innovation and change and a built-in culture o f creativity
that drives this process.



JANUARY-FEBRUARY, 1997:
-~Review outcomes listed in strategic plan research.

-~ Discuss concept of Leading Indicators, and varieties of possible implementation, with professors
group.

MARCH, 1997:

~—Comsultation with a small group of social scientists in connection with AERA at the end of the momidh.
Given a sct of outcomes, how might they be measured, and how should they be prioritized? Commisiom
one participant to write a memo responding to the Leading Indicators idea.

APRIL, 11997:
~Draft statement off PURPOSE and possible atteypative MODELS for studying Leading Indicators.

MAY/JUNE, 1997:
—Consultation in Jerusalem with Annette llochstein, Scymour Fox, Mike Inbar, Steven M. Colhen, om
models for Leading Indicators.

JUNE, 1997

—Consultation with Jewish educational researchers at the annual meeting of the Network for Researeh
on Jewish education, on models for Leading Indicators.

-~ Discussion with CIJE staiiif of models for Leading Indicators.

JUNE-AUGUST, 11997:
-- Deaft proposal for a study of Leading Indicators, identifying a model and illustrating with examples of
possible indicators.

~Diiscussion off proposal with CIJE staff

OCTOBER, 1997:

-—Diseussion of propessl with CUE Steering Committee
inshuded in 2 study ef Leading Indieators.

NOVEMBER,; 1597:
—lnvitatienal meeting with lay leaders on Leading Indieators (at the GA?).

DECEMBER, (1997
=liseuss expanded proposal with prefessers group.

= Discuss expanded proposal with CIE staff.

JANUARY, 1998

=Consuliation with top methedelogists on detailed plans for Measuring
Leading Indicators.

MAREH; 1998: . o . . . . .
;F-—fmaﬂ proposal for studying Leading Indieaters. Diseuss with EHE Steering Commitiee and Blausiein,
QbRdatign.
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To: Members off the CIJE Indicator Task Force Committee
From: Barbara Schneider

Re: Notes and Interpretations of the AERA meeting Chicago, Spring 1997

During the annual meeting of the American Educational Research
Association, in Chicago this past spring, a small committee met to discuss the
feasibility off designing an indicator project that would focus on issues related to
Jewish education and identity. The charge to the committee, consisting of Adam
Gamoran, Ellen Goldrmg, Hemy Levin, Aaron Pallas, Barbara SchneidcrrEee”
Schulman, and Rafe Stolzenberg, was to examine the possibility of developing
indicators of the presence and quality of Jewish lifgm North America” including
but not limited to how the various components of the Jewish educational system—
religious day school programs, after-school programs, and so on--affect the
development of a Jewish identity, Ellen and Adam explained that CIJE is
currently working with three communities, in Atlanta, Baltimore and Milwauliee.
At this time, it is not entirely clear as to whether the indicator project should focus
on designing a project around these three communities, other selected communities,
or the nation as a whole. Even though CIJE’s efforts have been targeted on a
limited number of locations, these somewhat smaller efforts should not necessarily
preclude the option of undertaking a more extensive indicator project that would be
national in scope. Committee members were urged to think about a wide range of
projects, some of them somewhat modest and others that may be more ambitious
ventures. The assignment was to come up with several different strategies for
undertaking an indicator project.

As for what the substance of the indicators would be, the eommittee was
instructed to assume that we know what it is we want to accomplish and there is a
large group of talented professionals driving improvements and innovations in
education. The first question the committee was asked to address is: How do we /
begin to think abeut measuring where we are and whether or not we are making |/
progress toward reaching eertain {ffioraTgoals? Second, should we be taking the /
“pulse” of the Jewish ecommunity every some odd years to generate a baseline of /



informmation that eould be compared over time? The thought was such a project
might resemble the new national goals projects, and we would be able to discern
ot @xaimple, whether more individuals were attending religious services, more
individuals were involved in continuing Jewish education programs, more young
people were engaged in Jewish summer experiences or trips to Israel, more
indiividuals were willing to identify themselves as practicing Jews rather tham
ethnic Jews.

The notion off defining the scope of an indicator project is central. Some of
ithe imaporiant points made regarding what should be examined include the
following:

First, the project should probably not be an evaluation of CLJE or its agendia,
buit rather @ set off questions that are self-standing and that have long term
comsequences. The first task would be to develop some base line measures that ~ \
seem reasomable and can help to inform how our Jewish educational institutions do
their work.

Seocond, if the project is looking for indicators, such as a change in the
commmmity as a whole, then the items should be constructed around themes that
were practical and could be designed and fielded in a relatively short period of
time. For example, it would be difficult to study the effect of elementary Jewish
aducation on the Jewish community overall. However, it would be relatively
straightforward to study the impact current Jewish elementary education programs
are having on the identity formation of Jewish adults, adolescents, and childiiem.

Third, studying imdicators abstractly can be problematic. A case could be
made that designing imdicators around the intervention sites would give a clearer
view off what the goals off the project are and if they are observable in the
community.

Fourth, that designing indicators that are just descriptive of the Jewish
commumnity right now could be very infommaties-a kind of Jewish population study;.
This effiort would be broader in scope not focused on programs but informative on
otther kinds off issues. For example, are Jewish teachers in Jewish schools
inereasingly receiving richer Judaic educational experiences?

Wihat proportion of the Jewish community is pursuing Jewish studies courses in
higher education, as either majors or minors. From information like this we could
monitor the seriousnhess with which the community is in fact developimg an
intellectual base for its future. Along these lines, one of the interesting things to
menitor weuld be the growth of Jewish studies programs at eolleges and
universities and investments in these programs over a spegific time period, such as
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five or ten years. This type of question might best be asked at the institutional
level.

Fifth, it is important to have mdicators that encompass both attitudinal and
behavioral measures. It is the combination of both type of items that will make the
mdicator project richer in scope and depth. From individuals and targeted
institutions it should be possible to obtam information of levels of religious and
education participation. However, only through individuals can we obtain
attitudmal and identity information.

With respect to designing an indicator project, several different options were
considered. First, a project somewhat more limited in scope, would be to survey
the Jewish families m the three communities who are being served by the current
CILJE intervention programs. Some of the benefits of this design are that the
questions could focus in part on some of the CIJE activities, the response rate of
the families would likely be high, and the operational costs for undertaking such an
efffort would be considerably less than a national sample. The disadvantages are
that it would not be a random sample of Jewish families in the U.S., the questions
may be repetitive of present C1JE evaluation plans and activities, and some of the
broader questions certain members of the committee were interested in asking—
such as those targeted at higher education institutions—would be inappropriate for
this subpopulation.

The advantages of a national design, particularly one that is stratified by
region, and population, would be generalizability of results, broader base of
questions, and possible linkages with other surveys (i.e this last point could also
be accomplished with the three-community design). The major disadvantage of a
broad national survey is the considerable cost of drawing the sample, fielding the
enterprise, and analyzing results. Another disadvantage may be that the work of
other surveys is replicated. Thus, special care would have to be made to ensure that
this project was gathering unique information and that information could be linked
with other efforts.

Costs could be minimized by designing supplements that could be attached
to current surveys. Presently there are national population and educational surveys
that would allow for supplements. Broad national surveys could be conducted on
individuals or on institutions. If one of the criteria of the sampling frame was for
example, type of religious synagogue-teform, conservative, orthodox, then the
design could be a two stage effort whereby the institutions were selected and a
number off families or individuals within those institutions would be surveyed.

There is also a third type of design, one that is built around a purposive
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sample off communities or institutions. In this case, the project selects a particular
community or set off institutions and surveys them intensively. The disadvantage of
this method is the lack off generalizability to the nation as a whele. However,
purposive samples that are selected with specific criteria can sometimes be more
informative than national studies where the questions tend to be very broad.

Overall it would appear that the committee agreed that an mdicator project
would be useful and the extent of its usefulness would be colored by the type of
questions being asked and the scope off the population being surveyed. The notion
off nested surveys where individuals and institutions, such as synagogues or various
types off religious schools, are surveyed in tandem, seemed particularly appealimg,
The possibility of a separate higher education survey would probably be best
handled as a supplement to national higher education institutional surveys currently
being conducted. Cost is a major consideration and will undoubtedly influence the
design off the project.

As fior next steps, it was suggested that CIJE staff examine current nationak
Jewish surveys and other national surveys to see what type of information is
presently being obtained. This review should include not only the range of
questions but the sampling frame used to obtain the information. This first step will

ensure that the questions and design of the indicator project will not duplicate the
efforts off others.



CIJE Professors Seminar
Leading Indicators Discussion
2/2/97

The session began with Adam and Ellen introducing the project. Ellen had prepared a handout that
included a list off discussion questions as well as the CIJE “Draft Vision Outcomes™ and the Leading
Indicator project schedule. A preliminary discussion was encouraged to clarify the issues that might
be imvolved, followed by small group discussions led by Ellen and Adam, followed by a reporting and

summary discussion.

Prelomimary Discussion

The fiirst question that came up was, “Is the purpose of this project to evaluate CIJE, or te examine the
health off the Jewish community?” While the main purpose is the latter, discussion suggested the two
purposes might not be mutually exclusive. Ifthe indicators are widely discussed and valued, then that
would be an impact of CIJE, in shaping the agenda. The project is not seen as one that uncovers
causal relations, but rather as taking the pulse of North American Jewry.. The group recognized that
movement one way or another on indicators may have nothing to do with what any particular
organization is doing. Furthermore, the CLJE lay board does not see this project as a way to evaluate
whether CIJE's funds are being spent well.

Still, there are links betw'een potential indicators and CIJE’s efforts.dime Stodolsky commented that
assessments could be incorporated that are not the visions of outcomesTbut are linked to outcomes in
the long n!p. Some indicators could be more immediate, others could be longer term. In this way
indicators could assess the sequence of change, and link the indicators to evaluation.

Bill Firestone noted that this list of outcomes (the CIJE “Draft Vision Outcomes™) is not the type of
list that people normally use to study outcomes, it is softer and more value-oriented than would
typically be used. We need to get from these outcomes to indicators, and how to do that is net
obvious.

At this peint there was some discussion of whether it is worthwhile to take on the enterprise. The
general sense was that more needs to be considered before the question of worth can be answered.

Xnna Richert suggested that a Leading Indicators study helps define what we care about. what matteis
if the world. Sharon Nemser noted the following pessible purpeses for the project:

- engage people -

-- raise consciousness \

_ - stimulate discussjon

-~ put forth a vision
Sue Stodelsky wondered, what scale of effort would be required? What is the reseurce base already?
Part o the preject could be coordinating what is already geing on.

With this framewerk for discussion. we moved to small groups.
Ellen's Small Group

The group began by thinking abeut a systematic way to loel at the task of considering leading
indicators. The group fosused on a diseussion of 'causal maps' rather than a list ofindicators. That is,
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we reviewed the list and there seemed to be two "types" of indicators. One type refers to process,
imputs or ‘opportunity to leam' indicators. These are processes or opportunities that would have to be in
place, but they are not outcomes. The second type of indicator is the outcome. For example,
leadership and renewal are processes that should lead to outcomes, such as centrality of learning. The
discussion centered on the need to have a set of hypotheses, or causal maps about how processes and /
mputs are related to the outcomes. /

The group then discussed the difficulty of the task. There is not a body of knowledge or previous
examples off how to measure the outcomes. There are numerous methodological issues that are
suggesied when using the term leading indicator, such as representation of the populatioim, There
would need to be both quantitative and qualitative methods used.

Because of these difficulties, the group discussed the idea of beginning with a pilot approach in the 3
lead comimunities. The data would be collected as community profiles on ‘leading indicators'. The
community profiles would be packaged in such a way so that communities could collect much of the
data themselves. The data could include data from institutions (institutional profilles), as well as data
from the community, such as surveys of families, unaffiliated, ete.

The imitial data collected could focus on the opportunities to leam’, the inputs and processes. While I
this data were being collected, groups of experts and clients' could be working simultaneously te

develop measures to collect outcome data, Furthermore, the project should rely on existing data |
already available. ’

oad 3 APR
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A PROGRAM FOR LEADERS IN JEWISH EDUCATION

TENTATIVE SCHEDULE
PROFESSOR ADAM GAMORAN
MAY 21-23,1997
WEDNESDAY. MAY 21. 1997
9:00am - 11:00am Orientation Meeting (at MI) —AH, HH
11:00am - 1:00pm Howie Deitcher, Director, Jerusalem Fellows (at MI)
1:00pm - 2:30pm Lunch —AH, HH (at Mishkenot)

2:30pm - 3:30pm Jacob Levy-Schreiber, Recruitment (at CAPE)

3:30pm - 4:30pm Tzvi Bekerman, Faculty (at CAPE)

THURSDAY. MAY 22. 1997

9:00am - 11:30am Discussion of LIP -- AH, HH, MI (at CAPE)
12:00pm - 1:00pm  Sergio Herskowitz, Jerusalem Fellow (at CAPE)
1:00pm - 2:00pm Lunch with Eli Holzer, Jerusalem Fellow
2:00pm - 3:00pm Nellie Harris, Jerusalem Fellow (at CAPE)
3:00pm - 5:00pm Shmuel Benalal, IDP (at CAPE)

5Qpm—630pm—  Anaett&
" m00

FRIDAY. MAY 23. 1997

| X)am—S5:00pm— General-Discussion CencernmgHFhimre”vaiTrattgTrProcess-
AH, BD, IIBtHI L-JLS-, SB (at CAP67iIKlimiTkg lutreh)
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Toi; <ANNETREDOE. el ae.ils

Freom: Adam Gameran <gameram@sse-wWise.edus
Sulpject: 1998

Cei

B

K=Attaehhents::

Annette,

One of the things I'm looking fForward to abeut my

dhiscuss ideas fior my work in Israel during the spring of 1998. I had a few ideas
that may be of imterest to you -— these are just starting peimts, and I ceuldn't s
all of them, and maybe none of them will be suitable. In any 6ass, we may find
during this wisit that there is work for the evaluation ef CAPE in which I might ke
zible to emgage. My other ideas at this peint are:

TOWARDS A RESEARCH CAPACITY FOR JEWISH EDUCATION

Ome of CIJE's original aims was to develop a capacity for research in Jewish
ediucation. Our progress on this front has largely bésenlinitie@ddtio crrryiimg out sames
high-quality research ourselves. One could compare tLhehep promamimsadE thethairaimlial
conference of the Network for Research in Jewish Educatiom teo see whether there has
been any Iimprovement in gwality over time, but my sense is there has not -— at least
mot im empirical analyses of Jewish educatiom.

What meeds to be done to get off the ground in this arena? How cean (IJIE @it s &
catalyst to improve the guality and quantity of research in Jewlsh educatticn??
Addressing this guestion requires comnsideration of research agemdin: Wiat are the
most pressing issues for which answers are needed as soon as possible? Whaet lssuss
can wait? A second consideration has to do with infrastructume. How cam existimg
mesearch emtities come to include research in Jewish educatiom? Is a mew entity
meeded? A third issue 1is resources. Should community meblilizatiem for Jewlsh
education imcludes funds set aside for research? Or would some other mechamism he
more effective? This work would build on previeus writing by Isa Zrom and by
Betthamie Horowitz.

CONPREHENSIVE ANALYSIS OF EDUCATORS DATA

Who are the educateors ia Jewish scheols? This monegraph would offer a ceomprelheihshive
portrait and analysis of the teachers and educational leaders in as mamy as six
conmunities (Wif we can get the data frem Seatltle, Clevelandi, and Chicagm).. Im
addiition te our well-wern tepies, this werk weuld address a range of iszsues thar
have met previously been censidered in our papers and brieff, ineludimg the
Heolleomiirreg: :

== comparisens of teachers and leaders

— separate analyses of edueaters iR pre-scheels, day seheols, and
supplenentary scheels

— constraints and oppertunities in the ecentexts of Jewish scheols
(Simgegues, JEEs, BJIEs, ete.)
The monogreaph weuld eenclude with a serieus plan fer upgradirg the professiom of
Jewish education, addressing preparatien, Erainirkg, and career paths.

EVALURFION IN THE €IJE: ASSESSMENT AND PROJECTION

Fhis report weuld take steck of svaluatien werk in the EIJE and effer suggestions
for future activiey. Ft weuld diseuss different Eypes of evaluatiom and lecake the
work &2t €LJE withir €hat framewexrk. IR 1ight ef this eonkex, hew uzeiul has the
eyaluation wWerk beesn f£or its varieus purpeses? Next the repert wewld eepsider whak

tRuinted £or Adam Gamoran <gameran@ssc.vwise.gduz _ B ) I
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are the most important evaluation issues CIJE could address, for the following
audiences: a) CIJE internally; b) individual Jewish communities; «c¢) the continental
Jewish community.

Hope to discuss these next week,

Adam

Printed for Adam Gamoran <gamoran@ssc.wise.edu>
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To: Annette@vms.huji.ac.il

From: Adam Gamoran <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu>
Subject: visit

Annette,

I'm looking forward to my visit next week. I've been reading through the
materials and Hadar is doing a great job of getting me organized.

When we planned this visit during the winter we left things vague on
compensation and said we would deal with it later. It occurred to me it
might be appropriate for me to let you know my thoughts on this matter. I
was thinking of asking you for 3 days of consulting fees at $500 per day
(my

regular CIJE rate), plus $500 towards my overseas transportation, plus
expenses connected with staying in Jerusalem (transportation, meals, etc.).
Does this sound appropriate to you?

Adam



The meudng should be a preliminary meeting.

L. Indicaiens for CAPE

Represemting things as we wish, Postpone the meeting.

The truth. Share with him the problem. Upon reflection | have artived at {he question that wihat {
wak o do is a mismatch of time. However to take advantage of his presence we want to bring hiimn wp
o date with everything that has been done lo date and to ask him in brainstorming fashion

Want o take advantage of Adam’s visit to help me structure the thing later by meeting with these twe
#uys and discuss with them the issues of evaluation and see whether he can address their comesnns. 1f
fiails, molbody ¢an. If succeeds, address their concerns. Replace with small mectings.

Get at core this way,

Your concerns are well taken. What I propose is a meeting with a top methodologist, you explain your
douwbts and concerns and see if he can address.

2. Second == the big questioms: the essence

a good map offthe legitimate of baaleu ha'interesing ha ikriim sheli
they will give the good content questions map

sf: kwutsat interesim (who would?
ministry?

mort. fielix

the graduates

map well the legit interst groups that are important to me

they would give me in a group the large questions from which one can draw the mandaie for
Adam

3. Somathing missing in the leadership [ ean provide to CAPE

Full time
proseed in the general spirit that is being dene

Whe are the five people that | weuld new eonsult if SF were unavailable
fiestless searsihing questions

Sehefifler

Dery

Nisan

Michael Billig (UK?)
DaFmsn

Fox

Hirshman

Ravitzky

Mike —Behind the ssenes
Big



ok approval, enly cach time searching questions
always compleiely conversant with what is going on at CAPE

the imperant searching questions I have heard

(¥ ETOUPS:

a. will give me the questions that have to be assessed

Ib. avery highest and very prestigious very liking group with a clear contribution 4o make
liisten constantly

willl give me great and substance
legitimacy



Received: by HUJIIVMS via SMTP(128.139.9.65) (HUyMail-V7c)y
Sun, 18 May 97 08:30:33 +0300

Date: Sun, 18 May 97 8:30 +0300

MIME-Version: 1.0

Content-Type: text/plain

Content-Transfer-Encoding: 7bit

From: hadar@vms.huji.ac.il

Subject: Adam Gamoran Visit

To: annette

X-Mailer: SPRY Mail Version: 04.00.06.17

I want to confirm with you that you have spoken with Uri Ravitzky, Tzvi
Bekerman

and Mike Rosenak concerning meeting with Adam Gamoran. We have time
slots

available for them any time from 11:30am - 3:30pm on Thursday, May 22.

I have

allocated one hour slots for each. Time is running short so I want to be able
to contact them to confirm.

Also, as regards inviting Jerusalem Fellows, Howie has suggested that Eli
Holzer

meet with Adam as Eli will be working with CIJE next year. What do you
think

about 1t? | have not scheduled time at this point. My thinking is maybe
they

should meet informally, but not as part of the consultatiom.

Lunches are all ordered and the rooms are taken care of. I did not get a hold
off Adam last week when I tried to call him, however I received an email
from him

that he is here already, at th" Marina Hotel in Tel Aviv (03) 521-1777. 1
will

call him this morning.

That's 11.



Mandel Institute

2T1in 110n
Tel:972-2-566-2832
Fax:972-2-566-283"7
FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION
TO: Avital Darmon DATE: May 25, 1997
FROM: Annette Hochstein PAGES: 1

FAX NUMBER

Hello Avital,
Re: Dr. Gamaron's Lecture

I am pleased to inform you that Dr. Adam GamOrt”n
has agreed to give a lecture at the National
Center for Biology Teachers on the topic of
School Organization and the Reform of Science
Teaching. The topic provides from the fact that
he has a major research project at the University
of Wisconsin on this topic, and was looking
forward to meeting the National Center's people
and telling them about it.

Best would be if this lecture could take place
between the last week of January of 1998 and
March 1st. However, any time from late January
through mid-June 1998 1is fine.

jh /. G#}/1y
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Received; by HUJIIVMS via SMTP(144.92.190.57) (HUyMail-V7c));
Fri, 16 May 97 06:28:18 +0300 )
Received; from [144.92.182.134] by duncan.sse.wisc.edu;
(3.63%3 211.1.8.2/10May96-0433PM)
id AA32698; Thu, 15 May 1997 22:28:04 -0500
Date: Thu, 15 May 1997 22:28:04 -0500
Message-1d; <9705160328.AA32698@duncan.ssc.wisc.edu>,
X-Sender: gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu
X-Mailer: Windows Eudora Pro Version 2.1.2
Mime-Version: 1.0
Content-Type: text/plain; charset="us-ascii"
To: <ANNETTE@vms.huji.ac.il>
From: Adam Gamoran <gamoran{@ssc.wisc.edu>
Subject: 1998

Annette,

One of the things I'm looking forward to about my visit next week”s the
chance to discuss ideas for my work in Israel during the spring of 1998. 1
had a few ideas that may be of interest to you —these are just starting
points, and I couldn't do all of them, and maybe none ofthem will be
suitable. In any case, we may find during this visit that there is work for
the evaluation of CAPE in which I might be able to engage. My other ideas
at this point are:

TOWARDS A RESEARCH CAPACITY FOR JEWISH EDUCATION

One of CIJE's original aims was to develop a capacity for research in Jewish
education, Our progress on this front has largely been limited to carrying
out some high-quality research ourselves. One could compare the programs
off

the annual conference of the Network for Research in Jewish Education to
see

whether there has been any improvement in quality over time, but my sense
is

there has not —at least not in empirical analyses of Jewish edueation.

What needs to be done to get off the ground in this arena? How capn CIJE
act



as a catalyst to improve the quality and quantity of research in Jewish
education? Addressing this question requires consideration of research
agenda: What are the most pressing issues for which answers are needed as
soon as possible? What issues can wait? A second consideratiom has to do
with infrastructure. How can existing research entities come to include
research in Jewish education? Is a new entity needed? A third issue is
resources. Should community mobilization for Jewish education includes
funds set aside for research? Or would some other mechanism be more
effective? This work would build on previous writing by Isa Aron and by
Bethamie Horowitz.

COMPREHENSIVE ANALYSIS OF EDUCATORS DATA

Who are the educators in Jewish schools? This monograph would offer a
comprehensive portrait and analysis of the teachers and educational leaders
in as many as six communities (if we can get the data from Seattle,
Cleveland, and Chicago). In addition to our well-wom topics, this work
would address a range of issues that have not previously been considered in
our papers and brief, including the following:

-—comparisons of teachers and leaders

-—separate analyses of educators in pre-schools, day schools, and
supplementary schools

-—constraints and opportunities in the contexts of Jewish schools
(synagogues, JCCs, BJEs, etc.)
The monograph would conclude with a serious plan for upgrading the
profession of Jewish education, addressing preparation, training, and career
paths.

EVALUATION IN THE CIJE: ASSESSMENT AND PROJECTION

This report would take stock of evaluation work in the CIJE and offer
suggestions for future activity. It would discuss different types of
evaluation and locate the work at CIJE within that framework. In light of
this context, how useful has the evaluation work been for its various
purposes? Next the report would consider what are the most important
evaluation issues CLJE could address, for the following audiences: a) CIJE
internally; b) individual Jewish communities; c) the continental Jewish
community.



Hope to discuss these next week,

Adam



To: HOROWITZB t
From: Adam Gamoran /
Subject: Israel 1997-98

Cc: ANNETTE

Bethamie,

I hope all is well with you. I understand you and Barry and your kids will
be spending 1997-98 in Israel. It looks like Marla and I and our crew will
be there for the spring semester. I will be teaching at Tel Aviv University
and also working for the Mandel Institute. I met with Annette last week (1
was In Israel for a research conference and also for a consultation at CAPE)
to discuss my work at the Mandel Institute, and your name came up in
connection with a couple of ideas. Annette asked me to teach a chug to the
Jerusalem Fellows, and we had the idea that if you and I worked together,
we could do something that would combine Jewish population and Jewish
education in North America. I am wondering whether you'd be interested in
working on something like that with me.

Also, one of my tasks next year will probably be something of major
interest to C1JE: thinking about how to satisfy the mandate to "develop a
research capacity” for Jewish education. Iknow that you have done some
thinking and interviewing about this topic, and I wondered if you might
have some interest in working together on this topic.

Let me know how this strikes you.

Adam



Reeeived: by HUJIVMS (HUyMail-V7¢); Sun, 01 Jun 97 15:19:06 +0300
Date:  Sun, 1 Jun 97 15:19 +0300
Message-id: <01060097151904@HUJIVMS>
From: Avital Darmen <AVITAL@HUJIVMS>
To; gamoian@sse. wise edi,
annette
Ce:  yaelz@mail.snunit k12l
MIME-version: 1.0
Content-type: Text/plain; charset
Content-Transfer-Encoding: Quoted-Printable
Subject: Fwd: Your lecture, Biology Teachers' Center-Israel

Dear Dr. Gamoran,

I would like to thank you for accepting our invitation to come and

give a lecture at the Israel Center for Biology Teachers while you spend
the semester in Israel. I am sure that the course participanis,

leading high school biology teachers in Israel, can benefit from your
expertise.

I am grateful to the Mandel Institute for enabling this lecture, and
on their good advice, I take Annette Hochstein's suggestion to write
directly to you, so that we can agree upon the subject, and

the date.

Needless to say, reforms in science (biology included) education are mot
rare in Israel (as all over), and since a reform in students' evaluation has
been experimented here in the last 2 years, having to do with change
from a national final exam system to school-based evaluation, the
subject you chose - "School Organization and the Reform of Science
Teaching"

1s indeed both interesting and important.

During the month of February we have two planned study days - the 9th
and the 23rd. Each lasts from 10:00 to 16:00, usually with three 1.5 hour
lessons/activities. Could you please let me know which day and timme will
be most convenient?

Alse, should there be any preparatory reading, please let us have the



referenee. (All the teachers read English and can follow an
oral lecture in English, yet we usually let whoever wishes to ask
a question or make a remark in Hebrew, to do so. Will this be OK?)

In case some information about the biology teachers' center is usefful:

The Center of Biology Teachers in Israel is a national center, founded
three years ago as part of an implementation process of the
recommendations

off a national committee for the improvement of Science and Mathematics
Education in Israel ("The Harari committee"”, named after its chairmam, the
well respected President of the Weizmann Institute) or "Tomorrow 98"
Report, its official title, pointing out the emergency to act upon the 50th
anniversary of the state off Israel). Ours is one of seven such centers,
established for each scientific school discipline under the Israeli Science
Teaching Center, acting in the science faculties in the different
Universities.

We serve the 2000 high-school biology teachers, and are mainly occupied
with creating and diffusing new ways of learning for teachers during their
career, along with developing a professional elite among those teachers.
(The experimentaion of those new ways of learning in different regioms,
opportunities for local leadership to develop etc. are complemented by the
establishment of regional teachers’ centers, meant to serve all (science)
teachers in a certain area).

The course for leading teachers in the national center is the site of
enthuastic 1I-2 years encounter of 20 of the best teachers, carrying
different experimental and leading roles in the system.

The course takes place in Jerusalem, every other Monday throughout the
school year. One of the four main topics for next year's course will be
evaluation of students' learning,

Finally, next year Yael Eran-Zoran will be the director of the center and
in charge of the course; I'll be in SEL and am looking forward to meeting
you both here and there.

Should you have any questions, please contact me, and I shall be more
than happy to answer them.

Sincerely,



Avital
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Adam Gamoran, 09:57 AM 5/7/97 -, Re: gender paper

X-Sender: gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu

Date: Wed, 07 May 1997 09:57:15 -0500

To: annette <Annettel@vms.huji.ac.il>
From: Adam Gamoran <gamoran@ssc.wise.edu>
Subject: Re: gender paper

Cc: Alan <73321.1220@CompuServe.COM>

Annette,

Please confirm that the paper on gender differences among
teachers in Jewish

schools does not endanger confidentiality, or the work of
CIJE, so that we

are clear to present it at the conference on June 2.

Thanks,

Adam

At 04:48 PM 3/21/97 +0300, vyou wrote:

>Hi Adam,

>

>1 am pleased to play this role, and will ask Mike to do the
same. I have

>received the article and will react asap.

>

>regarding next year — I don't recall where we left the
notion that perhaps,

>instead of sharing your term between multiple institutions
you might

>consider spending most/much/all of your time at the Mandel
Institute? for

>your information, the board meetings ended yesterday with a
decision to

>check the feasibility of establishing a think tank at the
institute. Dr

>David Dery, a policy analyst of the Hebrew University, who
has spent the

>last 18 months with Prof.Scheffler at Harvard, will head
the planning effort.

>

Printed for annette <AnnetteOvms.huji.ac.il>



Adam Gamoran, 09:57 AM S/1/91 -, Re: gender paper

>have a happy purim!
>

>best,

>

>annette
>

>

>

>At 04:28 PM 3/19/97 -0600, you wrote:

>>Annette,

>>

>>Although the MEF Advisory Committee 1s no longer
functioning with

>>regularity, there 1is a critical function for which I hope
I may call on you

»NOW . That 1is the function of reviewing our written work
for the purpose of

>>formally approving papers that are intended for
distribution outside CIJE.

>>The purpose of this review is to consider two specific
issues: (1) Does the

>>paper maintain the confidentiality of subjects? (2) Does
the paper cause

>>any harm to the implementation of CIJE's work? Only if
the first answer 1is

>>yes and the second is no, may the paper be approved for
dissemination. This

>>control process, formal as it may be, 1is essential for our
credibility and

>>integrity.

»

>>For this year's conference of the Research Network in
Jewish Education, we

>>have written a new paper entitled "Gender Differences
among Teachers in

>>Jewish Schools." The paper 1is to be presented in June and
we hope it will

>>subseqguently be published in an academic outlet. I have
asked Bill Robinson

>>to fax you a copy of the paper. Of course we would

welcome any substantive

Printed for annette <AnnetteOvms.huji.ac.il>



Adam Gamoran, 09:57 AM S/1/91 -, Re: gender paper

»comments that you may have, but I am specifically asking
for your approval

>>under these review conditions which we established those
years back when Jim

>>Coleman was with us. I am also sending the paper to Alan
Hoffmann and Karen

>>Barth for their approval.

>>

>>Just as a tease. I'll tip my hand: the paper's findings
are not surprising,

>>but they are provocative. The data show that on average,
men and women go

>>into Jewish education for different reasons; they work
different hours; they

»receive different compensation; and among men and women in
the same types of

>>settings, with the same experience, formal training, and
hours of work, men

>>receive substantially higher salaries -- about one
category on our scale,

>>which comes to about $5000.

»

>>Many thanks,

>>Adam

>>

Printed for annette <Annette@vms .huji.ac.il> 3



Adam Gamoran, 01:59 PM 3/31/97 , updates

Received: by HUJIVMS wvia SMTP (144.92.190.57) (HUyMail-V7c) ;
Mon, 31 Mar 97 23:04:26 +0300

Received: from [144.92.174.173] by duncan.ssc.wisc.edu;

(5.65v3.2/1.1.8.2/10May96-0433PM)

id AA05309; Mon, 31 Mar 1997 14:00:01 -0600
Message-Id: <2.2.16.19970331195930.1£7£f5bf40ssc.wise.edu>
X-Sender: gamoranOssc.wisc.edu
X-Mailer: Windows Eudora Pro Version 2.2 (16)
Mime-Version: 1.0
Content-Type: text/plain; charset="us-ascii"

Date: Mon, 31 Mar 1997 13:59:30 -0600

To: 104440.24 740CompuServe.COM

From: Adam Gamoran <gamoranOssc.wise.edu>
Subject: updates

Cc: Alan <73321.12200CompuServe.COM>,
GOLDRIEBOctrvax.Vanderbilt .Edu,

Bill Robinson <74104.33350CompuServe.COM>,
73321.1217 0CompuServe .COM,

73321.12200CompuServe.com, AnnettelOvms.huji.ac.il

Karen,

I'm writing to update you on progress in the Indicators
project and the TEI
evaluation.

INDICATORS PROJECT

On March 27, we held a very successful consultation on the
Indicators

project. Participants were:

Henry Levin, Stanford (economist)

Aaron Pallas, Michigan State (sociologist)

Barbara Schneider, NORC (sociologist, survey director,
member of
professors group)

Lee Shulman, Stanford and Carnegie (teacher education)

Ross Stolzenberg, Chicago (sociologist, survey
methodologist)

...plus Adam, Ellen, and Bill.

We have commissioned Barbara Schneider to write a memo
summarizing the

meeting and elaborating on her views, so I will wait for
that to provide a

detailed summary. As a group, our advisors were

Pri n+ori For* Annaffa »2nnof f mtmno V>n 74l /0 -\



Adam Gamoran, 01:59 PM 3/31/97 , updates

enthusiastic about the

general 1idea and had a variety of suggestions about models
and methods. One

minor but important point was that we should not use the
term "Leading"

indicators. "Leading" has a very specific meaning for
economists, referring

to indicators that project future trends, as opposed to
"Lagged" indicators

which reflect back on the past. Both Hank Levin and Rafe
Stolzenberg told

us not to use that term -- instead "Key Indicators" or
"Major Indicators" or

Just "Indicators" would be preferred.

In addition to this consultation, I met separately with
Harold Himmelfarb,

the sociologist who wrote the well-known study showing that
Jewish education

aside from day schools has no impact on adult religious
practices. Harold

was formerly a professor at Ohio State and now works for
the U.S. Department

of Education. I asked Harold about the U.S. government's
education

indicators project and how the lessons learned might be
applied to Jewish

education. He urged us to set modest goals, obtain
benchmarks, and measure

progress, 1in contrast to some of the unreachable goals
(e.g., "The U.S. will

be first in the world in math and science achievement") or
vague goals

(e.g., "All children will start school ready to learn")
that appear in the

U.S. national education goals. This is relevant to our
work, in that some
of our draft outcomes are vague and distant. In general,

Harold noted that

setting benchmarks often plays an important role in
research and policy. He

gave the example of the Adult Literacy Study of 1991, which
is now what

everyone 1in the field of adult literacy refers to when
discussing the issue.

Harold thinks the National Jewish Population Survey should

Printed for Ann Asnnoi-t-oUTmo 99379999555 AN



Adam Gamoran, 01:59 PM 3/31/97 , updates

be carried out

every 5 years instead of 10 years because the latter is too
long a time lag

for keeping track of trends.

At both of our consultations, we were warned that it would
not be possible

to make causal inferences based on Indicators data. For
example, the

population survey of 2001 might show a rise in the
intermarriage rate, but

that would not mean any particular initiatives had been
ineffective. In

fact, a program might be very effective, but the larger
trends may work in

the opposite direction. The only way to evaluate a program
is to evaluate

the program directly; the indicators study is too far
removed from a

specific program to serve the purpose of evaluation (except
in the broadest

sense that CIJE will be evaluated as successful if the
broad trends follow

our vision).

TEI EVALUATION

As you know we have been frustrated that Ken Zeichner has
not been able to

do what he agreed to in December, 1i.e. go through the
cohort 1 interviews

and summarize their perceptions of what they learned from
TEI. To

Jump-start this process, Bill compiled a document in which
he listed four

related questions, provided relevant extracts from four of
the nine

interviews, and answered his questions based on these
extracts. Then, we

held a meeting on March 28 with Ken (Adam, Bill, Ellen,
Ken, and Gail

attended). I was pleased to see that Ken had read Bill's
material carefully

and offered several good suggestions for moving ahead —
suggestions that

neither Ellen nor I would have thought of. This seems to
be the best way to

'Printed fnt Anno+—=%i fr£f 1 I A
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Adam Gamoran, 01:59 PM 3/31/97 , updates

use Ken's expertise, 1i.e. we will pull together some
material and analyze

it, and ask Ken to comment on our framework and analysis.
This 1s not as

good as getting Ken to do the analysis himself, but that
just isn't going to

happen. Moreover, I was very satisfied with the progress
we made at the

meeting, and I think this process will allow us to do good
work.

(Gail, we really appreciated your participation at this
meeting!)

Our current short-term plan is for Bill to prepare a list
of the main goals

of TEI for its participants, and to indicate how success at
reaching these

goals may be identified using the interview data (as far as
one can tell

from what participants say). The list comes from three
sources: our

discussion with Ken, Gail's memo on "What should a TEI
graduate know," and

the paper by Gail, Barry, and Ellen on "Educational leaders
as teacher

educators." The 1list will be reviewed by Ken, Gail, Adam,
and Ellen, and
then Bill will work with Ken on the analysis. In practical

terms this means

Bill will do the analysis, Ken will comment, Bill will
revise, etc., but

based on our recent meeting I think this will work. The
analysis will

indicate what TEI participants learned that is included in
the 1list of

goals; what they learned that is not on the 1list; and what
was on the list

which they did not learn. This analysis serves three
purposes: 1) It

provides feedback to the TEI faculty; (2) It provides a
preliminary

evaluation of TEI; and (3) It will generate questions for
the second round

of interviews.



Adam Gamoran, 01:59 PM 3/31/97 , updates

See you next week,

Adam

Printed for Annette <ann’Tiofavmc: <17
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From: Adam Gamoran
Subject: hedule for Leading Indicators project

Recent discussions about the Leading Indicators project indicate that we
need to consider three phases for planning instead of two, in which we
consider PURPOSE and MODELS before moving to a proposal for
IMPLEMENTATION. Consequently, we propose the following revised
schedule for the project:

JANUARY-FEBRUARY, 01997:
—Review outcomes listed in strategic plan, and Bethamie Horowitz
research (AG, EG, BR)

—Discuss concept of Leading Indicators, and varieties of possible
implementation, with professors group. (AG, EG, GZD, BWH)

MARCH, 1997:

-—Consultation with a small group of social scientists in connectiom with
AERA at the end of the month. Given a set of outcomes, how might they be
measured, and how should they be prioritized? (AG, EG, BR) Commision
one participant (Barbara Schneider?) to write a memo responding to the
Leading Indicators idea.

APRIL, 1997:
—Draft statement of PURPOSE and possible atemative MODELS for
studying Leading Indicators. (AG, EG, BR).

MAY/JUNE, 1997:
-—Consultation in Jerusalem with Annette Hochstein, Seymour Fox, Mike
Inbar, Steven M. Cohen, on models for Leading Indicators. (AG, EG)

JUNE, 1997:

—Consultation with Jewish educational researchers at the annual meeting of
the Network for Research on Jewish education, on models for Leading
Indicators (AG, EG, BR)

——Discussion with CLIE staff of models for Leading Indieators (All)



JUNE-AUGUST, 1997:

-- Draft proposal for a study of Leading Indicators, identifying a model and
illustrating with examples of possible indicators. (Not sure whether this
will be assigned to AG/EG/BR or someone else.)

-- Discussion of proposal with CI1JE staff (All)

OCTOBER, 11997:
—Discussion of proposal with CIJE Steering Committee (All)

NOVEMBER, 1997:
—Invitational meeting with lay leaders on Leading Indicators (at the GA?).

DECEMBER, 1997:
—Draft expanded proposal including PURPOSE, MODEL, and
MEASURES to be included in a study of Leading Indicators

JANUARY, 1998:;
—Discuss expanded proposal with professors group.

—Discuss expanded proposal with C1JE staff.

MARCH, 1998:
—Consultation with top methodologists on detailed plans for measuring
Leading Indicators.

MAY, 1998:
-—Final proposal for studying Leading Indicators. Discuss with CIJE
Steering Committee and Blaustein Foundation.



their speciffic objectives. A major problem for new efforts is the lack of
lirfformation about whether they are succeeding. How will we know whether
Jewiish wdecation is moving in the right direction? Typically, evaluations
are short term and limited in scope, if they occur at all. Yet the
dhjectives of programs such as lay leadership development, enhanced
professional development for teachers, seminars for educatiomal leaders, and
o on, are long-term and diffuse. Hence, there is a mismatch between the
short—term, limited imformation being gatheredi, and the need for long=tesm,
wiide—ranging knowledge about change iin the Jewish community.

An important reason for this mismatch iis that appropriate information is
difficult to gather and iinterpret.. Program goals are often ambiguous and
progress iis hard to measure. For example, behaviaral measures such as
whetther a person lights Shabbat candles or conducts a Passover seder —
desired outcomes of some education programs — are probably imadeguate for

Press RETURN for more......
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capturing the complex and diverse processes by which iimdividuzsll Jews respond
to these programs. In addition, change happens over a long period of time.
It iis diiffficult to measure progress in the absence of a Tongitudimall
approach which can be expensive and complex, and requires a long delay
theffore results can be assessed.
instead ©f (tor in addition to) short=term, narrow assessments of individiuall
programs, tirere is a need for a coordinated effort to bring together a wide
varigty of iimformation about Jewish education and iits consequences in North
America. Such an effort may draw on infermation already being collected in
on-going projects, and it may also involve new data collections especially
designed fior this purpose. This effort to establish "Leading Indicators" of
Jewish education is medeled after similar approaches in econemics, healthm,
and general educatiem. [t weuld provide 2 baseline on the current status ef
Jewish education, and allew assessment of change over time.

There are several benefits of a Leading limdicators appreach te addressing
the shortage of iimformation about Jewish education and its effectss, First,
Leading Imdicators would deseribe the status of a key aspeet of the Jewish
community, taking the pulse in an area whose health is believed to be
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captivring the complex and diverse preesesses by whieh individuall Jews respend
to these presrams.. 1n additien, ehange happens ever 2 leng peried ef time.
K s @ifficult te measure pregress ip the absenee ef a lengitudinal
approgch which can be expensive and cemplex, and requires a leng delay
befere results ean be assessedt
Imstesd of (or 1in additien te) shert=term, narrow assessments of individual
programs, fthere is a reed for a coordipated effert to bring tegether a wide
variety of infermatien abeut Jewish edueatien apd its censequenees in Nerth
Awerica. Sueh an effert may draw on infermatien already being eollested in
on-going projeets, and it may alse imvelve new data cellestiens especially
designed for this purpese. This effert te establish “Leading (mdicators" of
Jewish education is modeled after similar approeaches in eeenomies, health,
and general edueatien. it weuld previde 2 baseline en the eurrent status ef
Jewish edueation, snd gllew assessment of change ever time.

There are several benefits of a Leading Indicators appreach te addressing
the shoritage of imfeormatien abeut Jewish edueation and its effeets. Firsk,
Leading [mshicaters weuld deseribe the status of a key aspeet of the Jewish
comnsnity, taking the pulse ip an area whese health is believed to be
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wentral to the Tife of North American Jewry. Second, it would allew
fforecasting. ln the medical field, child immunization rates are used to
forecast tie fwture health of a community. Similarly, rates of teacher
‘traiming or professionall development might be used to forecast changes in
tthe Jewish kmowledge of a future generation of Jewish childrem. Third,
umlilke most program evaluations, Leading Imdicators offers a long=term
perspective. By gathering similar data over a long period of time, such
iimtlicators may be able to detect changes that are too graduall to appear in
wrogram evaluations. Fourth, a Leading Imdicators project can focus on the
outcomes that really matter. [t can transcend the direct outcomes of
imdfividual imittiatives to examine the overall progress of the Jewish
commumiitty amd iits educational system.

Methodollogy

A pllanming process for this project is currently wnderway, and a variety of
methodologies @re under consideration. Several possible outcomes have heen
tremttativelly iigentified, and these are listed in Figure 1. This list is
iilfhustrative and iis not meant to be exhaustive.
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Tihe basic methodology of the project has three components: (@) te ceordinate
and iimtegrate data that are already being collected: (b) te identify the
essential gaps iin current imformatien; and =A? to consider collecting new
iimfonmetion o fill iin the gaps. Beyond these basic steps., a variety of
models are currently under consideration, and couwld be the subject of
fruitful disoussion at the conference.. Figure 2 lists possible diseussien
questions for the proposed consultatiom.

Oine model wmder consideration follows the example of the U.3.. gevernment,,
wihich hes resently begun compiling data to moniter progress towards natiomall
education goals (Mlatienal Geals Panel, 996). 1n 1990, the federall
government gnd the nation's governers agreed upen several natiomall geals fer
eduestion, such as "all children will start scheel ready te learr" and
"students will e first in the werld in mathematies gnd science. " §inee
1994, the WMatienal Gesls Panel has compiled imfermation that addresses
progress teward these geals. For example, data en preseheel partieipatien
are used Lo assess presress iR preparing ehildren te start seheol.. The data
are mot especially eellested for the Geals Panel; instead they are drawn
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fihe basic methedelesy of the prejest has three cempenents: (@) te eeerdinate
and iimtegrate data that are already being coliected; (&) te identify the
esseptial &aps 1n current infermatien; and =A9 te censider scellesting new
ifonmetion te fill ip the gaps. Beyond these basie steps, # variety of
models are cwrrently vpder consideration, and eould be the subject of
fruitful discussion at the egnferenee. Figure 2 lists pessible diseussien
questions for the propesed sensultatiom.

Ore medel wnder consideration follews the example of the U.S. government,



wihich fnas recently begun compiling data to monitor progress towards natiomall
sducation goals ((National Goals Panel, 1995).. In 1990, the federal
aovermment and the matiion'ls governors agreed upon several natiomall goals for
education, such as "all children will start schoel ready to learn" and
“studients will be first in the world fin mathematics and science." Since
1994, tthe Mational Goals Panel has compiled information that addresses
progress toward these goals. For example, data on preschooll participation
are used to assess progress iin preparing children to start school.. The data
are mot especially collected for the Goals Panel; imstead they are drawn
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ffrom @ wariety of mational surveys administered periodically by the U.S.
Pepartment of Education and other agencies.

The Metional Goals approach has severall characteristics that make iit
appeelling as a model for Leading Imdicators of Jewish educatiom. First, it
jis pased on a limited set of clear goals around which there is substantiiall
consensus.. Second,, it is nation=wide. Third, it does not require any new
data oolllection; inmstead it relies on imformation already being gathetred.

However, iit iis mot clear that a national {@r continental)} focus is feasihle
or mepessarily desirable for Jewish education. The only nation-wide survey
iis the MNational Jewish Population Survey, and this iis conducted only once a
decade, mot frequently enough for imfermation that could be used for
forecasting.. However, individual communities may gather iinformation mere
often. Alse, whereas a nationall study may be a formidable challenge,
commumnity-hbased studies may be more feasible. (Consequently, and altermative
mode! would be to identify a limited number of representative communities
and both wse available information and collect mew iinformation where=
mecessary.,
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Comelusien

The Leading ndicaters prejest is g petentially impertant initiative fer
assessing the surrent status of Jewish educatien in Nerth Ameriea and
monitering pessible shange. The projeet would benefit greatly frem the
imsights of educational researchers whe will be sttending the eenferemee.
®ver time, the preject may benefit educatiemall researchers whe may earry out
analyses of new data that may be collectedi, Henee, this eensultatien is
propesed te establish @ esonversation around the idea of Leading Indicaters
of Jowish edueation.
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Figure 1. Il lustrative Outcomes for Leading Indicators
=09

1. Lifelong learning: Jewish education occurs throughout the life cours
and is not limited to childhood schooling.

2 Knowledge and learning: There is a recognized minimum level of knowle
dge
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and skills that most Jews achieve, and a substantial group achieves much
higher levels.

3. Educational leaders: Educational l|eaders are prepared, by training an
d
disposition, to provide the vision and leadership necessary for Jewish
education, including expertise in education, Judaica, and administration.

4. Teachers: Teachers are prepared, by training and disposition, to teac
h
the rich Jewish heritage that is vital for Jewish continuity, including
expertise in Jewish content and the field of education.

5. Informal education: Every Jew has access to informal educational
experiences with rich Jewish content.
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3. Educational leaders: Educational leaders are prepared, by training an
d
disposition, to provide the vision and leadership necessary for Jewish
education, including expertise in education, Judaica, and administration
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Figure 2 Questions for Discussion

1. Is the Leading Indicators project a worthwhile idea? Who would bene
fit
from it?

2 Is it feasible to identify and gather information on Leading Indicat
ors

of Jewish education in North America?
3. What information is already being collected that would address the
il lustrative outcomes, or other outcomes that may be proposed? What are the

key gaps in available information?

4.  How should potential Indicators be prioritized?
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Figure 2 Questions for Discussion

1. Is the Leading Indicators project a worthwhile idea? Who would bene



Fit
ffrom iit?
2. lls it feasible to identify and gather imformation on Leading Indicat

ors
of Jewish education in North America?

3. What information is already being collected that would address the
iillustrative outcomes, or other outcomes that may be proposed? What are the

key gaps iin available imformation?

4. How should potential Imdicators be prioritized?
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I. 1ls the Leading Imdicators project a worthwhile idea? Who would bene
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of Jewish education iin Morth America?
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iiMlustrative owtcomes, or other outcemes that may be proposed? What are the
key gaps iin available imfermation?

4. How should potential Indicators be prioritized?
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5. Should the coordination and collection of data be focused primarily
T

tthe community or the nationall level?
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Date: Mon, 31 Mar 1997 13:59:30 -0600

To: 104440.2474Q@CompuServe.COM

From: Adam Gamoran <gamoran@ssc.wise.edu>
Subject: updates

Cc: Alan <73321.1220@CompuServe.COM>,
GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu,

Bill Robinson <74104.3335@CompuServe.COM>,
73321.1217@CompuServe.COM,

73321.12200CompuServe.com, Annette@vms.huji.ac.il

Karen,

I'm writing to update you on progress 1in the Indicators
project and the TEI
evaluation.

INDICATORS PROJECT

On March 27, we held a very successful consultation on the
Indicators

project. Participants were:

Henry Levin, Stanford (economist)

Aaron Pallas, Michigan State (sociologist)

Barbara Schneider, NORC (sociologist, survey director,
member of
professors group)

Lee Shulman, Stanford and Carnegie (teacher education)

Ross Stolzenberg, Chicago (sociologist, survey
methodologist)

...plus Adam, Ellen, and Bill.

We have commissioned Barbara Schneider to write a memo
summarizing the

meeting and elaborating on her views, so I will wait for
that to provide a

detailed summary. As a group, our advisors were

IPrinted form Ann>=sgeo>=x "gmna +-+a ft-Imncle 172 M a0 A -
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enthusiastic about the

general idea and had a variety of suggestions about models
and methods. One

minor but important point was that we should not use the
term 'Leadingl

indicators. "Leading" has a very specific meaning for
economists, referring

to indicators that project future trends, as opposed to
"Lagged" indicators

which reflect back on the past. Both Hank Levin and Rafe
Stolzenberg told

us not to use that term -- instead "Key Indicators" or
"Major Indicators" or

Just "Indicators" would be preferred.

In addition to this consultation, I met separately with
Harold Himmelfarb,

the sociologist who wrote the well-known study showing that
Jewish education

aside from day schools has no impact on adult religious
practices. Harold

was formerly a professor at Ohio State and now works for
the U.S. Department

of Education. I asked Harold about the U.S. government's
education

indicators project and how the lessons learned might be
applied to Jewish

education. He urged us to set modest goals, obtain
benchmarks, and measure

progress, 1n contrast to some of the unreachable goals
(e.g., "The U.S. will

be first in the world in math and science achievement") or
vague goals

(e.g., "All children will start school ready to learn")
that appear in the

U.S. national education goals. This is relevant to our
work, in that some
of our draft outcomes are wvague and distant. In general,

Harold noted that

setting benchmarks often plays an important role in
research and policy. He

gave the example of the Adult Literacy Study of 1991, which
is now what

everyone 1in the field of adult literacy refers to when
discussing the issue.

Harold thinks the National Jewish Population Survey should
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be carried out

every 5 years instead of 10 years because the latter 1s too
long a time lag

for keeping track of trends.

At both of our consultations, we were warned that it would
not be possible

to make causal inferences based on Indicators data. For
example, the

population survey of 2001 might show a rise in the
intermarriage rate, but

that would not mean any particular initiatives had been
ineffective. In

fact, a program might be very effective, but the larger
trends may work in

the opposite direction. The only way to evaluate a program
is to evaluate

the program directly; the indicators study is too far
removed from a

specific program to serve the purpose of evaluation (except
in the broadest

sense that CIJE will be evaluated as successful if the
broad trends follow

our vision).

TETI EVALUATION

As you know we have been frustrated that Ken Zeichner has
not been able to

do what he agreed to in December, 1.e. go through the
cohort 1 interviews

and summarize their perceptions of what they learned from
TET. To

Jump-start this process, Bill compiled a document in which
he listed four

related questions, provided relevant extracts from four of
the nine

interviews, and answered his questions based on these
extracts. Then, we

held a meeting on March 28 with Ken (Adam, Bill, Ellen,
Ken, and Gail

attended). I was pleased to see that Ken had read Bill's
material carefully

and offered several good suggestions for moving ahead —
suggestions that

neither Ellen nor I would have thought of. This seems to
be the best way to
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use Ken's expertise, 1.e. we will pull together some
material and analyze

it, and ask Ken to comment on our framework and analysis.
This 1is not as

good as getting Ken to do the analysis himself, but that
Just isn't going to

happen. Moreover, I was very satisfied with the progress
we made at the

meeting, and I think this process will allow us to do good
work.

(Gail, we really appreciated your participation at this
meeting!)

Our current short-term plan is for Bill to prepare a list
of the main goals

of TEI for its participants, and to 1indicate how success at
reaching these

goals may be identified using the interview data (as far as
one can tell

from what participants say). The list comes from three
sources: our

discussion with Ken, Gail's memo on "What should a TEI
graduate know," and

the paper by Gail, Barry, and Ellen on "Educational leaders
as teacher

educators." The list will be reviewed by Ken, Gail, Adam,
and Ellen, and
then Bill will work with Ken on the analysis. In practical

terms this means

Bill will do the analysis, Ken will comment, Bill will
revise, etc., but

based on our recent meeting I think this will work. The
analysis will

indicate what TEI participants learned that is included in
the list of

goals; what they learned that is not on the list; and what
was on the 1list

which they did not learn. This analysis serves three
purposes: (1) It

provides feedback to the TEI faculty; (2) It provides a
preliminary

evaluation of TEI; and (3) It will generate questions for
the second round

of interviews.
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To: GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu, Bill Robinson <74104.3335@CompuServe. COM>,
Gail Dorph <73321.1217@CompuServe. COM>, ANNETTE@vms. huji.ac.il,
Alan <73321.1220@compuserve. com>,
Karen Barth <104440.2474@compuserve.com>,
Barry Holtz <73321.1221@compuserve. com>,
Nessa Rapoport <74671.3370@CompuServe. COM>

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

Subject: proposal for consultation on Leading Indicators at the

research network conference
Cc: gamoran@ssc. wisc. edu

Here is a draft of our proposal to hold a consultation on the Leading
Indicators project at the research network conference in June. Please note
that T have limited the description of the project slightly for this
audience: [ am focusing on Jewish education more narrowly, rather than the
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broader Jewish community.

I would welcome your comments TODAY (Friday) if you have a chance to read
the draft proposal. I have to submit the proposal this weekend. If you
can’t get to it today, I would still be happy to have your comments later,

since this is an ongoing project.

LEADING INDICATORS OF JEWISH EDUCATION:
A PLAN FOR MONITORING CHANGE



Huifpese

e punpese ofF e propesed conswitatisn is to seek waput from the Jewish
sieational neseaneh comunity oA a majer new researeh imitiative being
hEmphated by Whe Couwneil for Imftiatives in Jewish Bducatien (CIJE).. The
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U i am indrpendent, men-profit organization dedicated to the
reckiitealllization of Jewish education in North America through systemic
sflieational neform, working with Jewish communities and organizations to
uiild the profession of Jewish sducation and mobilize community support for
Jewiishh edlucakion. An earlier project, the CIJE Study of Educaters, has
nesullted im widespread policy discussions about the preparation of teachers
il educational Ikaders im Jewish schools. The new imitiative, on "Leadimg
Inedicaters,” woulld also have broad implications for wnderstanding the status
amd prospects of Jewish education in North America. For this reason it is
assential that s wide wariety of researchers in Jewish education have the
agportumitty to shere their imsights at the planning stage.

Pandbllem

Thee 1930 Hahrional Jewish Popuwlation Survey, with its finding that over half
aff American Jews mow marry out of the faith (Kesmin et al., 1992}, was a
sttockk to the Jewisth community. Committed Jews across the community spectrum
anee oonmermed abowt the futwre of the Jewish population of North America,
anal mamy are twrming to Jewish sducation as a possible solution {Coumeill far
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Thifttiiattiives im Jewish Education, 1990). A variety of commissioms, programs,
ardl {imiittigtiives e heing propesed and implemented across North Americs.

THese efforts share the comnon puepose of mevitalizing the Jewish community
trivough education, but they are generally mot coordinated and differ in
their soerific objectives. Mmajor preblem for mew edfboirss ibs the Tk of
informettion shout whether they are succeeding. Hewwilll wee kndunosheftether
Jewiisth edication s moving irinthe vhghtightedinestiod¥pica’ Typieaklhatdvakuations
g short tewn gmd Timited irinscopeond theytheruecar a0 allyet the Yet the
gbiestiives of programs such as lay leadership development, enhanreed
prviessional development for teashers, seminars for educatiomsl leaders, and
s o, e Vomgterm and diffuse. Henee, there 1§ @ mismateh between the
sHort-tesm, Timited infornation being gathered, and the need for Teng-term,
wildleranging knowledge about change 1A the Jewigh eommunity,

A impertant ressen Tor this mismateh is that appropriate infermatien is
dhiffficult o satiher and iwterpret..  Program goals are eften ambigueus and
pregress s Hord 19 measure, For example, behavieral measures sueh as
wiheither & persen hights Shabbat candles 6F conduets @ Fasseyer seder —
fesieed oyicomes of some s4ucatien pregrams — are probably ipadeduate for
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Date: Sat, 22 Mar 1997 16:11:09 -0600

X-Sender: gamoranOssc.wisc.edu

To: 73321.1217Q@CompuServe.COM

From: Adam Gamoran <gamoran@ssc.wise.edu>

Subject: another exchange with Rob Toren -- see his message first,
listed at the bottom

Cc: GOLDRIEBSctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu, 73321.1220@compuserve.com,

104440.2474@compuserve.com, ANNETTEQ@vms.huji.ac.il

1. Policy Brief

I'm sure the term "Policy Brief" fits the document you have written.
There

is no "requirement" that it include an action plan. Distribution of the
Policy Brief offers an opportunity to make a case for a particular plan,
S0

if you have a plan you should state your case, but if you do not have a
plan

I would not recommend holding back the information.

If you are going to take the evaluation seriously, at some point you will
need to face up to the lack of preparation among the administrators.

This

could mean (a) advocating standards of preparation for future hiring; »)
advocating standards for professional development among the current work
force. I think in principle this could be done in a way that does not
destroy your relationship with the school directors and the
congregations,

but I understand that it will be a difficult and sensitive process.

Your comment about the scarcity of trained personnel is well taken, and
it
is a major concern for CIJE.

3. Professional Lives

My judgment, as I explained last summer, 1is that including teachers of
secular studies, while important in its own right, 1is a distraction from
the

main issues that concern you in this report. I would have left them out
entirely. I am not talking about teachers who teach an integrated Jewish
and secular curriculum, obviously; I am referring to teachers with
responsibility only in secular studies. No doubt it is interesting to
learn

what proportion of such teachers have Judaica backgrounds, but it is not
at

all the same thing as asking whether those who are supposed to TEACH
Judaica

are formally prepared in their field.

The next best thing would be to report data that includes and excludes
the

secular teachers. (This 1is second best because it still distracts from
the

main point, but at least one can see the results that matter.) You did
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this

at most of the important points, but not in Figure 2, so the comparison

to

Figure 3 (the CIJE results) 1is distorted. (Most 1likely, the comparisons
of

Figures 2 and 3 overstate the educational backgrounds and understate the
Judaica backgrounds of teachers in Cleveland as compared to those in the
LC 's.)

My copy of Tables IX and XI on pages 41 and 43 include a footnote saying
secular teachers were excluded, but for day school teachers n=159, which
is

the total n, so I'm not sure whether secular studies teachers were
excluded

from these tables or not.

Whether you are interested in benefits available or received depends on
your

specific policy concern. We were 1interested in the conditions of work
for

teachers in Jewish schools. Availability of benefits is an important
aspect

of the working conditions; whether teachers actually receive benefits has
as

much to do with teachers' spouses and their jobs as with availability.

So,

if benefits are unavailable, I would conclude that working conditions are
lousy; but if benefits are not received, working conditions might be good
or

bad, I can't tell.

From a cost perspective, vyou might want to know whether teachers would
take

benefits 1f they were offered. For this, vyou would need to know about
benefits offered and benefits received.

I accept the concern for unreliability of teachers' responses about
availability of benefits. My recollection is that you could have taken
this

from principals' responses instead.

Hope this helps clarify,

Adam

At 10:51 AM 3/17/97 -0500, vyou wrote:

>Adam,

>I've finally had some time to read your thoughtful and helpful comments
about

>the evaluation. But first, 1let me again thank you for taking the time
to

>read and advise. One of the richest benefits for me has been the
opportunity

>to engage with so many thoughtful people around these issues.
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>a serious problem attracting qualified people into congregational
leadership

>positions. HUC's Rhea Hirsch School is producing about 8-10
graduates/year

>and few of them, if any, want congregational positions. Several large,
>prestigious, well-paying Reform and Conservative congregations have
>long-standing wvacancies. This 1s an issue that goes way beyond the
simple

>one of training administrators. Here we have a national training
program of

>excellent quality whose graduates don't want to enter the field. They
are

>opting for day school and central agency positions instead. I would
suggest

>it is critical to CIJE's thinking. All educational literature that I am

>aware of points to the centrality of the head in a meaningful change
process,

>from "effective" schools to "good" schools to "essential" schools.
There 1is

>something fundamentally problematic about congregational educational
life

>that action plans around training ignore at their peril.

>2. You make good suggestions about adding data relevant to
administrators

>lack of training in these areas. The two areas of curriculum and
supervision

>(interesting that ASCD lumps them together!) are also highlighted by
>administrators themselves as 1skills that would increase their
>effectiveness." My only quibble here is that from what our professional

>advisory group told us, these are issues that dog the public school
sector as

>well, with administrators who already have the training, at least on
paper.

> Giving people "training" 1is not a once and done deal. I know this 1is
not

>what you are suggesting. But lay leaders often want to reduce these
kinds of

>policy briefs to simple, mechanistic, linear solutions based on
>misunderstandings of how natural science works: given inputs lead to
>predictable outputs. TEI is a good example of a program that takes very
>seriously the complex challenge of changing teaching habits. What would
it

>take to do the same with administrators?
>Thanks for distinguishing "statistically insignificant" from "very
small."

>3. Professional Lives.

>It would be helpful to us if you would cite specifically where vyou find
>general studies teachers included in Jewish education tables. Consider
P_

>43, which tabulates Educators Preparation in Jewish Education. Secular
>studies teachers are specifically excluded. I thought we tried to do
that.

>Should we have included general studies teachers at all? One of our
largest

>day schools has an integrated curriculum where they do not make those
distinctions. In other settings, general studies teachers are teaching
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>1. Policy Brief.

>Is "policy" the right name? If by policy you mean an action plan, then
by

>all means this 1is not a policy brief, nor would we want 1t to be. If we
were

>to present such a plan around the issues of leadership, we would need to
take

>several more months of processing within our community. We don't have
that

>time now. The evaluation is already 6 months late and we need to get
>something out quickly, in front of the public. I am sure you understand
this

>time pressure. We would need extensive conversations with our lay
leadership

>and with our adminsitrators "on the front linesl before we could advance
an

>action plan. Part of the criticism Julie and Roberta articulated about
our

>continuity programs is how we have bruised those we are trying to help.
How

>does one frame calls for reform and change without insulting those who
are

>already in the trenches, "who need to change"? How do we tell
adminsitrators

>that they need to have fundamental skills of curriculum and supervision
in

>order to build more productively upon the substantial investments in
>professional development teachers are currently engaged in? It's a
delicate

>and sensitive process, most especially so for local communities, less so
for

>national, more distant think tanks and agencies. We have tried to
outline

>the issues swirling around deficiencies in educational leadership.

> Hopefully, this document will be the basis of a dialogue between
central

>agency personnel/planners and adminsitrators in direct service positions
> (schools, congregational and day) that will eventually lead to an action
>plan. The plan must be theirs as well as ours. Otherwise, 1it's chances
of

>success will be slim in our estimation.

>An additional goal of the "policy brief" you reviewed is to tell
Cleveland

>the good news about our efforts at professional development.

>So, finally, I don't think we are prepared to call for action with any
>specificity at this point. Would it be helpful to Jjust change the name
from

>"policy brief" to — I don't know what. Give us a suggestion, please.
Or,

>could/should a policy brief make very broad suggestions about building
the

>adminsitrative profession that really don't say much more than "provide
Opportunities for administrators to acquire skills in supervision and
>curriculum." But that's already there.

>By the way, any action plan will not only have to deal with skills.
There 1is
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>Jewish kids in Jewish schools. Should they not have some understanding
of

>the context in which they are teaching? One of our day school directors
(not

>the "integrated curriculum" one) sends his general studies teachers on
the

>Israel Teachers Seminar to provide a fuller understanding. And these
>teachers in this school have told us how meaningful their participation
has

>been to their understanding. Are they Jewish educators? Depends on the
>definition. Is it a content-based or client/context-based definition?

> Beyond definitions, the point 1is, what do we want to know for what
purpose?

>

>If you wouldn't mind, could you please explain why "benefits available"
is

>more important than "benefits received". We found that there is a
problem

>with the "benefits available" question, in that most teachers don't know
>about benefits they are not receiving. In fact, we found that many
teachers

>didn't even know about benefits they were receiving. We felt we would
get

>better data asking what people might know more about, i.e., what they
>actually receive. The issue might be that Jewish teachers are not
unionized,

>like public school teachers and are therefore not working under
standardized

>contracts. Teachers' perception seems to be the most important point in
>asking this question in a survey. If we wanted to know, in fact, what
they

>received, we could Jjust do a phone survey with the directors to find out
what

>benefits their schools make available.

>Thanks for the congratulations. And, again, for your advice.

>

>Rob



From: Adam Gamoran
Subject:The latest on Cleveland:
Message I sent to Rob Toren and Julie T.
Cc: GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu, 73321.1220@compuserve.com,
104440.2474@compuserve.com, ANNETTE@ vms.huji.ac.il

March 9, 1997

To: Rabbi Rob Toren

From: Adam Gamoran

CC: Julie Tammivaara

Re: Final reports from Cleveland

Thanks for the opportunity to read and comment on the final reports from
the study of Jewish educators in Cleveland. In addition to the materials
Julie sent me, I also received (from Mark Gurvis via Gail Dorph) a copy of
the Cleveland policy brief, and I want to share some thoughts on that as
well. In fact, since the policy briefis labeled "draft"” whereas the rest is a
completed work, my comments on the policy brief may have more of an
impact, so let me start there.

POLICY BRIEF

In many ways this is an excellent piece of work. It is clearly written,
offers evidence to back up its claims, and rests on a competent body of
research. I have one concern about it as a work of policy, and | want to
point out one mistake in the text which may be easily corrected.

My major concern is that the implications are diffuse, not focused and
coherent, The three main conclusions -——better curriculum, better
supervision, and networking -—do not come off as part of an overall plan or
strategy. They are not motivated by an integrated vision of how best to
improve Jewish education in Cleveland —or at least, that vision is not
apparent. Moreover, I think it is harder to drive home a diffuse message
that proposes three different directions, than it would be to elicit

attention to a single prominent argument,.



In conversation with Gail Dorph, who shared the policy brief with me, it
became clear that what now appear as three separate ideas might be unified
under the framework of professional development. The research has noted
that teachers devote substantial time to professional development, which is
essential given their limited formal training. But what conditions are
necessary to make professional development pay off? Better networking
among teachers, better supervision and guidance from administrators, and
better curriculum content to work with might be the next step in enhancing
the quality of teachers’ work.

(By the way, in noting the weakness of supervision, I was surprised you did
not point out an important corroborating finding: that very few of the
administrators have formal training in administration, supervision,
leadership, etc. Even the main report gave little attention to this finding.)

For maximum effectiveness, a policy brief should not only be informative, it
should carry with it a plan of action that is clearly motivated by two
sources: the findings of the research, and a conceptualization of whatever
social process is being examined -—in this case, the policy brief should be
informed by a coherent vision of how best to improve Jewish education.. It
should be an instrument of the change process that is long underway and
still ongoing in Cleveland. The policy brief ——and the larger report --
implicitly conclude that professional development is ok in Cleveland. Yet
we know there is more to do and, in conjunction with the CIJE Teacher
Educator Institute, much is happening. This policy brief could help to
further that agenda, and at the same time be true to its findings and lead
more effectively to action.

The minor mistake is the statement on p.5 that the percentage of educators
who are short-term "is statistically insignificamt." This phrase is used
incorrectly here. First, statistical significance is irrelevant because you

are examining a population, not a sample. Statistical significance tests

are used to judge whether some finding in a survey sample might hold in the
population from which the sample was drawm. That doesn't apply here.
Second, even if this were a sample, the phrase would not make sense here.
Statistically insignificant means that in the larger population it might

really be zero. Ithink you mean "very small” not "statistically
insignificant."



EIGHT €OJ€ PROGRAMS: AN EVALUATION

I think you've gotien as mueh out of this evaluation as one could hepe to
obtain. That is, you've learned a lot about the highs and lows of the
implementation of the programs, you know who was touched by the
programs, and what many participants perceive the impact of the programs
0 be. You alsoe have useful information on what people inside and outsidie
the programs perceive as the strengths and weaknesses of the programss. The
data collection for the evaluations was thorough and competeint, and the
interpretation of the interview materials is insightful and presented in am
elegant fashion. With that said, it is also true that you have not obtained
measures of the impact of the programs on children's experiences of Jewish
@ducation. Only the evaluation of the Retreat Institute actually gets to

the kids, and here we find a mix of responses from which no simpie
conclusion is possible. [How do we know the experiences were "excellemt"
(Summary Report, p. 18)? No observations were conducted.] But to expect
anything more from this report would have been unreasonable, and that was
clearly acknowledged in advance of the evaluation.

One limitation on the evaluations is that the questions may not have beem
sharp enough at the outset. In the reports, the questions tend to emerge
firom the study rather than having been specified in advance. Perhaps the
findings would have been more pointed if there had beem more focused
questions going in. But generally, I think the programm evaluations are
mformative and well done given the time frame and scope of work.

PROFESSIONAL LIVES OF EDUCATORS IN JEWISH SCHOOLS IN
CLEVELAND

This report is a comprehensive, in-depth look at the teachers of Cleveland's
Jewish schools. Clearly it will not be read by lay leaders, and probably
few educators will read it, but I hope you will make some effort to
disseminate it. Educational leaders at least should find it worthwhile
reading.

Naturally I think it was a mistake to rejeet some of the adviee I offered
last July —espeecially the inelusion of secular day school teachers in most
tables and figures (wWhy should a day sehool math teacher have a degiee in



Judaiea?), and the reporting off benefits RECEIVED instead of benefits
AVAILABLE. But I recognize that this report was prepared under
pressures from many sources, and not everyone's advice could be followed
on every point. And I like the ordering of chapters, the emphasis on the
high levels offactivity in professional development, the added information
on methods, and other changes that were made.

The discussion of the CIJE reports on p. 12 struck me as disingenuows.
First, it is claimed that "“the three Lead Communities are themseives
different in important ways and the combined data does not maintaim the
integrity off each of these communities...” This is followed by descriptions
off Baltimore, Atlanta, and Milwaukee which stress their differences and
seem to raise questions about the validity of combining data from three
sources. Then, it is acknowledged that “the patterns in the three Lead
Communities are to a great extent similar, and they match, also to a large
extent, the patterns we found in Cleveland.” And the report goes on to
justify the comparison of data from Cleveland with data from the Lead
Communities. So what was the point of playing up the differences among
the Lead Communities? In fact, the comparison to the Lead Communities is
crucial to this report —and to the policy brief —because it allows the
conclusion that investments in Cleveland have made a huge difference in
the extent of professional development activity.

MkRk Rk F Rk Rok Rk Rk ko kkkkokk ok kkkkkkkkkkd ko kokkokkk ok ko kkk ok Rk

Rob, I want to congratulate you, Julie, Roberta, and Mark in seeing this
project through successfully. I hope and expect it will prove its worth in
advancing the agenda of Jewish education in Cleveland.

Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance.



Date: Fri, 21 Mar 1997
To: annette
From: Adam Gamoran
Subject: Re:

Thanks for reviewing the paper.

Regarding next spring, [ am interested in working more than 1 day/week at

the Mandel Institute, but [ would also like to maintain my connections and
establish some involvement with the sociologists at Tel Aviv University.

So, I am thinking perhaps of an arrangement in which I could be half time at

the Mandel Institute over a period of five or six months, during which I

would be close to full time for two or three months and a smaller fractiom

during the other two or three months (while T commute to teach in Tel Aviv). For
example, 80% for three months and 20% for three months averages out to 50% for
the six-month period. Would this be a possibility?

[ have also been nominated for a semester-long fellowship at Tel Aviv, but
I think that is a long shot.

I think the idea ofa think tank is well worth pursuimg. Somewhere within
the grand plan for Jewish education a think tank is needed. High-quality
work in empirical research, policy analyses, and conceptualizationm would be
a huge addition to the scene.

Adam

At 04:48 PM 3/21/97 +0300, you wrote:
Hi Adam,

I am pleased to play this role, and will ask Mike to do the same. 1 have
received the article and will react asap.

regarding next year —I don't recall where we left the notion that perhaps,
instead of sharing your term between multiple institutions you might
consider spending most/much/all of your time at the Mandel Institute? for
your information, the board meetings ended yesterday with a deeision to
check the feasibility of establishing a think tank at the institute. Dr

David Dery, a policy analyst of the Hebrew University, who has spent the
last 18 months with Prof.Scheffler at Harvard, will head the planning effort.



have a happy purim!
best,

annette

At 04:28 PM 3/19/97 -0600, you wrote:
Annette,

Although the MEF Advisory Committee is no longer functioning with
regularity, there is a critical function for which I hope I may call on you

now. That is the function of reviewing our written work for the purpose of
formally approving papers that are intended for distribution outside CIJE.

The purpose of this review is to consider two specific issues: (1) Does the

paper maintain the confidentiality of subjects? (2) Does the paper cause

any harm to the implementation of CLIE's work? Only if the first answer is

yes and the second is no, may the paper be approved for dissemination, this
control process, formal as it may be, is essential for our credibility and integrity.

For this year's conference of the Research Network in Jewish Education, we

have written a new paper entitled "Gender Differences among Teachers in

Jewish Schools." The paper is to be presented in June and we hope it will
subsequently be published in an academic outlet. 1 have asked Bill Robinson to
fax you a copy of the paper. Ofcourse we would welcome any substantive
comments that you may have, but I am specifically asking for your approval under
these review conditions which we established those years back when Jim Coleman
was with us. [ am also sending the paper to Alan Hoffmann and Karen Barth for
their approval.

Just as a tease, I'll tip my hand: the paper's findings are not surprising,

but they are provocative. The data show that on average, menm and women go into
Jewish education for different reasons; they work different hours; they receive
different compensatiom; and among men and women in the same types of settings,
with the same experience, formal training, and hours of work, men receive
substantially higher salaries ——about one category on our scale, which comes to
about $5000.

Many thanks,
Adam






To: Annette Hochstein
From: Adam Gamoran
Re: issues for evaluation at CAPE

Thanks very much for the opportunity to visit CAPE and spend time with you and your
staff and students during the past three days. Attached is a summary ofkey issues that
you may want to consider as you pursue an evaluation plan for CAPE. My discussion of
these issues is based on fruitful conversations I held with the following persons, in
addition to yourself:

Shmuel Benalal
Howie Deitcher
Jacob Levy-Schreiber
Zvi Beckerman
Sergio Herskowitz
Nellie Harris
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MEMORANDUM

TO:: ADAM GAMORAN

FROM - ANNETITEE HOCHETFINY
DATE: MAY 25, 1997
C.C SFF

Dear Adam,

This is to briefly summarize our joint planning for your
1998 wvisit.

1. Schedule

We have agreed that you would spend 50% of your time
at the Mandel Imnstitute {(for content see further) . The
ttime would be divided as follows::

January 20-March 1, full-time ((limplicatiom: office))
March 1-May 31, 1-2 days per week:.
June 1-June 20, 2-3 days per veek.

2. Likely Activities:

We diseussed both researeh and teaching and eame to
the fellowing pessibilities -- with the understarding
that we expeet each other teo be flexible and to contirue
diseussing this until we have a plan that meets
eyerybedy’'s needs.

2 The rERezresedreh projeethmmight bestshe rsomething
that can make use of the Mandel Institute's emerging
tthinktank aetivities; apd at the same time might ke ip
Adam's direct area of interest. We agreed that the first
topic you suggested, the legking inte buildipg a researeh
capability for Jewish edueatien, might ecffer a geed
frameveork. We mentioped the presence of beth Barry Holtz
and Bethany Herowitz as presences that might contribute



ke the effeetiveness of undertaking such a project while
here. The khinktank might benefit because it could
provide us with a useful knowledge-base in this area..

b. Teaching at CAPE and SEL.

1. Shmec tutordihgg ((indiidddai)l )

2. H&ldihgg aa sewinpar (dorsttionn tho be froimitly
determinmed) with tutors and woung Faculty
to work out the issues of methodology and
evaluation that appear to be lacking in
the program of studies of both CAPE and
SEL. This workshop might focus on either
helping the group acquire the knowledge
to guide their studemtss,, or designing
what a course on methodology and
evaluation might be..

3. Teaching a mini-course at the Jerusalem
Fellows, together with Bethany Horowiit=z,,
on Jewish education in North America..

4. ANdham agyesdd too givee aa lewtures ath thec
National Center for Biology Ted@arhensn on
the topic of Scheol Organization and
the Reform of Science Teachimgy;: a topig
on which he has a major research project
running at University of Wiscomsiim..

{((The lecture will be in English))

3. Wée diisoussed] remuneratiom (sepanate togic) .

4. Im axddittiomn too theseg, wee bothh exppett thiait thesee mayy
be occasional meetings on topics where Adam"”s presence
might contribute, or where he might be interested], at

which he would participate.

5. I will try to get Adam and David Dery tc make
contact next week in Boston so as to forge one more
acquaimtamce..

This is a draft for commemtss..
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Date: Thu, 06 Mar 1997 15:58:41 -0600

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

From: Adam Gamoran <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu>
Subject: Re: ofreal work, dates and holy visits

Great, thanks for the quick response, I'd like to pursue it further.

Adam o

At 10:33 PM 3/6/97 +0200, you wrote:

>Adam, that is wonderful news!

>

>yes we (the Mandel Institute, CAPE and the School for Educational
>Leadership) would be interested in more than one day per week.
>There are three projects before we start thinking:

>- teaching and tutoring

>- evaluation/monitoring

>- new knowledge-based project at the Institute

>+ some stuff you may want as food for the soul -

>] think this is the time, the setting and the opportunity

>

>great!

>going into Marathon board meetings early next week, so I may

>not be responsive for the next couple of weeks.
>

>but yes, we're interested and do count us in.



>
>annette

=
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>Date: Thu, 06 Mar 11997 11:44:57 -0600

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

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

>Subject: Re: of real work, dates and holy visits

>

>Annette,

>

>Thanks for sending the materials on CAPE. I will use them to prepare in
>advance. There is a lot going on!

>

>Some colleagues at Tel Aviv University are in the process of inviting me
to

>teach a mini-course there during the spring semester of 1998, i.e. one year
>from now. Ifthat comes through, we are thinking about trying to expand
the

Sqmattumity so that our whole family could spend the semester in Israel.
>That might give me the opportunity to do further work for CAPE, if I
could

>be useful. 1 was thinking about a 20% allocation of time, i.e. one day per
>week at CAPE, for several months. Would that be of interest to you?
>Perhaps we ¢an think about it now and discuss it when we meet in May-
Also,

>if a larger project seems called for, we should think about it because my



>plans for Tel Aviv are not yet settled.
>

>Adam
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EDUCATIONAL LEADERS IN JEWISH SCHOOLS ( ‘/ 9

1. Introduction and Purpose
Leadership in today's schools is complex and challenging, encompassing numerous roles.
O/\Jj/\ q. Sjuss-» woo-
Educational leaders supervise and evaluate”teachers. implement curriculum and instructional strategies, and
monitor student development and achievement. They create the conditions whereby those working in their
schools may accomplish goals with a strong sense of personal efficacy. They motivate, coordinate, and
legitimize the work of their teachers and other staff. Leaders also serve as the link between the school and
the community including parents, lay leaders, rabbis, and A ]

Despi tiarffResearch o”effective has documented the following:

Educational leaders are key to effective schools.

The quality of an educational program depends on its leaders.

Leadership is an important factor in providing teachers with continual growth and
development.

The principal is a crucial factor in determining a school's culture.

How can educational leaders in our”Cish schools meet these challenges? How can they best be /
prepared to lead their schoqls effectively? How can they develop practices that enhance Jewish content and  j
Jewish learning? This reportW sents information about educational leaders in day schools, supplementary
schools, and pre-schools irithreedewish communities in North America: Baltimore, Atlanta, and
Milwaukee. The mtfpose of this report is to stimulate discussion aniplanniag fui the piuftiaional growth-
and development of educational leadersan Jewish schools”

This report addresses four mam questions:
education and what are their career tracks? (2) What are the training experiences and professional growth
opportunities for educational leaders? (3) What are the work conditions and sentiments of the educational

leaders? (4) What is the nature of interaction between educational leaders and rabbis, teachers, parents, and

lay leaders?



|

The report highlights the long-term commitment of the educational leaders to Jewish education, their
strong backgrounds in education, but their inadequate preparation in Jewish studies and in administration
and supervision. Furthermore, it presents their dissatisfaction with salary and benefits and their desire for
more active community involvement in Jewish education. The report addresses the need for continual
professional growth and development for all educational leaders.

2. Methods

A survey of educational leaders was conducted in Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee;, the three Lead
Communities of the CIJE. During the Fall and Spring of 1993, the survey was administered to all directors
off day schools, supplementary schools, and pre-schools, as well as and administrators in
these schools below the rank of director, such as vice-principals, directors of Judaic studies, and department
heads. A total of 100 surveys were administered, and 77 persons responded. Survey forms were delim ered
by mail or in person, and the forms were either picked up at the school or returned by mail to the local
rescarch administrator.

Although the survey sample is broadly inclusive and highly representative of educational leaders in
the three communities, the numbers are small, particularly when respondents are divided by setting (day
school, supplementary school, and pre-school). Inferential statistics (e.g., t-values) are not presented because
the respondents constitute almost the whole population, but readers should not give great weight to small
differences in percentages. Because of the small number of respendents, data from all three communities are
combined for all analyses, and data are divided by setting (or in other ways) enly when that was essential for
understanding the responses. As additional support for the survey analyses, we melude data from m-depth
interviews with 58 educational directors from the three communities. The interviews, whieh eoneerned
educators’ backgrounds, training, work conditions, and professional oppertunities, were designed and
conducted by Roberta Louis Goodman, Claire Rottenberg, and Julie Tammivaara. All quotations in this

feport come from these interviews.



Positions and Types of Schools

Most of the educational leaders (77%) who responded to the survey are principals or directors of
their schools. The remaining 23% hold administrative or supervisory positions below the top leadership
positions in their school. Thirty-six percent of the educational leaders work in day schools, 43% in
supplementary schools, and 21% in pre-schools.

Thirty-one percent of the educational leaders work in Orthodox schools. Twenty-two percent worky
in schools affiliated with the Conservative Movement and the same percentage are with schools connected to  \\S/
the Reform Movement. Eleven percent ofthe respondents are leaders in schools that are designated as
community schools, while 7% indicated that their schools are traditional, and 4% reported their schools are
located within Jewish Community' Centers. The remaining 4% stated that their schools are independent or
have no affiliation.

The educational leaders work in schools with a wide range of student enrollments: pre-schools
varied from 8 to 250 students; supplementary schools range in size from 42 to approximately 1000 students;
and the day schools have student enrollments from 54 to about 1075 students.

Demographics

Two-thirds of the educational leaders surveyed are women, including all the pre-school directors,
61% of supplementary school leaders, and 52% of day school administrators. Ninety-five percent of the
educational leaders are married, and their median age is 44. The educational leaders are predominantly
American-born (88%). Only 7% were bom in Israel, and 5% in other countries.

The educational leaders identify with a variety ofreligious denominations. Thirty-three percent are
Orthodox, and 12% call themselves traditional. Twenty-eight percent identify wth the Conservative
movement, 26% see themselves as Reform, and the remammg 1% is Reconstructionist. Almost all (97%)

belong to a synagogue.
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3. Careers in Jewish Education: Recruitment and Experience
Most educational leaders do not enter the field of Jewish education specifically to pursue a career in
leadership, administration, or supervision. They do not prepare for a career in educational leadership
without first entering the field of Jewish education as teachers. Consequently, most of the educational  j
leaders are attracted to the field of Jewish education for reasons similar to those of teachers. In addition,
because the large majority of leaders have been teachers, they have a wealth of experience in the field of
Jewish education as they have moved through the ranks from teacher to administrator. They are truly
committed to a career in Jewish education. Understandmg the reasons that led the educational leaders into
the field of education and exploring their career paths and prior work experiences are crucial for assessing
the types of professional development activities that will assist them as change agents in their schools.
Entering Jewish Education
The reasons educational leaders enter Jewish education closely parallel the factors reported by

teachers. Most do not enter the field of education with a plan to pursue leadership and administrative
positions. Educational leaders in the three communities enter the field of Jewish education for a variety of
reasons, mostly related to teaching. Those factors which are intrinsic to the practice of Jewish education
(e.g., working with children, teaching about Judaism) are more important than extrinsic factors (e.g., salai
career advancement). As Table 1 indicates, working with children (83%), teaching about Judaism (75%),'
and serving the Jewish community (62%), were rated as very important motivating factors by the highest
percentage of educational leaders. As one educational director commented, "I have a commitment. I entered
Jewish education because I felt that I w'anted to develop [the children's] souls. My number one priority is to
develop their love for who they are Jewishly." Another educational leader explained that he was attracted to

idea of working, seeing children develop and grow. It's something special to be at a wedding of a child

entered into kindergarten. It does have a special meaning to know you've played a role or to have
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Srademls Come 0 you years later, share with you that they remember your elass, the role you played in their
Inves. "

Those factors which are extrinsic to the actual process of teaching but nevertheless have stromg
imimimsie value, such as working with teachers (43%) and leaming more about Judaism (49%), were
considered by almost hallf of the educational leaders as very important motivating faciors for entering Jewish
education.

lin comirast, extrinsic factors were rarely considered as important. Only 25% of the educatiomal
leadiens sasd the full-time nature of the profession was a very important reason for entering the field.
Simillarly, opportunities for career advancement was rated as very important by 18%, while 49% of the
ediucational likeaders considered it to be unimportant. The level of income was considered by only 7% of
edivcational (kaders fo be a very important reason for entering Jewish education and by 59% as uniowpontants.
Fimally, the status of the profession was rated as very important by only 9%, while 66% of the educationai

leaders comsidered 1t to be unimportant.

Almost 83% of educational leaders are employed in only one, single Jewish educational setting
{wither  dlay, supplementary, or pre-school). Sixteen percent arec employed in two settings, and enly 1% im
more (an two settings. (These figures did not differ mueh aeross settings.) Of the 17% whe work in mene
ttham ome Jewisth educational setting, two-thirds do so in order to earn a suitable wage. Of this same 17%, e
lemge majority (70%) work only 6 hours or less per week in their second setting:

Seventy-eight percent of the educational leaders indicated that they are employed full-time as Jewish
educators. Nimety-six percent of day school edueational leaders reported bemng employed full-time, as did
$1% of pre-school educational leaders. In contrast. enly 61% of educational leaders working m a
supplementary seiting werk full-time in Jewish edueation. Of the supplementary sehool leadess whe Weork



h
part-time, halff would rather to be working full-time in Jewish education, while the other half prefer their J
part-time status.
T'ypes of Educational Experience

As Table 2 illustrates, the educational leaders of the three communities show considerable diversity
of experience in their educational careers. All the respondents have previous experience in formal or
informal education before assuming their current positions, and there is considerable movement between
settings. Sixtv-one percent of them have worked in general education. Eighty-seven percent have taught in a
Jewish day, supplementary’, and/or pre-school and more than half (52%}) have worked in a Jewish camp or
youth eroup. The large majority of educational leaders (83%) have had experience as teachers or
administrators in a school setting {i.e., day, supplementary, or pre-school) other than the one in which they
are currently employed. However, there are important differences among educationat leaders from the
different settings.

Among day school educational leaders, 68% have taught in a day school prior to assuming their
current admimistrative position. Of the remaining 32%, all have had experience as teachers or administrators
in supplementary settings. In total, 61% of day school educational leaders have taught in a supplioneniay
setting, while only 4% have taught in a pre-school. Fifty-four percent of day school educational leaders have
worked in Jewish camps, 43% in adult education, 25% in youth greups, and 14% in a JCC.

Among supplementary educational leaders, 79% have taught in a supplementary school befere
assuming their current position. Whereas almost two-thirds of day sehool leaders have taught in
supplementary schools, only 30% of supplementary school leaders have taught in day seheols, Few day
school or supplementary school leaders have taught in a pre-schoel. Fifty-two pereent of supplementary
educational leaders have worked in adult education, 45% in youth groups, 39% in eamps, and 27% m a JCC:

Among pre-school educational Jeaders, 81% have taught in a pre-sehool prior to assuming their

current position. Thirty-one percent of pre-school edueational leaders have taught in suppimenEay settings



and the same percentage (31%) have worked m camps. Only 12% have taught in day schools, and the same
for youth groups, adult education, and JCCs.

Compared to their colleagues currently working in day and supplementary settings, pre-school
educational leaders have relatrvely/segregated career paths. Among pre-school leaders, 44% have had
experience as teachers or administrators only in a pre-school setting during their career in Jewish education,
while this can be said of only 11% of day school leaders and 9% of supplementary school leaders. Moreover,
while 61% of day school educational leaders have taught in a supplementary setting and 30% of
supplementary school educational leaders have taught in a day school, only 4% and 12% (respectively) have
taught in pre-schools.

Recent Recruitment

Most educators have moved from (at least) one city to another during their career in Jewish
education. Thirty-six percent of educational leaders have spent all -heir years in Jewish education in the
current community, including 56% of pre-school leaders, 36% of day school leaders, and 27% of
supplementary school leaders. When asked if they had moved to the community in order to take their current
position, 38% percent of day school and 28% of supplementary school educational leaders said yes.
Notably, none of the pre-school educational directors had moved to the community in order to take their
current position.

As shown in Table 3, the majority of educational leaders (63%) found their current positions
through recruitment efforts by individual schools. Nineteen percent of all educational leaders found their
current job through personal contacts with a friend or mentor. Only 14% found it through recruitment
efforts by other institutions beyond the school (i.e., central agency, graduate school placement, national
professional association). Even among those who moved to a new community to take their current position,
only 43% found their position through institutions other than the school. The remaining 4% (all employed

m pre-schools) found their positions through other means, such as by being a parent of a child in the school.



None of'the pre-school educational leaders found a position through recruitment efforts by institutions other
than the school.

As with their initial decision to enter the field of Jewish education, the large majority of educational
leaders did not value the extrinsic, material aspects of theirjob as veiy important factors m making their
decisions to work in the school in which they are currently employed. As indicated in Table 4, opportunity
for career advancement was considered a very important factor by only 27% of educational leaders. Also, the
hours available for work (25%), salary (21%), and their spouse's work (14%) were rated by comparably few
educational leaders as very important considerations in choosing their current place of employment.

Instead, the religious affiliation ofthe school (62%) and the community in which the school was
located (53%) were rated as very important considerations by the highest percentage of educational leaders.
Since most of the leaders are women, the importance of a specific community may well be related to the

,employment opportunities of their spouses. TN

Among educational leaders who work in schools affiliated with a religious movement (i.e.,
Orthodox, Traditional, Conservative, Reform), almost all the educational leaders have a personal affiliation
that is either the same or more observant. For instance, 81% of educational leaders who work in schools
identified with the Conservative movement, personally identify themselves as Conservative. The remainmg
19% identify themselves as traditional. Overall, 43% of educational leaders work in the synagogue to which
they belong, and among supplementary’ school leaders, this proportion is 64%.

Only 36% ofthose working in day and in supplementary schools rate the reputation of the school as
a very important reason for taking a particular position. In contrast, 62% of pre-school leaders said this was
a very important consideration. The rabbi or supervisor was rated by 45% of supplementary school
educational leaders as a very important consideration in choosing a school, by 31% of day school educational

leaders and by 29% of those that work in pre-schools.



Religious affiliation and geographic mobility may create career track constraints for educational *
leaders. Many educational leaders, especially women, are constrained in their choices of positions because
they are not geographically mobile. In addition, most educational leaders are committed to an institutional
ideology or affiliation. Therefore, they’ cannot easily move from one institution to another. —-
Length of Experience in Jewish Education

In addition to the diversity of their careers, most of the educational leaders of the three communities
have worked in the field of Jewish education for a considerable length oftime. As Table 5 indicates, 78% of
the educational leaders have been working in Jewish education for more than 10 years. Thirty percent have
been employed in Jewish education for over 20 years, while only 9% have 5 years or less experience. Day
school educational leaders show the greatest seniority' with 89% having worked in Jewish education for over
10 years. While comparatively lower, still 69% of supplementary school educational leaders have worked in
Jewish education for over 10 years and only 15% for five years or less. Among pre-school educational
leaders, 69% have been employed in Jewish education for over 10 years. Thus, for example, one educational
director began his career in Jewish education by tutoring Hebrew at the age of 14. From tutoring, he moved
on to teaching m a congregational school while in college. A rabbi suggested that he pursue a seminary
degree, which he did. Upon graduation he spent 14 years as educational director of various supplementary
schools. Now he directs a day school.

While they have considerable tenure in the field of Jewish education, the educational leaders are
comparatively new to their current communities. Forty-five percent ofthe educational leaders have worked
in their current communities for over 10 years, while 30% have worked in their current communities for 5
years or less. Pre-school educational leaders show the most communal stability, with only 6% having
worked in the community for 5 years or less.

After moving to their current communities, the majority of educational leaders (54%) have remained

in the same setting. Nevertheless, due in part to moves from one community to another, most of them (53%)



have only worked in their current setting for 5 years or less. Thirty-two percent have worked for over 10
years and only 7% ofthe educational leaders have worked for over 20 years in their current setting. Day
school educational leaders show the highest degree of stability in their current settings with 43% having
worked in the same setting for 5 years or less and 43% having worked for over 10 years. Pre-school
educational directors show a similar degree of stability with 44% having worked 5 years or less and 38%
having worked for over 10 years in the same setting. Only within the supplementary setting has the majority
of educational leaders (66%) worked in their current settings for 5 years or less. Only 19% of supplementary
school educational leaders have worked in their current settings for over 10 vearsT The relative mix of novice
and experienced educational leaders, provide rich opportunities for professional growth experiences through
7

mentoring, networking and peer coaching.
Future Plans

While most of the educational leaders have spent 5 years or less in their current setting, given their
future plans their institutional tenure is likely to rise over time. As illustrated in Table 6. the large majority
ofeducational leaders (78%) plan to remain as administrators or supervisors in the same school in which
they are currently employed. A slightly higher percentage of day school educational leaders (86%) desire to
remain in their current schools, as compared to supplementary (73%) and pre-school (75%) educational
leaders. In total, only 6% plan to become educational leaders in a different school, none of the educational
leaders want to work m any other type of Jewish educational institution (such as a central agency), and only
one percent plans to leave the field of Jewish education. Nine percent of education leaders are unsure about
then future plans. The remaining 5% plan to pursue avenues such as returning to teaching and retirement.
Implications

The educational leaders in the three communities are attracted to Jewish education first and foremost
as teachers. They are extremely committed to a continuous career in Jewish education as evidenced by their

overall long tenure in the field of Jewish education, diversity of past experiences in both formal and informal



Jewish education settings, and their future plans to remain in their current positions. Given their future
plans, and the fact that 95% ofthe educational leaders consider Jewish education to be their career,
professional growth and training ofthe educational leaders will most likely make a beneficial contribution to
their ongoing effectiveness as leaders.

Most ofthe educational leaders have extensive experience in the field of Jewish education but not as
leaders. They have moved from one setting to another and from one community to another during their
careers. These findings suggest four important implications: First, the educational leaders have been
socialized into Jewish education over.a long number ofyears. They have widespread experiences in teaching
and learning. Without new professional growth, it may be difficult for leaders to revise impressions, ideas
and orientations that they acquired as teachers. Second, only 14% ofthe educational leaders were recruited
into their current positions through non-school institutions such as central agencies and national
associations. There is seemingly a market for national-level recruitment and networking efforts. Third, there
are both novice and experienced educational leaders, and educators have past experience m varied settings.
In particular, day school and supplementary school educators often have experience in one another's settings.
(In contrast, pre-school leaders have more segregated career paths.) This mix may provide opportunities for
professional development at the communal level.

A fourth point, which will be addressed in the next section in greater detail, is that since educational
experiences and factors that motivated the leaders to enter Jewish education are closely related to teaching,
perhaps more emphasis is needed on training, internships, and professional development in areas directly
related to leadership. This suggestion is further supported given the relatively short tenure of the educational
leaders in their current positions relative to their overall experience in Jewish education. Professional
renewal is extremely important for educational leaders, especially since most of the educational leaders desire

to remain in their present positions.
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4. Professional Training

The professional background and training of educational leaders in Jewish schools has three { /q *
components: general education, Judaica, and leadership. According to the highest standards, educational
leaders in Jewish schools should have credentials in all three ofthese areas. This is the model followed m
public schools. Principals have training in education along with teaching certification, and have a degree in a
content area. (In the case of Jewish education, content areas include Jewish studies, Hebrew, or related
fields.) These two credentials are not sufficient for incumbents of leadership positions; high standards call 1K
for intensive administrative training as well. Leadership and administration pose new and different
challenges for educators. /These new challenges and job requirements require knowledge, skill, and
understanding as well as opportunities for reflection and conceptualization in areas such as leadership, ) & \C>
planning, budgeting, decision-making, supervision, change and understanding the larger organizational and jdvShiS
social context in which education takes place. According to this view, the knowledge base in the fi t< M
educational administration should be mastered by those in leadership positions.

This section describes the backgrounds in education, Jewish content areas, and educational
administration of the educational 1*d”r” in the three communities. The educational leaders are well
educated genera{’I Many have]prOYegsfénzll backgrounds in education or Jewish content areas, but few have
training in educational administration, and fewer have substantial preparation in all three areas. Pre-school
educational leaders have the least amount of formal preparation for leadership in Jewish schools.
Pre-Colleeiate Jewish Educational Backgrounds

How were the educational leaders socialized towards Jewish education as children? Table 7
indicates that the large majority of educational leaders had formal Jewish schooling before the age of 13;
only 8% of all educational leaders had no Jewish schooling before the age of 13. However, 19% of pre-
school educational leaders did not receive any Jewish education before the age of 13. In all settings, more

leaders went to supplementary schools than day schools or schools in Israel before age 13.



Afer the age of 13, 21% of the educational leaders had no formal Jewish schosling. As many as
33% off the pre-school educational leaders had no Jewish schooling post bar-mitzvah age. There is also a
small group ofday and supplementary school leaders. 18%, who did not have any Jewish education after age
3. Among those who did receive Jewish schooling post bar-mitzvah. most attended at least 2 days per
week. But a notable minority of pre-school and supplementary educational leaders atiended Sunday schesl
only. It seems that as children, many pre-school educational leaders did not have intensive Jewish schoolimg.

Although some educational leaders received no formal Jewish education as children, this percentage
is much below the national average as reported by Dr. Barry Kosmin and colleagues in the "Highlights of the
CJF 1990 National Jewish Population Survey". He reported that 22% of males and 38% of females who
identify as Jews received no Jewish education as children; the analogous figures for the educational leaders
are just 4% for males and 10% for females when childhood education both before and after age 13 are
considered.

Informal education is an important aspect of Jewish socialization experiences. Sixty-seven percent
off the educational leaders report that they attended Jewish summer camp as children, with an average
attendance of fiour summers. Day school leaders attended 5 summers on average, supplementary 3, and pre-
school lieaders went to Jewish summer camp approximately for 4 summers. Moreover, 86% of the leaders
have been to Israel, and 43% of those who have been to Israel have lived there for 3 months or mote.

Leaders im all settings are cqually as likely to indicate that have visited Israel, but pre-school leaders are the
least likely to have lived in Israel. Only 23% of pre-school educational leaders have lived in Israel for more

than three months as compared to 46% of day and 50% of supplementary school educational leaders.

The educational leaders in the three communities are highly educated. Table 8 shows that 97% of
all of the leaders have college degrees, and 70% have graduate degrees. Day schoel educational leaders are

the most likely to hold graduate degrees; followed by supplementary sehoel leaders. Almest two-thirds of
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the leaders (65%) hold university degrees in education. In addition, 61% of all leaders have previous
experience in general education settings.

Pre-school educational leaders are less likely to have college degrees than leaders in other settings
Eighty-seven percent of pre-school leaders hold a college degree and only 13% have graduate degrees. Pre-
school educational leaders are also more likely to have training from teachers' institutes (mainly one- or two-
year programs in Israel or the U.S.) than are educational leaders in other settings

Formal background in Judaica. Very few educational leaders are formally trained in Jewish studies
or Jewish education. A total of 37% of all leaders are certified in Jewish education, and only 36% hold
degrees in Jewish studics (see Table 9). Supplementary and day school leaders are the most likely to hold
certification and/or degrees m Jewish education. Forty-three percent of day and 48% of supplementary
school leaders are certified in Jewish education, and similar numbers hold degrees in Jewish studies. No pre-
school educational leaders hold degrees in Jewish studies, and only 12% are certified in Jewish edueation.

Educational administration. Educational leaders in Jewish school have very little formal preparation
in the areas of educational administration, leadership or supervision (see Table 10). We define formal
preparation in educational adminsstration as either being certified in school administration or holding a
degree with 2 major in administration, leadership or supervision. These preparation programs cover such
topics as leadership, decision-making, organizational theory, planning, and finanee We have not eounted a
masters in Jewish education as formal preparation in administration, although we consider these Jewish
education degrees as training in Jewish studies and m edueation. Advanced degrees in Jewish edueation

often include a number of courses in school administration and supervision, and some even have an

internship program. but the emphases and intensity are not equivalent to a complete degree with a majorin C "\

administration, leadership or supervision.
As presented in Table 10, only 25% of all the leaders are eertified or licensed as sehool

administrators, and only 11% hold degrees in educational administration. Day school educational leaders are
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the most likely to have formal preparation in educational administration. Forty-one percent of day school
leaders, compared to only 19% of supplementary’ and pre-school educational leaders are trained in
educational administration. In total, 27% are trained on educational administration. Of'the rest, 35%
received some graduate credits in administration without receiving a degree or certification, but we do not
know how intensive their studies were.

Training for Educational Leadership Positions

To fully explore the background of educational leaders it is important to consider simultaneously
training in general education, Judaica, and educational administration. Only 35% ofthe educational leaders
have formal training in both education and Judaic studies (see Figure 1). Another 41% are trained in
education only, with 14% trained only in Jewish studies. Eleven percent ofthe educational leaders are not
trained: they lack both collegiate or professional degrees in education and Jewish studies.

Forty-eight percent of supplementary school leaders are trained in both education and Jewish studies
as compared to 33% of'the leaders in day school settings. More extensive formal training among
supplementary leaders is most likely due to programs in Jewish education offered by some of the institutions
of higher learning affiliated with synagogue movements.

The pre-school educational leaders have the least amount of training in education and Jewish
content (see Table 11). A total 0f25% of pre-school educational leaders have neither professional or
collegiate degrees in education or Jewish studies. Even in day schools, where we may expect high levels of
formal preparation, two-thirds of'the educational leaders are untrained in either education or Jewish studies.

As explained earlier, training in educational administration is an important complement to formal
preparation in education and content areas. Sixteen percent of educational leaders are very well trained, that
is, they hold professional or university degrees in education, Jewish studies and educational administration

(see Figure 2). An additional 10% are trained in educational administration and either Jewish studies or



education, but not all three. Thus, looking at the three components of leadership preparation, a total of 84%
are missing one or more parts of their formal preparation for leadership positions.

An important qualification to these findings is that they emphasize formal schooling and credentials.
Jewish content and leadership skills are not only learned in formal settings. Focusing only on formal
preparation thus underestimates the extent of Jewish knowledge and leadership abilities among the
educational leaders. Nonetheless, the complexities of educational leadership in contemporary Jewish settings
demand high standards which include formal preparation in pedagogy, content areas, and leadership and
management.

1SL

Professional Growth \‘bvvw w I\l

What sort of professional growth activities do the educational leaders undertake? Giventhat almost
all consider Jewish education to be their career, we might expect substantial efforts in this area. In addition,
one might think that shortages of formal training m administration and shorter tenure in leadership positions
would make this field the most common area of ongoing study. More generally, we may consider whether
educational leaders tend to desire professional development in areas in which they have less extensive
preparation.

The educational leaders reported attending few in-service workshops: on average, they attended 5.1
over atwo year period. As shown in Figure 3, supplementary and pre-school administrators attended more
workshops than did the day school leaders.

Besides workshops, about one-third of the respondents said they attended a class in Judaica or
Hebrew at a university, synagogue, or community center during the past year. Three-quarters reported
participating in some form of informal study, such as a study group or reading on their own. Overall, the
survey results show little sign of extensive professional development among the educational leaders in these

communities.



Other opportunities for professional growth include participation in national conferences, and
organizations. Some educational directors belong to national organizations and attend their annual meetings,
such as Jewish Educators Assembly (Conservative); Torah U'Mesorah (Orthodox), and National Association
of Temple Educators (Reform). Other educational leaders are members of general education professional
organizations such as Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development (ASCD) and The National
Association for Education of Young Children (NAEYC). These national professional organizations provide
the leaders with avenues of staying abreast of changes in the field of education through journals, newsletters,
and curricula

An additional type of professional growth is achieved through informal and formal networking with
other educational leaders in the same community. Some leaders participate in their local prineipal's
organization as a mechanism to share ideas, network, lcarn about resources, and brainstorm. However, even
with these organizations, some educational leaders reported infrequent help and support from their
colleagues within their communities. Supplementary school educational leaders indicate the highest level of
collegial support and pre-school leaders report the lowest.

Other resources for professional growth include local universities, central ageneies, and the national
movements. About 70% to 75% of educational leaders seldom or never receive support from a local
university. Similarly, across all settings, halfor more of the educational leaders seldom or never receive
support from their national movements. In total, only 5% receive support frequently. In contrast, most
{61%) of educational leaders receive frequent or occasional support from central agency personmel.
Supplementary-school educational leaders receive the most support and day school leaders the least.

Although they attend few in-service workshops, many respondents generally think their
opportunities for professional growth are adequate. Over two-thirds (68%) said that opportunities fer their
professional growth are adequate or very adequate, including 74% of day school administraters, 59% ef

supplementary school leaders, and 75% of pre-school directors. Some educational leaders are not as satisfied
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with their professional growth opportunities. They specifically expressed a desire for an evaluation process
that would help them grow as professionals and provide them with constructive feedback. For cxample, two
pre-school education directors each stated that they would like a peer, someone in the field, who would
comment on their work. In describing this person and elaborating on their role, one director said, "They
would be in many ways superiors to myselff who have been in the field, who understand totalfy what our
goals are and who can help us grow." Another educational director stated similar desires: "1'd like to be able
to tell people what I consider are strengths and weaknesses. 1'd like to hear from them whether I'm growing
im the areas that I consider myself weak in. And I'd like to hear what areas they consider that there should be
growth." Table 112 shows that respondents would like to improve their skills in a vartety of areas, most
notably in curriculum development (74%) and staff development (70%). Just 61% desire improved skills in
school management, but this mainly reflects stronger desires among those without formal training in
administration to improve in this area, Those who are not formally trained in administration were also more
likely than others to desire improved leadership skills (see Table 12).

The educational leaders also wish to improve their knowledge in a variety of content areas. Table 13
indicates that Hebrew Janguage (59%) is the most sought-after area. (Overall, about 45% ofrespondents”*
reported limited or no proficiency in spoken Hebrew, and yet the proportion desiring mcreased Hebrew
knowledge was only slightly higher for this group than for others.) Table 13 shows that aside from the area
of Rabbinic literature, those who lack formal training in Jewish studies express greater desire to improve 0 A _
their knowledge of Judaica.

However, Figure 4 illustrates differences by setting in the topies the leaders wish to study, among
those leaders not trained in Jewish studies. For example, pre-school educational leaders are most interested
in learning more about customs and ceremonies and Jewish history, while day and supplementary school

administrators wish to increase their knowledge in Jewish History and Bible,



Implications

The educational leaders have solid backgrounds in education, but few are well trained overall. Most
educational leaders have inadequate backgrounds in Judaica and administration. Supplementary school
educational leaders are better prepared than their counterparts in other settings while pre-school educational
directors have the greatest need for further training. The pre-school educational leaders are notably weak in
the area of Jewish studies.

Despite the limited formal training of many educational leaders, they do not participate in
widespread professional growth activities, even though the majority of educational leaders w'ork full-time, in
one school, and are committed to a career in Jewish education. Although most of the educational leaders
report that opportunities for professional develop are adequate, they do not participate very frequently in
activities in local universities, national organizations, and other programs offered both in and outside of
their communities. Furthermore, although many report that they receive financial support for professional
growth activities, 31% of those who are offered financial support for professional development choose not to
avail themselves of the money.

The educational leaders would like to improve their knowledge and skills in a number of areas,
including specific topics where they are deficient, such as Hebrew and supervision. They would also like to
be able to benefit from senior colleagues who could observe them at work to help develop a shared
professional community that could provide a framework for continued renewal and feedbackj One way of
developing a professional sense of community is for in-service education and professional development
activities to take place across settings and across communities. Given the extent to which the educational
leaders have experiences in different settings and in numerous communities, they could serve as important
resources for one another.

It is clear that training and professional growth go beyond the obvious notion that principals should

be knowledgeable in the content that their teachers are teaching. Although the data were presented in regard



to separate training components, it is important to point out that we are not advocating a bifurcated program
of leadership development: skills that are general to all leaders (decision making, planning) and then
separate courses in Judaica (text, Hebrew). These two need to be explicitly linked both in the minds of
leaders and also in the training and development experiences we provide. Often, BJEs offer in-service
workshops in one or the other as isolated events. Where do these meet? Often participants are left to make
connections on their own. A challenge is to offer various kinds oftraining and professional growth
experiences that can enhance this type of integration.

5. Conditions and Sentiments about Work

What are the conditions of employment for the educational leaders? Do they receive adequate health
and other benefits? How satisfied are they with salaries, benefits, and other conditions of work? These K X 2
questions are important as they suggest implications for the willingness of educational leaders to engage and @
involve themselves in their work, including continual professional growth activities.

Earnings

As Table 14 indicates, despite the predominantly full-time nature ofthe work, one-third of the
educational leaders earn less than $30,000 per year. Another 37% earn between $30,000 and $59,999, and
30% earn more than $60,000 per year.

Earnings among day school educational leaders are considerably higher than those for their
colleagues in the other two settings. Among those employed in day schools, only 7% ecarn less than $30,000
per year, while 58% earn over $60,000 per year. Forty-seven percent of supplementary school educational
leaders earn less than $30,000 per year, and only 20% earn over $60,000. Among pre-school educational
leaders, 50% earn less than $30,000, and none of them reported earning more than $60,000 per year. (When
only those who work full-time are considered, earnings from day schools are still highest, although the

contrasts are not quite as great.)



Fox the majority of educational leaders, the salary they ean from Jewish education accounts for
more than halff their family income. The percentages differ across settings in a manner similar tc the
differences in salary level for each setting {as detailed above). For day school educational leaders, roughly
85% obtain halff or more of their family income from their work in Jewish education. Among those who
woik in supplementary schools, about half have family incomes based mostly on their eamings from Jewish
education. For pre-school educational leaders, roughly one-quarter earn the majority of their family income
firom their employment in Jewish education. {The pattern of findings is the same when only those who wark
fimli-time are considered.)

As shown im Table 115, only 9% of all educational leaders reported that they are very satisfied with
their salarics. Fifty-five percent indicated being somewhat satisfied, while 36% percent reported being either
somewhat or very dissatisfied. The day school educational leaders indicated the most satisfaction., with 14%
bemmg very satisfied and 54% being somewhat satisfied.  Only 4% of day school educationall leaders repotted
bemg very dissatisfied. Among those working in supplementary schools, enly 3%, reported being very
satisfied while 21% imdicated that they are very dissatisfied Pre-school edueational leaders displayed the
widest distribution with 2% being very satisfied and 19% being very dissatisfied However, almest half
{@4%) of pre-school educational leaders indieated being either somewhat oF very' dissatisfirdl
Benefits

As Table U6 indicates, fringe benefits differ widely by seitmg. Given the full-time nature of the
edlucational leader positions, many edueational leaders do not reeeive a substantial benefit paciage Day
sehool educational leaders seem to reeeive the most beneflts. Seventy-nine peresnt of dav sehoel educational
leaders ase offered health benefits and 71% pensiens; while enly 18% have the benefit of synagegue
privileges (such as High Heliday tickets). Only 48% of supplementary educational leaders are offered health
benefits and 42% pensions, while 58% are offered synagegue priviges Ameng supplemeniany leaders Wi
work fislltifme, hewever, the figures for healih and pension benefit availability (75% and 65%, tespeetivelv),
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are more comparable to those found in day schools. This contrasts with the situation m pre-schools, where
although 81% work full-time, only 44% are offered health benefits, 38% pensions, and 25% synagogue
privileges. Finally, 86% of day school, 76% of supplementary school, and 81% of pre-school educational
leaders are offered some financial support for professional development.

While benefits may be offered, not every educational leader chooses to accept each type of benefit.
They may receive a better benefit package from their spouse's employment or the quality of the benefit may
make it not worthwhile. For instance, 47% of the educational leaders who are offered health benefits elect
not to receive them. Thirty-one percent of those who are offered financial support for professional
development choose not to avail themselves of the money. Twenty-one percent of the educational leaders

[ )

who are offered synagogue privileges do not accept the offer, and 15% ofthose who are offered pensions \ZC
choose not to accept them. y-e- 1(_

As shown in Table 17, only 20% of the educational leaders reported being very satisfied with their
benefits. Twenty-three percent indicated that they are somewhat satisfied. The majority of the educational
leaders (57%) reported that they are either very or somewhat dissatisfied with their benefits. The numbers
across settings range from 59% of supplementary school educational leaders who are dissatisfied to 54% of
pre-school educational leaders. Among those employed in day schools, 57% indicate being either very or
somewhat dissatisfied. The level of satisfaction with benefits expressed by the educational leaders is
dependent primarily upon the availability of two types of benefits: synagogue privileges, and pensions. That
is, educational leaders would be more satisfied with benefits package if they were offered synagogue

privileges and pensions. For those educational leaders working in a supplementary setting, health care and
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Compared to their expressed dissatisfaction with benefits and salary, the educational leaders
indicated relative satisfaction with the other conditions of their work. Only 18% of the educational icadsrs
reported being dissatisfied with the number of hours of employment available, while 34% were very
satisfied. Twenty-six percent were dissatisfied with the resources available, while 25% were very satistied].
Though 36% percent expressed dissatisfaction with the physical setting and facilities, 25% indicated that
they were very satisfied. When educational leaders were dissatisfied with resources it oftem pertained to
issues facimg them in relation to their staff. In interviews, several education directors spoke of wanting toe
provide benefits for stafff such as pension or health care. Others spoke of not being able to find staff with
sufficient Judaic and Hebrew knowledge who also had educational credentials. A fewt education directors
commented about not having enough support staff, while others mentioned inadequate resowrees for
professional development of teachers.

Some educational leaders feel they do not receive sufficient recognitiom and appreciation from the
community, As one leader mentioned, "That's something I don't think educators get enough of, strokes. 1
think we get challenged a lot... They do not stroke the professionals... So recognition is an area that is very
low. If’s am area that needs to be worked on."

While the educational leaders may be satisfied with the number of hours of employment available,
they were not uniformly satisfied with the amount of time they spend on their various roles (see Table 18).
Across all settings, the educational leaders were most satisfied with the amount of time they spend on parent
and comstituent relations. Eight-eight percent reported being either satisfied or very satisfied in this area.
The day and supplementary school educational leaders were the least satisfied with the amewnt of time they
spend on training and staff development (only 50% and 41%, respectively). As one edueatiomal leader saidl,

"I'm alwavs on the run and always saying 'T'll eateh you later.' Semetimes | feel like | don't give the teachers



enough one on one..." Pre-school educational leaders were the least satisfied with the amount of tune they
spend on curriculum and program development (62%), and public relations and marketing (62%).

In general, educational leaders found the juggling that is necessary in an administrative role to be
very difficult. They often have to take on roles for which they were neither prepared nor anticipated. One
leader commented, "Education, that's my field, but then you have to be a psychologist, psychiatrist, social
worker, administrator, bookkeeper, computer expert. You have to know how to fix every kind of imaginable
equipment because you can't get people out on time, deal with people, run budgets nm meetings. Its'
everything. It's everything and anything beyond what principals must have done years ago." Beyond the
complexity of the role, complaints include that administrative tasks take too much time, taking time away
from curriculum development and nurturing relationships with students. When asked what would enhance
their overall effectiveness, more than 50% ofthe educational leaders indicated additional funding for

programs. Almost halfofthe supplementary and pre-school leaders expressed a desire for additional support

Overall, educational leaders in Jewish schools are overwhelmingly employed full-time in one school'
Most think their salaries are adequate but some do not; similarly benefits are seen as satisfactory by many /
but inadequate by others. Reported levels of benefits for pre-school educational leaders seem especially 1
meager. Day school educational leaders receive more benefits and the highest salaries, compared to other 1
settings; this holds whether all leaders or only those working full-time are considered.

Given the long tenure of educational leaders in the field of Jewish education it is important to
consider a system of incentives that can be in place to ensure the continual professional development and
commitment ofthese professionals. For example, many of the educational leaders are not satisfied with the; r
salaries and benefits packages, although they did not enter the field of Jewish education for these extrinsic

rewards. As one progresses in a career, these extrinsic rewards may become more important.
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Salary and benefits do not seem to be connected to background and professional growth: For
example, there are similar levels of pre-service and in-service training among day school and supplementary
school educational leaders, but there is disparity m salary and benefitlevels: ;1 I’LA-4

- 3 -Qj1 -0~ ¢
At present the availability of other benefits, such as free tuition for aduit education and sabbatical

Ilzave may not be important determinants of the educational leaders’ satisfaction because they do not expest
to 1eceive these benefits. However, as the standards to which Jewish educational leaders are hetd
acoountable begin to emulate to the higher standards found in general education (especially im the areas of
pre-servioe and iin-service training), so may the benefits that one expects to receiwe. Therefare, increasing
the availability of sabbatical leaves (while not currently expected), may be an important means of
compensating educational leaders for their increased efforts at professional development and a means of
imcreasing the opportunities available for them to develop professiomally.

Other conditions at work may increase the likelihood that educational leaders will contribute to the
professional development of the occupation. These include such things as access to national conferences, M
joint planning for activities, and time for observing colleagues on the job. J

6. Leading a Scheot Community A

To mobilize widespread support and involvement in education, educational leaders often try to build
a sense off community around common values and goals. Henee, educational leaders not only lead the
mtemal fumctionmg of their schools, working with students, eolleagues and staff, but must alse assure a
leadership role with rabbis, parents, and lay leaders.

Educational leaders often assume the role of entrepreneur for the school in the wider context. This
role imcludes: coordinating the design of the school's mission and its relevant programs with the values and
beliefs off the community and or the synagogue; carrying this mission to the varied eommunity
constituencies; developing and nourishing external suppert; and mobilizing resowices. Effective leaders s

their work as extending bevond the beundaries of the seheol.
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In this reality educational leaders often serve as mediators between the school's numerous
constituencies. They are located both in the middle of the school's hierarchy and in the middle of a political
environment. Principals must simultaneously manage four sets of relationships: upward with their superiors
and supervisors, downward with subordinates, laterally with other principals, and externally with parents
and other community groups. This configuration of relationships is complex, and managing one set of
relationships successfully may interfere with or hinder another set of relationships.

Furthermore, each of these role partners may have different, often conflicting, expectations of the
educational leader. Leaders are dependent upon the interests of numerous rofe groups for their cooperation
and support in order to meet goals.

This section describes educational leaders’ perceptions of their relationships with rabbis and
supervisors, teachers, parents and lay leaders.

Rabbi iSOT!

A central aspect of building a school community is the involvement of rabbis and other supervisory
personnel. It is not surprising that educational leaders, across all settings, report high regard for Jewish
education from rabbis and supervisors {see Table 19j. Ninety-one percent of all educational leaders report
that rabbis and supervisors view Jewish education as very important,

Some of the educational leaders reported considerable involvement of rabbis and supervisors in
educational programs. As depicted in Table 20, almost half of the educational leaders indicated there is a
great deal of involvement in defining school goals, and participating in curriculum discussions. It sheuld not
be overlooked, however, that about 18% ofthe educational leaders reported that there is no involvement
firom their rabbis and supervisors.

For about half the day school and supplementary school respondents, rabbis seem highly involved

their programs. In some schools the rabbis are dominant figures. As one leader commented, "It was very

1

1
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important for me to work with other colleagues who shared my values and my approach. Here the fellowship
and the support is [strong]. There is a value in learning from your elders.”

However, in both day and supplementary schools, about 15% of the educational leaders reported
that rabbis are not involved. Moreover, there is much less rabbinical involvement m pre-schools Thirty'
three percent of educational leaders from pre-school settings indicate that there is no such involvement from
rabbis or supervisors in defining school goals, and 44% report there is no involvement in discussing the
curriculum.

Educational leaders feel fairly well supported in their work by their rabbis and supervisors, fifty-
eight percent are very satisfied and 31% are somewhat satisfied, while only 10% are dissatisfied with the
level of support from rabbis (see Table 21). Once again, it is the pre-school educational leaders who report
somewhat less satisfaction with the support they receive from rabbis and supervisors. Only 44% of the pre-
school educational leaders are highly satisfied with the level of support, compared to 64% of day school
leaders and 61% of supplementary school leaders who are very satisfied.

In summary, some educational leaders seem (o enjoy respect, support and involvement from the
rabbis and supervisors in their communities and schools. There is a small group, about 10-20%, across all
settings, who indicate that this level of support and involvement is not forthcoming. The pre-school
educational leaders receive the least amount of support and involvement from rabbis and supervisors. Some
educational leaders lamented that they lack status in the community. They are often not represented in
Federation committees thus they are neither well connected nor visible For instance, one educational leader
mentioned that only two education directors, one of whom is a rabbi and the other a doctor, have been asked
to teach in the Adult Academy, an adult education program sponsored by several congregations.

Teacher 11 Vi
One of the most crucial aspects of the educational leaders' role is nurturing and developing school

staff. As one would expect, teachers have a high regard for Jewish education. Overall, 81% of educational



leaders report that teachers regard Jewish education as very important, while the remaming 19% report that
teachers regard Jewish education as somewhat important (see Table 19).

Professional growth of teachers is often achieved by providing opportunities for staff involvement in
decision-making and curriculum design. The educational leaders believe that teachers and staff should be
involved in defining school goals, and should give advice before decisions are made regarding school policies
(see Table 22). However, teachers are not as involved in actual practice as the leaders believe they should.
About 20% of'the leaders across all settings reported that presently, the teachers and staff are not involved
defining school goals, and are not consulted before important decisions are made regarding educational
issues. < 4

The lowest level of actual teacher involvement seems to occur in supplementary schools. Thirty-
percent of supplementary educational leaders reported that teachers are not consulted before critical decisions
are made about educational issues, and 24% of supplementary educational leaders stated that teachers are not
involved in defining educational goals. L, (L

Interviews revealed that teachers and principals rarely interact about issues of pedagogy outside the
classroom. Teachers are generally hired for teaching time, and time when class is not in session is perceived
as extra. Teachers' roles are not defined in a way that would incorporate involvement in school policy issues.

The ability to develop and nurture a school's staffis also related to supporting leaders in their
schools and communities. Across all settings, 73% of the educational leaders are satisfied with feeling part
of'a community of educators, while 17% are dissatisfied with their professional community. Similarly, 78%
are satisfied with the respect they have as an educator, while 22% are dissatisfied. As m previous cases, the
preschool educational leaders seem to sense the greatest dissatisfaction with their professional communities.
Tweentv-five percent of pre-school leaders indicate that they are somewhat dissatisfied with feeling part of a
community of educators, and 31% are somewhat dissatisfied with the respect they have as an educator.

There is also a sizeable group of supplementary school educational leaders who are also somewhat
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dissatisfied, about 20% on average. The day school educational leaders are the most satisfied with their
professional community, with only 11% indicating some level of dissatisfaction.

Lav Leader and Parent Involvement

Jewish education is built on the foundation of leadership and involvement from lay people. Most
educational Jeaders reported on the survey forms that lay leaders and parents regard Jewish education as
important. Day school educational leaders indicated that lay leaders and parents regard Jewish education as
more important than do supplementary school and pre-school educational leaders, although in general, all
leaders believe that lay leaders and parents regard Jewish education as important. Fifteen percent of
suppiementary school leaders noted that parents do not view Jewish education as importamt.

However, the leaders are not as satisfied with support from lay leaders. Fifteen percent of the
educational leaders are dissatisfied with the support they receive from lay leaders, while 40% are somewhat
satisfied and 44% are very satisfied. The most dissatisfaction was expressed by leaders in the pre-schools
and day schools, with an average of 18% in each setting indicating dissatisfaction with lay leader suppont.
Twelve percent of supplementary leaders also reported dissatisfaction with lay leader support.

A substantial majority of educational leaders believe that lay leaders should be involved in defining
educational goals and discussing curriculum and programs (see Table 23). About 20% of the educational
leaders do not believe there should be this level of involvement from lay leaders. There is much less actual
involvement of lay leaders in discussing educational programs than educational leaders believe there should
be. Although 77% believe there should be lay leader involvement, only 59% reporied that lay leaders are
actually involved in discussing programs and curriculusm.

There is equal amount of actual and preferred lay leadership involvement in defining school goals
across all settings. There is virtually no actual lay leader involved in pre-schools. Seventy-one pereent of
pre-school educational leaders strongly disagree with the statement, "lay leaders generally do participate in

discussions regarding curriculum and programs™.



Implications

Across all settings, educational leaders indicate that rabbis and teachers regard Jewish education as
important, whereas there is less of a sense of this importance lay leaders and parents (see Table 19). In
addition, educational leaders are more satisfied with the sense of support from rabbis than thev are from
a
fallow educators and lay leaders (see Table 21).

The interviews revealed that most educational directors participate in some community
organizations. This participation presents opportunities for input into decisions that affect their schools.
However, their access and support in community organizations is not widespread.

/vr

Some educational leaders, most commonly those in pre-schools, are more isolated from the wider

community' context. At the same time, pre-school directors reported the least support from rabbis and lay  jf °

tn $ !

leaders, and as reported earlier, they have the most segregated career paths which probably curtails the
forming of relationships with leaders in other types of settings. Note also that most pre-school leaders are
not offered health and pension benefits, even though a substantial majority (81%) work full-time. The
isolation and lack of support for pre-school educational leaders is a likely barrier to establishing successful
learning communities.
7. Conclusions: Learning and Leading

The role of educational leadership in school improvement efforts is paramount. This report
describes the careers, professional backgrounds and sentiments of educational leaders in Jewish schools in
three communities in North America. It is designed to stimulate discussion and provide a basis for planning
for the professional development of a cadre of educational leaders in our Jewish schools.
Critical Findings

1) The majority of educational leaders report they have a career in Jewish education, and they work
full-time in one school setting.

2) Educational leaders have long tenure in the field of Jewish education across various settings, but
they have less seniority in leadership positions.
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3) The large majority of educational leaders plan to stay in their current positions.
4) The educational Jeaders are highly trained m general education, but have significantly less
preparation in Jewish content and administration and supervision. Only 25% of all the lcaders are
certified or licensed as school administrators, and only 11% hold degrees in educational
admimistration. Only 35% of the educational leaders have formal training in both education and
Jewish studies, while only 116% have preparation in education, Judaic content, and administration.

5) Although many educational leaders report that opportunities for professiomal growth are adequate
i their communities, they do not participate in widespread professional development activities.

6) Educational leaders are not overwhelmingly satisfied with their salary and benefits packages ~7
Pre-school educational leaders are the least likely to have access te health and pension bemefiits. )

7) Educational leaders would like to be more involved in communal decisions and to receive more
support m their work. Pre-school educational leaders receive the least amount of support from
rabbis and lay leaders.

These findings suggest a number of important implications for schools, local communities and the
confinental Jewish community as a whole.

School Level

Educational leaders would like the participation and support of teachers, rabbis, and lay leadiers
The boards of schools, congregations, and JCC's may want to consider a proeess whereby roles and
relationships can be explored to ensure 8 high level of suppori and invelvement from all partners in the
sducational proeess.

Educational leaders should be supperted in their efforis to work with teachers and other staff to
raplement changes, mobilize resourees, and develop programs. The teacher-leader relationship sheuld not
be bound by teacher contract hours. A eulture that promotes en-geing eollaboration and group problim
sohving should be sneguraged.

Local Conmunal Level

Sinee most educational leaders work full-time and view Jewish edueation as their earesr, it seems

that 2 higher level of professional development ean be expeeted. Furthermere, given their long tenwie in the

profession; ongsing professional renewal is imporant.



Educational leaders have experience in various settings. Day school leaders have taught in
supplementary schools and visa versa. The only exception seems to be pre-school leaders who have much
less experience in other settings. Therefore, it seems that community-wide professional growth activities can
be very beneficial. In addition, given their wealth of experience, educational leaders should be a valuable

(OWJU 7 AfaMj cu j? .
recourse for the community for teacher in-service as wetl. Educational leaders need opportunities to interact
with their colleagues across all settings for networking, support, and feedback. All educational leaders
should be highly involved in developing individual and community-wide professional growth plans.

The educational leaders have expressed interest in increasing their knowledge in skills in both
Jewish content areas and leadership and supervision. It is important to note the complete lack of formal
training in Judaica among pre-school educational leaders.

Communities may want to consider the level of fringe benefits offered to educational leaders. This
is perhaps most pressing in pre-schools where the large majority of educational directors work full-time but
do not receiv e health or pension benefits. Communities may want to consider linking certain benefits, such
as sabbaticals, release time, and merit pay to participation in professional growth activities.

In addition, it would be important to address the part-time nature of the some of the educational
leadership positions in supplementary schools. Given the experience and backgrounds of these leaders they
could serve important roles in the school and the community if they were to be employed full-time.

Educational leaders desire more involvement and status in the Jewish community. Although they
feel that Jewish education is respected by others, they do not feel very empowered as participants m
decision-making. Pre-school educational leaders are particularly isolated from rabbis and lay leaders and
should be integrated more fully with congregations, JCC's, and other communal institutions. Community
institutions may want to consider ways of expanding the participation of educational leaders in these 1

organizations.



National level

Educational leaders are highly trained in general education but have less formal preparation in
Jewish content and administration. Therefore, at the national level, substantial thought and resources should
be placed on developing comprehensive pre-service and in-service programs thatjoin both Jewish content
and the latest thinking about leadership development.

As national institutions emerge to prepare and certify educational leaders a wider network can be put
into place to advertise and recruit highly trained educational leaders for local institutions.
Learning and Leading

Recently, Roland Barth, founder of the Harvard Principal's Center said: "School principals have an
extraordinary opportunity to improve schools. A precondition for realizing this potential is for principals to
put on the oxygen mask-to become learners. In doing so, they telegraph a vital message: Principals can
become learners and thereby leaders in their schools. Effective leaders know themselves, know how they
learn, know how they affect others, and know they can't do it alone".

The findings in this report suggest that local and national partnerships, shared with the experiences

and wisdom of the educational leaders themselves, can enhance the leading and learning of all educational
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Table 1. Reasons Educational Leaders Enter Jewish Education

REASON Very Somewhat Somewhai VerWery
Important Important Unimportant Uimirnportamt
Working with Children B3% 17% .- - -
Teaching about Judaism 75% 21% 3% 1%
Serving the Jewish Community 62% 32% 1% 4%
Learning More About Judaism 49% 37% 9% 5%
Working with Teachers 43% 42% 9% 6%
Full-time Nature of the Profession 25% 36% 20% 20%
Opportunities for Career Advancement 18% 34% 25% 24%
Status of the Profession 9% 25% 33% 33%
Level of Income 7% 35% 35% 24%

Note: Rows may not sum to 100% due to rounding.



Table 2. Miverssityof TBnenianesof fteaiinmd loeatiees

CURRENT SETTING
PRIOR EXPERIENCE Day School Supplementary Pre-Sehool TOTAL
General Education % 559%0 &% 61%
Day School Teacher o% 3890% 122% 40%
Supplementary Schoo) Teacher 61% TP% B 62%
Pre-School Teacher W [ 2240 B 23%
Camps 56 339% B 43%
Adult Education HB3% 53%% 1 2% 40%
Youth Groups 25% %% 122% 31%

Jewish Communitv Center 114%% 27%% 122% 19%



Talblke 3. How Edueational Leaders Found Their Current Positions

MEANS Day School Supplementary
Reenuitment Efforts by Schools 52% 68%
Ixiend ot Memior 30% 13%
Regsruiment Eifors by Institutions 17% 19%
Ot Hvam Soels (i.e., cential
agencies, gaduate schools, etc.)
Oritesr (& 2., being a parent off a - -
ke 1in e shool)

Notz: Coliunims may wot sum to 100% due to rounding.

Pre-Sehsel
65%
12%

19%

TOTAL
63340
19%85

14485

4%



Table 4. Reasons Educational Leaders Chose to Work in their Current Scheols

REASON

Religious A ffiliation

Community

Reputation off the School

Rabbi or Supervisor

Opportunities for Carcer Advancement
Hours Available for Work

Sallary

Spouse's Work

Very
Important

33%
%
5%
2P%

14%%

Note: Rows may not sum to 100% due to rounding.

Somewhat
[mportant

22%
35%
36%
29%
42%
27%
44%

13%

Somewhat
Unimportzamt

12%
T%%o
12%
12%
21%
27%
19%

14%

Wery:
Ulninoypapistianmt

o
%
P
22%
L
2F%
168%

5%



Table 5. Slability aud Continuity of Teachess

TOTAL YEARS OF EXBERIENCE IN JEWISH EDUCATION

Day Sehooi
Il yeanr o less
20 3 yours 4%
® i 10 yeans 7%
11l 1o 20 vears 357%
NMone tham 20 years 32%

TOTAL YEARS OF EXPERIENCE IN THEIR CURRENT COMMUNITY

Day Sdhool
1l year o less 4%
2t 3 years 32%
® to 1D years 1%
{11 (0 20 years 39%
More ithen 20 years 4%

TOTAL YEARS OF EXPERIENCE IN THEIR PRESENT SETTING

Day Schoel
ety oF loss 4%
21® $ years 39%
6 tio 11 viears 4%
111 o 20 vears 36%
Mere dhan 20 vewrs 7%

Woie: Colwmns may Aot sum 19 1005 due {0 reunding.

Supplementary

3%

12%

39%

33%

Supplementary

36%

24%

27%

12%

Supplementary

9%
$6%
16%
6%

3%

Pre-School

6%

25%

50%

19%

Pre-School

6%

50%

25%

19%

Pre-School

44%
19%
3%

12%

TOTAL

9%
13%
48%

30%

TOTAL
1%
29%
25%
31%

14%

TOTAL,
5%
47%
16%
25%

7%



Taple . Fatuie Plans ofthe Educational Leaders

Day Schosl  Supplementary Pre-Sehosl TOTAL

Comiinae 25 am Admvinisivator 86 73% T T8%0%
ih e Same Selwool

Admaiigbiative Position in a Li 8% 66%o 6%%
Diffesrent Jewish Sehool

Wk 1in am Edueational Institution - --
Oifher dham 2 Seihool (i.e., central ageney)

Stk 2 Position Ouiside of -- 3% - 1%
Teswish Education

Other (.., retitement, 1% 3% 12% 5%%
2o badk to school)

Undiecided T 12% 68% 9%%

Note: Cohemns may not sum fo [iB0% due to rounding.



Tabli 7. Pre-Collepiate Jewish Edueational Backgrounds of the Educational Leaders

SETTING

Dy Selhool

Supplementary Selhool
[Piz-school

TOTAL

SETTING

Day School
Supplemeatany School

Pre-school

TOTAL

None

%

19%

8%

None

9%

33%

21%

BEFORE AGE 13

I Day per DiidgxsoerNidese  DagySttbod] Sthbod!
Week Only Do Weak  innldsaeglopr(hldder

% 46% 36%
25% 47% 28%
31% 25% 25%
20% 42% 30%

AFTER AGE 13

IDayper  2XidgyooMdoce DiaySStboblSEthoblmisisrisl.
Week Only  DawsparWibadk  Yosttives.corJhavisthAodlbgee

H4% 29% 39%
28% 22% 31%
27% 13% 27%
23% 23% 33%

Note: Rows may nof sum to [(09% due to rounding.
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BACKGROUND AND TRAINING OF TEACHERS IN JEWISH SCHOOL:
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 expancTW* f
professional growth activities for teachers in Jewish schools? This paper examines three C
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 <C
faced with these standards. V



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
fior pre-schools, state requirements for continuing education among professionally-trained
seachers, 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
tuilding 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 educatiom....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 CLIE, whose mandate includes



establishing three Lead Communities in North America, and working with these communities
w0 serve as demonstration sites for improving Jewish education.

What is the current state of the profession of Jewish education in these commumities?
What mechanisms are available to improve it, and how will we know whether improvement
im the profession training of teachers fosters better teaching and learning? These questions
cannot be addressed fully --in particular, no data are available on the links between training,
teaching, and learning -- but this paper begins t0 address the issues by examining the current
professional backgrounds of teachers in Jewish schools as well as considering potential levers
fior increasing teacher’s professional development activities.

Professional Preparation and Development in Jewish Educatiom

Modem conceptions of teaching emphasize formal, specialized preparatiom (e.g.,
Sedlak, 1987). This preparation typically involves training in both pedagogy and subject
matter, as weil as in the links between the two (Shulman, 1987). Moreover, teachers are
expected to maintain their subject matter and pedagogical skills through continuous
professional development. As Aron (1990, p. 6) explained, teachers need "to keep pace with
mew developments in their field. The knowledge base of teaching has grown and
changsdl ... 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

lkevel, Although exceptions are made, generally states require formal preparatiom in the field



off education, ineluding study of eontent knowledge and pedagogy, for teacher licensing. Im
addition, many states require a set amount of professional development over a fixed period of
ime 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 im
their fields. Hence, the question of professional development becomes especially salient.

What circumstances lead to more in-service workshops for teachers? Om the ome
fiamd, 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
fihat 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 ehosen on theoretical grounds;
rather, they are the mechanisms we encountered in 4 study of three Jewish communities. We
fiound that communities and schools varied in their polieies and in the conditions asseeiated
with policies about staff development. This type of "natural experiment” eam yield importamt
information about the prospects for increasing professional growth aetivities in Jewish
edueation.

The pessible levers we encountered were as follows:



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

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

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

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



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

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

2neourages not just individual but school-wide professional growth. If these

imeoniives are offective, we would expect to find that supplementary schosi teachers

teported more workshops in this community than in the other tweo.

Data and Methods

Data fiiom this paper are drawn from two data sources: A survey of teachers, amdl
limensive interviews with a sample of teachers and other educators. The surveys and
iimierviews were conducted in the three CUE Lead Communities: Atlanta, Baltimore, and
Miitwaukee, in 11992 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
ieschers in total) was obtained. Formal in-depth interviews were carrted out with 125
educators, imcluding teachers anc education directors of day schools, supplementary schools,
amd 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
amd traiming, carnings and benefits, and careers of Jewish educators. Only matters of
background and formal training are addressed in this paper.
Statiistical Methods

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

carried qut in other eommunities;, where eomparable 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 wiil 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-
talbulations of background and training variables by setting. The analytic results derive from
ordinary lleast 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.

Vaniables

Most variables indicate aspects of teachers” backgrounds and experiemces. 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 0 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 5% of teachers who were required to attend workshops failed to

indicate how many, and these are treated as missing and excluded from the analyses,



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).

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

Teachers also responded to questions about how much schooling they had, what their
majors were, and whether they were certified in Jewish education. For this study, we
defined "waining in education” as a unmiversity 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



for teachers who Said they plan to leave Jewish education in the near future. Presumably it
would be possible o 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 |
= 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 = I, not certified = (). For
supplementary school teachers only, we created an indicator for the one community with am
incentives program for in-service workshops (incentives program = 1, others = (). For all
teachers, we created indicators of the amount of in-service required for re-licensing: 180
hours and 100 hours are compared to the reference category of no in-service requirement.

Resuits

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? Ovwerall, Table 1 shows that only 19% of teachers in Jewish seheols are
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foemally trained in Both education and in Jewish studies. Thirty-five percent were trained in

education but net 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 Il further shows, not surprisingly, that day school teachers more oftem 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
off 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 backgroumds
in education similar to that of supplementary teachers.

Further analysis shows that the dearth of formal training is not compensated by
extensive im-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 {wo-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 columm
shows a trend flor experience that is roughly linear, with teachers who are more experienced
reporting more workshops. In addition, one can see in the first columa that controlting 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 additiomal 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 educatiom as their career reportied
more workshops and teachers who plan to leave the field reported fewer workshops tham
other teachers. Note also that the initial effects of experience appear to dimimisth 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 obvicusly conmected to
fongevity 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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wachers in certified scheols reporied 3.35 more workshops, a substantial difference

considering that the average for pre-school teachers was 6.2 (see Table 2). As in the fult-
sample analysis, career-oriented pre-school teachers reported more workshops, and those
planning © leave reporied fower, although the latter coefficient is not statistically significant
due t the smaller aumber of cases when the sample is restricted to pre-schoel teachers.
(Sex is excluded from the pre-school analysis because all but one of the pre-school teachers
are fiemale.)

Do state requirements for re-licensing of trained teachers encourage higher levels of
required workshops? Table 3 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 fior 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 imdicate that day school Judaica teachers do not see themseives as bound by the
morms 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 incentdves program reported an average of
2.52 more workshops than supplementary schools in the other two eommunides, where such

federation programs are net in place.
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Diseussion

This swdy shows that teachers in three Jewish communities have relatively little
flosmal preparation for their work in Jewish schools, Moreover, they are not typically held
% high sandasds for professional development. However, it appears there are policies tivat
may naise the quantity of in-serviea, Teachers who are trained in Jewish studies and whe are
oriented towards a career in Jewish education reported more required workshops. This
fiimding suggests that standards ffor professional development could be raised by recruitimg
teachers who are committed to the profession. Better recruitment is an appropriate goal, buit
it remains a major challenge in light of the relatively small number of opportumities to obtain
fiormal preparation for teaching in Jewish education (Davidson, 1990).

Teachers in certified pre-schools reported substantially more workshops than teachers
im other pre-schools. Could this type of policy be implemented in supplementary schools,
and im the Judaica divisions of day schools? Where would certification standards come
from? One answer is from the community level —the federation or central agemcy migiht
certify scihiools whose teachers engage in specified levels of professional growth. For this
certification fo be meaningful, however, it must be accompanied by some sort of rewands.
Parents off pre-school children take certification into account when choosing a scheol, but this
logic does not hold when one is choosing a supplementary school. However, it may be
possible fo 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

fimancial support might induce school to seek eommunal eertification.
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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 worksheps 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 II. Professional Training of Teachers in Jewish Schools

Trained in Education
and Jewish Studies

Trained in Education Only
Trained in Jewish Studies Only

Trained in Neither Education
Nor Jewish Studies

Supplementary
School School Schoel

Day

35% 13%
24% 2%
25% 11%
16% 44%

Pre-

9%
50%
3%

8%

All

Schools

19%
35%
12%

34%



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

Average Number of Workshops
in the Past Two Years

Day Schools BR
Supplementary Schools U4
Pre-Schools 662
Alll Schools 4.8

Note:  Figures include only those teachers who said they were required to attend wotkshops, and excludie fste-
year teachers.



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

Independent Variable

Sex (Malte=1) -.61 T4 - 86
(-39) (-39) (-39
Experience 6-10 years .48 A5 .16
(.35) (.35) (-39)
Experience [11-20 years B1* .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 1.3Q%*
(.94)
Will Leave Jewish Education -1.00m
(.30)
Pre-school 2.36** 2.76** 2.65**
(.36) (.39}6* (-38)
Supplementary School .66™ G 1.19==
(-33) (.33) (.33)
Constant 3.37** 2.8~ 2.54
(.37) (.43) (.44)
R2 .09 10 A3

*p < 05 **p < .01

Notes: Metric regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. N=3574 teachers.
Equation also includes controls for missing data on sex, experience, training in
education, training in Jewish studies, career, and plan to leave Jewish educatiom,



Table 4. Differsnees beiween certified and uncertified pre-schools in the number of
worksheps teachers reporied they were required to attend.

ent V
Experience 6-10 years -.81
(.82)
Experience 11-20 years -84
(-94)
Experience 21+ 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: Meiric regression coefficients, with standard errors in paremtheses. N= 169 teachers.
Equation also includes controls for missing data on experience, training in education, traimimg
in Jewish studies, career, and plan to leave Jewish education.



Tabie 3. Differenees in the number of workshops day school teachers were required to
attend in states with different professional growth requirements for re-
licensing.

-1.07* 1.05*
(.45) (A6)
Experience 6-10 years 1.62* 1.61*
(.64) (.640)
Experience 11-20 years 1.12 1.11
(.62) (.€2)
Experience 21+ years I.61* 1.62*
(.67) (.67)
Trained in Education -32 21
(42) (.49)
Trained in Jewish Studies 23 =20
(-49) (-33)
Jewish Education is a Career -25 -24
(.57) (.58)
Will Leave Jewish Education -.65 -0
(.94) (-9%)
1180 Hours Required for Re-License -.08 -1
(.54) (.92)
@0 Hours Required for Re-License -.36 -3
(.48) (-7®)
180 Hours X Trained in Education 03
(1.14)
100 Hours X Trained in Education -3
93
Constant 3.26** 3.9
(.66) (.€8)
Adjusted R2 .05 04
*» < 05 **p < 01
Notes: Metric regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. N=176 day

school teachers. Equation alse includes controls for missing data om sex. experence,
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
(+38)
Will Leave Jewish Education -.53
(.57)
Community Incentives for Workshops 2.52%%*
(.35)
Constant 2.17**
(.35)
Adjusted R2
*p < .05 **p < .01
Notes: Metric regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. N= 229

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



APPENDIX

Means and Standard Deviations of Variables

Standard
Mean Deviation
Number of Workshops 4,75 3.31
Sex (Male+1) k] 36
Experience 2-5 years 27 A4
Experience 6-10 years 3i 46
Experience 11-20 years 25 43
Experience 21+ years .15 .36
Trained in Education .54 .50
Trained in Jewish Smudies 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 A1
Missing Experience 02 A5
Missing Trained in Education 04 19
Missing Trained in Jewish Studies 04 .20
Missing Career 02 14
Missing Plans to Leave 05 22

Nete: N = 574 deachers.



Tabie 10. Collegiate and Professional Adminisiration Backgrounds of the Educational Leaders

Certification in

SETTING Administration
Day School 36%
Supplementary 19%
Pre-school 19%
TOTAL 25%

Degree in Educational
Administration

19%

P

1%

Trained in Educatiomal
Administration™

1% 41%

9% 19%

19%-

27% 27%

*fducational leaders may have both a certification in administration and a degree in educational admimistration.



Table 1] Extent of Professional Training of Educational Leaders in General Education and Jewish Studies

SETTING Trained in General Trained in Trained in Jewish  Trained in
Education Only Both Studies Only Neither
Day School 1% % 19% T
Swpplementary School 2%% EL 6% &%
Pre-school 62% 122% ~- 25%
TOTAL % % 4% 1%

Note: Rows may not sum to 100% due to rounding.



Table 12. Percentage of Educational Leaders Desiring to Improve Their Skills

AREA

Cuwrriculum Development
Stait' Development
School Management
Working with Parents
Strategic Planning
Leadership
Communication Skills

Child/Adult Development

Trained in
Administration

75%

70%

35%

30%

55%

40%

30%

30%

Not Tratned in
Administration

74%

70%

70%

7%

4R%

32%

44%

43%

TOTAL

74%

70%

61%

50%

30%

49%

41%

39%



Table 13. Percentage of Educational Leaders Desiring to Increase Their Knowledge

AREA Trained in Not Trained in TOTAL.
Jewish Studies Jewish Studies
Hebrew Language 16% 1% 59%
Jewish History 32% 68% 31%
Bible 32% 68% 51%
Rabbinic Literature 62% 34% 48%
Synagogue Skills/Prayer 24% 45% 35%
Customs and Ceremonies &% 50% 33%

Israel and Zionism 19%% 42% 31%



Table L, Educational Leaders' Earnings from Jewish Education

Less than $30,000 to $60,000

$30,000 $59,000 or More
Day School 7% 35% %
Supplementary 4F7% BB% 2%
Pre-School 580% S --
TOTAL I3% 3% 0%

Note: Rows may not sum to 100% due to rounding.



Table 115. Educational Leaders' Satisfaction with Their Salaries

Very Somewhat

Satisfied Satisfied
Day School 14940 54%
Supplementary 3% 61%
Pre-School 12240 44%
TOTAL 99%0 55%

Note: Rows may not sum to [(00% due o rounding.

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

29%

15%

25%

22%

Very
Dissatiaf

4%
21%

19%

14%



Table 1iG. Avaulability of Fringe Benefits for Educational Leadess: Psresmtags of
Educational Leaders who are Offered Various Fringe Benefiis

BENEFITS Day Scheel  Supplemeniary Pre-Seheol TOTAL

Financial Support fox 8% T84 8% 81%
Professional Development

Free Tuition for Child 8894 388% §8% 75%

[Free or Reduced e T99% 44% 66%
Membership

Health T s, 44% 58%

Pension R W% 38% 52%
Synagogue Privileges [ 88%0 99 25% 36%

Free Tuition for Adult 1146 2% 3% 21%

Daw Care ) 15%% 3% 16%

Sabbatical Leave % 3 v 4%



Trable 1i7. Edueational Leaders’ Satisfaction with Their Benefits

Very Somewhat Somewhat Very
Satisfied Satisfied Dissatistied Dissatisfied
Day Sehool 2584 8% 329 25%
Sipplementary 198%; 2% 46% 1%
Pre-School 183% 33% % 2%
TOTAL 28046 23% 3% 2%

Note: Rows may nott sum to [{B0% due to rounding.



Table 18. Educational Leaders' Satisfaction with Time Spent on Roles: Percentage who Indicated Being

Satisfied or Very Satisfied

ROLES Day School

Parent and Constituent Relations
Owverall School Management

Recruiting Staff

Pubhe Relations and Marketing

Fund Raising or Resource Development
Teacher and Staff Supervision
Curriculum and Program Development

Training and Staff Development

88%
80%
80%
5%
77%
69%
62%

50%

Supplementary

82%

T76%

63%

2%

67%

53%

64%

41%

Pre-Schosi

100%
75%
73%
62%
67%
80%
62%

73%

TOTAL

88%

7%

71%

71%

70%

64%

63%

51%



Table 19. Perceived Regard for Jewish Education by School Constituencies

CONSTITUENCY Very Somewhat Somewhat Very
Important Iraportant Unimportant  Unimpertmit

Ralpbis and Supervisors 91% 9% .-

Teachers 81% 19%

Lay Leaders 2% 55% 4%

Paments 31% 61% 6% 1%

Note: Rows may not sum to [{00% due to rounding.



Table 20. Extent of Involvement of Rabbis or Supervisors:

AREA Involved [ovolved No
a Gireat Deal Somewhat Involvement
In Defining School Goals 49% 32% 19%
In Curriculum Discussions 45% 37% 18%
In EverirAspect of the 32% 42% 20%

Educational Program

Note: Rows may not sum to 100% due fo rounding.



Table 21. Educational Leaders' Satisfaction with the Support They Recerve from:

GROUP Weamy Somewhat Somewhat ey
Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied
Rabbis or Supervisors 588% 3% 9% 0%
Fellow Edwcators I59% 48% [14% 3%
Lay Leaders U 40% 0% %

MNote: Rows may not sum to 100% due fo rounding.



Table 22, Educational Leaders' Views and Perceptions on Teachers and Staff Involvement: Percentage who
Agree with the Following Statements

Day School Suppiementary Pre-School TOTAL

Teachers and stafff should be involved 1005 100% 1% 100%%o
in defining school poals.

Teachers and stafff are involved 32% 76% D% %%
in defining school goals.

Teachers and stafif should be consulted 2%% 97% 1100% WTP%

before decisions are made on important issues.

Teachers and staffff are consulted before 93% 70% B1% %
decisions are made on important issues.



Table 9. Coliegiais and Profussional Jewish Studies Backgrounds of the Educational Leaders

Certification in DPegree in Traimed im
SETTING Jewish Education Jewish Studies Jewish Studies*
Day School 4890 48% 52%
Supplementary 1484 41% %%
Pre-school 12946 . 12%
TOTAL 33 36% 49%

*Educational leaders may have both a certification in Jewish education and a degree in Jewish studies
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eplyAll Kermi tLoad PrevMessage -
1007%
sc=chr: "J help: "]? port:l speed:192Q00 parity:none echo:rem VT220 ....

ine. If possible, please let me know a day in advance which day yow NIl
lan to calll.. But if you havgnjtleet me know in advamce, you cam stilll
all.  I'10 be at home, [(608)T23337-177! [ Texpeedt toobbeawadlablee onnadll
he days I listed. L-

idam

A\ 09:49 AM 1/10/97 +0200, you wrote:

>Hell 10 Adam,

»

>Thanks for the quick reply. I"11 take a shot at the dates you suggested -
>Sunday 12 is no good,, so"lI0l try one of the others your 7:30 am = B8hours

ud ffiference betweem us. The starting topic is administrative = the Mamdell
>Workplam for 1997 = and changes in our administrative relatiomshiip. I have some
>thoughts about movimg it in a substantive directiom, perhaps for CAPE, which
»>is thriving at the end of its first year of activity, booked to capacity,
>merrily un=monitored and un=evaluated save for the daily insights and

NextPage CloseMessage Delete Save Print
NextMessage Delete&Next Send Reply Forward
MoveToFolder  Spawn Lprint PrevPage Top
ReplyAll Kermi tload PrevMessage #15
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>merrily un=monitored and un-evaluated save for the daily insights and
>correctives of us insiders...

>

>no materials required, just your good grey matter...

?

>Take good care,

>

>annette

>

>

>

dReedivad: by HUJIVMS via SMTP(144.92.190.%7) (HUyMail=V7b);
> Thw, 09 Jam 97 18:49:52 +0200

>Receiwed: from [144.92.174.173] byddunean sssc mwiksc .catu;
(5.65v3.2/1.1.8.2/10May96-0433PM)

> id AA31287; Thw, 9 Jam 1997 10:09:20 =0600Q
>Message=ld: <2.2.16.19970109160748.1a5fbd50@ssc.wise.edu>
>X=Sender: gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu
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s>merrily un-monitored and un-evaluated save for the daily insights and

>correctives of us insiders....
"

>no materials required, just your good grey matter. ..



>

>Take good care,

>

»>annette

>

>

>

>Received: by HUJIVMS via SMTP(144.92.190.57) (HUyMail-¥7b);
> Thu, 09 Jam 97 18:49:52 +0200

>Received: from [144.92.174.173]) by duncan.ssc.wisc.edu;
(. 65v3.2/1.11.8. 2/10May96-0433PN)

> id AA31287; Thw, 9 Jan 1997 10:09:20 -0600
sMessage-Id: <2.2.16.19970109160748.1a5fbd50@ssc.wise. edu>
>X-Sender: gamoran®@ssc.wisc.edu

NextPage CloseMessage Delete Save Print
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MoveToFolder  Spawn Lprint PrevPage Top
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>X-Sender: gamoran@ssc..wisc..edu

>X=Mailer: Windows Eudora Pro Version 2.2 (16)

>Mime=Yersiom: 1.0

>Content=Type: text/plaiim; charset="us-ascii”

>Date: Thu, 09 Jan 1997 10:07:48 -0600

>To: <ANNETTE®vms. hwji.ac.il>

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

>Subject: Re: conversation

>

>] would be happy to talk with you. By your e-maill address, I assume yow
>will be calling from Israell.. Early mornimg my time usually works well, e.g.
>7:30am or 8:00am U.S. Centrall Time. At those times, the followimg dates are
>open for me:

>

»Jan 15, 1, 17, 21, 22, 23, 24.

>

>If that is too far away from mow, I could also talk om Sunday, Jam 12, at
>11:00am U.S. Centrall Time,

NextPage CloseMessage Delete Save Print

NextMessage Delate@iontt SSenld RRep Ty Fporaartd
MoveToFolder  Spawn Upprtint PReeVRage Thop

ReplyAll Keermmi it lograld PRraVMessage #1%

T 72%
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>11:00am U.S.. Centval Time.

>

>If mone of these times work, let me know and we'll] find another.

¥

>Please tell me what you want to talk about or what materials I should review
»in preparation for our conversation,

%
>Adam
>

»
>At 11:63 AM 1/9/97 40200, you wrote:
»3Hi Adam,



nwumi, el
CC: CJE Swaft |

Il think that there needs to be a clearer frame for the whole of the paper that lays out an image
of the r@le of ed leader, the type of tasks(roles) that a person needs to be able to manage,
the background qualifications needed to do the job (perhaps skills, knowledge, dispositioms),
a description of professional preparation for the field, and the kind of professional
development that is in keeping with norms and standards in the field as a whole in addition to
what makes sense given who peopie are in our sample. I'm also wondering if the answers to
some of these framing statements are different for people who are in pre-schoglis,

supplementary schools and day schools, this perhaps merits some conversation amongst
ourselves about our stance on this issue,

Here are some page by page comments that vary from nitty-gritty typos and edits to quesmm
about what is our stance.

p. 1, do we want to quote "effective schools" research as our referent here? isn't it thought
to bbe passé as a line of research? is there a better referencing for this "news" at this point?

P. 4, the first para, is somewhat confusing. What is the essence of the point? You talk about
educational leaders being attracted to the field of education for the same reasons as teachens
and moving from ranks of teacher to admin. Isn't that true in general ed as well?

also, the idea of ed leaders as change agents is a "big idea", It needs some kind of
ackground and explanation. Kfs part of what | called before, the framing of the issues.

p. 4, first two sentences of section on entering Jewish ed are redundant.

p. 5 Iif they entered as teachers, doesn't it make sense that there are ideas are In sync witih
teachers ideas, what about difference between ideas for entering the field and Ideas as they
decided to stay in and become administrators

p. 5 nature of employment:

are the 83% full fime or not? does this make a difference?
parenthesis what does settings mean here?
' does it matter who goes to find a second job?
feels likke there is more that can be leamed here about full time, part time and salary?

p. 6 at topp- extra to in first line.

p: 8 third para, in first sentence "among educational leaders" — it feels as though the
sentence doesn't end. "more observant” than....

I kast line of that same para., overall, 43%...is it that they work in the movement or in the
synagoegue - and where does this put day school leaders and JCC early childhood directors.
s this a misieading statlstic? perhaps the enly statistic here that makes sense is the one
about supp. sehoels beeause in eur communities all of them take place within synagogues.

Pp: 10 issue of nevises and experts at end of first para. goes by very quickly. you're trying to

make a case for a esrtain kind of pre dev and networking and | don't think people will "get it
’ J frem this “read threugh"
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same page , tirst kine ofMimplications should verD Lie "were" as opposed to "are™

p. 11 issue of role of national organizations in placement seems very impt. maybe more
meeds

to be sald, s there a difference in the way reform Jewish educators talk about this vs. others
(mmy innpression is that the reform nat'l network works very well) would a breakdown by
denomination help us understand the picture better? is this a question of an expose really in
terms of these organizations and their "real” contribution to the field?

p. 11 last sentence, Il think needs to read pro development vs renewal or include both,
remewal feels like what you do when people are trained.

P 12 ,ithink perhaps there would be more of a development if first two para were switched!
around where section contents go first and then the case for how you're thinking about pro

dev. is made. In either case — whether you switch it or leave it as is — the case for needing
all three mneeds more fleshing out.

p. 13, last hine of first para seems to be in wrong place, or at least it doesn't flow from the
sentence that comes night before it.

p. 14 — in opening line of Educational Administration, schaol needs an s after it.
p. 15 -an needs to be in ~3rd line from the top.
p. 15, second para under fraining 1 think it's denaminational not synagegue movements

P, 15, third para. I'm having trouble with all these percentages. 2/3 of day school ed are
ufitrained in either ed or Jewish studies; on p. 14, 43% of day school ed are certified in Jewisin
ed and have Jewish studies - how can both these be true at same time?

p. 15 -16 - I'm finding the numbers confusing, what is the story we are trying to tell here?

p- 16 - shouldn't we be giving some credit to the 3/4 who are self motivated and use that as

a case for the potential of systematic pro development rather than treat it as an unimportant or
imoonsequential statistic because by itself it is not systematic

p. 17 — are there any quotes that butiress the non-helpful nature of pro organizations, again,
|| ask myself what are we trying to tell here?

P- 19 = what de yeu think abeut the fact that 31% of folk who have access to maney for pro
dev da net take advantage of it? are the epportunities available not helpful or what? my
impressien frem talking to semeene like sara lee is that principals at least NATE principals use
their meney te ge to CAJE and NATE and de not have money left over for additional
prefessional dev. Do we have this infe segmented by movement and would that tell a
different story?

P20 lep para, that begins the page before is not clear. where do these meet? what kind of
questien is that ? where dees it flt in? what is the case you are making about the linking of
decisien making and planning with Hebrew and text? | can see whereas sometimes a link is
imperant and sther times it might be inapprepriate. Are we making a case for a specific kind
of pre dev and if se, what does it look fike?
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;Villingnes—of_e-d leaders to engage and involve themselves in pro activities? | mean do they
say as teachers do that these are most impt things missing for them. | don't see what info
supports this hypothesis.b

P, 21 the second sentence about benefits doesn't exactly make sense, | know what you mean
but I think you need to state the idea more clearly.

p.23 are the 18% of ed leaders who report being dissatisfied with number of hours of
employment part time or full time people? is this a case where part-timeness precludes the
hiring of professionals and what we want to be doing is making a case for full time
employment

of ed leaders (| mean we made such a case for teachers, how much more so for ed leaders?)

p. 23 in last paragraph, fourth line from bottom of page, it should say eighty eight, not eight
eight

p. 24 in your estimation, what's the relationship between people's feeling that their roles are
mot in keeping with their expectations a mark of their unrealistic understanding of the nature
of the job and therefore “fixable" by appropriate preparation for the work. My impression has
been when I hear this kind of "whining" that people don't really understand the "job" of
educational leader.

p. 24 Implications, can we find out from our data what "moved" people from teaching to
administration, in some interviews of teachers and principals in LA, full timeness, salary and
benefits were factors in moving people out of teaching and inte administration, this is one of
the reasons that people on the one hand are not prepared and on the other hand, it also
speaks to the impt of full time employment opportunities for teachers and leaders.

p. 25 2nd para. 4th line, "begin to emulate to" isn't good English

p. 26 in section on rabbis and supervisors, | think info needs to be broken down by setting,
because many day schools are not congregationally based in which case info about rabbi is
irrelevant and misleading. supervisor and rabbi are different categories as well, what does
supervisor even mean in the case of these folks?

p.27 last para of section Adult Academy = is this Atlanta, if so adult academy is sponsored by
JCC not synagogues. Whether or not, this is true, this adult academy is not an instance of a
federation activity.

p: 28 how abeut an example of teachers' non-involvement. seems to me | remember
examples
from Julle's report

alse p. 28, betiom para. 78% sentence should read...are satisfied with the respect they have
86 edueators (net as an edueator). I'm also wondering if "have as an educator” which
appears here and in last sentence should read "are given" and not "have”

p. 29 last para. feel to me that seeend sentence should read "lay leadership” not lay leader.

p: 31 under sehosl ievel, this is first mention of JCC's that | remember in paper and it seems to
come eut of newhere. | knew that pre-sehools are in JCC's but maybe that needs to be
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. 32 fourth pans . of the some" shouldn't be there
p. 33 — Il love the Roland Barth metaphor, but it doesn't seem like it fits here. It should be
edtiier where you are making a case for pro development.

lim susmmary, our stance and story line are not yet clear enough.
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Fame 14,1995

Te: Ellen, Adam and Bill
CC: CIE suafff

T wank to &y o respond to the paper on educational leaders. These comments are mot

Teomprehensive and systematic”: IFI were to review the paper with pen in hand, T would
probably have more o say, but you woulda't get my comments in a timely fashiimn!

Despitte the fact that, sentence by sentence, the paper is clear, it is nevertheless hard for me tiw
grasp its overall "meaning." The report gives the impression of being a mixture of data and
policy, but is not yet organized in a way that makes it possible for me to separate the major from
the minor, of the interpretation from the facts. (What is the analogue to "undertrained but
surprisingly committed"? Ot perhaps this a more complex story?)

A concrete example: On p. 7, you say: “Notably, none of the pre-school educational directors had
moved to the community im order to take their current position.” I understand the semtemoe but I
diomt understand the *notably” for its educational implications. Is it good that the pre-school
diirectors have been part offthe community for longer? Does that make them more effective
leaders? Have they stayed or will they stay longer in their current jobs as a result?

Another example: What are the policy implications of the finding that recruitment efforts by
institutions beyond the school are a minority factor in how the leaders found their cunrent jjulbs?
(also p. 7). Is it good for the quality of education that most leaders have been recruited by the
schools? Or iis it better for national institutions to get involved? And, in the latter case, would that
make fior better or worse leadership in the schools?

Then 1 asked myself: 1s there a line of argument building in this papex? I thought et if I looked
at the onganization of the paper, I might understand it better. (I've appended the list of headiings
to this memo; some of what follows alludes to that list):

P. 1I: Introdetion and Purpose: This section is critical and needs more context, at least for this
reader. The four points on the first page are quite cryptic. Are these points nevw, in the sense that
they were not always thought to be the case? What "research on effective schools" has
demonsiated this? It worries me that for the phrase "Despite these complexities..." I could
substitute the phrase "Because of these complexities" and the language of the first twe
paragraphs need not be changed.

"The purpese of this repert is te stimulate diseussion and planning for the professioml grovwith
and development of educational leaders in Jewish sehools." Given that you reached 77 out of
109, and 58 in-depth, 1 think that this statement of purpese is a little weaker tham it meeds 1o be,
and that the summary in the top paragraph en p. 2 deesh't do justice to the eomprehensiveness of
the study. 1R any case; the paragraph o p. 2 shouldn't eome this early, nor be sumpmarized i this
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cursory way. (Perhaps there needs to be an "overview” at the beginning of the revised versien, if
you feel the need to summarize before the end)

Also, is there--or should there be—a distinction between implications and recommendations? (See
my comments on "critical findings.") I'm not sure that erganizing the implieations after each

section is effective, compared to a strong final section of recommendations, if in yeur mind those
two are the same thing,

Sequence: One question might be: Why does "training” follow "future plans"? Why dees it
follow "educational experience"? In the policy brief we began with training. Perhaps we're laying
out a different set of issues here, but I would like to understand the sequence of the paper,
especially if the goal is to advocate for better in-service training in the two weaker areas of
Judaica and administration.

"Leadership™: You talk about "leadership,” but I was not able to glean whether you as authors
believe it is a training attribute separate from "educational administration." Sometimes the two
seem to be used interchangeably, and sometimes not. (See the first paragraph on p. 12. The first
sentence says: "general education, Judaica, and leadership.” The middle of the paragraph says:
"Leadership and administration pose new and different challenges...") Also, on pp. 20%21 you
make an important point about integrating content and skills in the leadership area. It seems to
me this should be said up-front, in defining the terms. (And how would that integration even be
possible in pre-training for those who come from general education?)

On the first page, the list under "research on effective schools has documented the following"
seems to take a lot for granted on the part of the reader, I, for example, wouldn't know what the
body of knowledge is on "leadership,” or even what the definition is. (Is it a function, an attribute
of personality, a role?)

Terms and audience: Does using percentages rather than numbers for such a relatively small pool
leave us open to criticism? This raises the question of who is the audience for this paper. Is it the
educators themselves? Communal leaders? Professionals in the federations and bureaus? The
audience is obviously not an academic one (no footnotes, references to studies in general
education), in which case | think we need a little more background to the theory of leadership.

Your area of expertise, Ellen, is one I wouldn't even know about if it weren't for my work here.
Perhaps the attendees of the Harvard Seminar would be an illuminating microcosm to think
abouwrtt Did those educators know a lot about what was going in general education on leadership
issues? I feel that the opening of this paper was too condensed in bringing to bear knowledge
from the world of general education to this analysis. I really wanted more comparisons with
general education throughout (like the famous: "In Wisconsin, teachers in general education
receive over a 5-year..."). Otherwise, how can I know what these numbers mean? What are
mandatory or accepted standards of professional development for leaders in general education? I
wanted more information en what we know about "best practices” for the professional

2
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development ofreducational leaders in peneral edusation, especially if—which surprised me—the
majenty offthese leaders eome from general edueation. (Or is it that they were trained in gemersil
education but experienced in Jewish educatian?) Is there anything to leam about leaders from
Srudies ofroiher forms ofparechial sehool education (Catholic)? Are these findings differemt
frem what is kaown about leaders in general education?

Companisens detween leaders and teachers: On p. 12, for example, would it be interesting to find
ot wheiher leaders were better educated Jewishly as children than teachers in the same schools?”
We should write this report with the knowledge that some of our data is already in the pubiic
domain, and that we can refer to it if it's salient. The phrasing "very few educational leaders are
fommallly wained in Jowish studies or Jewish education” seems at odds with the way we spoke of
comparable dara on teachers, That is, if I'm reading this correctly, the figures should correspomd
1o the maining background of the teachers, if the leaders are mostly drawn from teachers. It seems
a3 iffthe figures are comparable. And yet in the policy brief we didn't use the term "wery few" for
am overalll wtall off 31% formally trained (compared to 37% of leaders, for which we do use tihe
term "very fiew"). Do we think it's more significant in the leaders than the teachers? Certainly it is
shoeking o cemtemplate the implications for "content area.” Another example: The ed. leaders
amend even fawer workshops than the teachers. Shouldn't we say so? Also, we dom't critiqme the
workshops on the "systematic, comprehensive” issue, the way we do for teachers' workshops.

Pre-schools: This seems to be one of the most conspicuous policy areas where our
recommendations could make a difference. It seems as if we could conclude that the lack of
emgagement by rabbis and supervisors is a missed opportunity for commumnal growtlh, outreacih
and "pateways in." But I conldn't glean how much of that lack of engagement is because tie
schools are not in conventional school settings, and are in JCCs instead. The isolztion and
segregation off the pre-schools has intriguing implications, and so I'd like to see them articulated
im ome place im the reportt

Supplementary schools: What does it mean that the leaders here are the best traimed but tie
schools are the least highly functioning and regarded? At our recent meetimg, the staff indicated
that the schools are indeed getting better because of strong leadership. How do we know tihis?
And shouldn't we say s07 (And will people believe us?)

Training; Identifying the lack of training in educational administration and Mleadership” seems to
me 2 real service, as this emerges as a definite "gap in the marketplace.” It was surprising tit
the group is better edueated in pedagogy than in Judaiea; I guess this corresponds t the teadimrs,
but it seems mere striking a gap in the leadership role (and role meodel) in Jewish scheools.

Professional development: What dees it mean that they have virtually no professionall
developiment but that they den't feel the lack? How ean they foster a culture of imereased prof.
dev. (the CIE preseription); pet your first page, if they don't subseribe to it for themselves” The
sepisice o P- 17 about the lack of suppert from natienal mevements is provoeative: and hass
pelisy implications as well (perhaps at edds with the eppertunity to do community-wide
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professional development:) Similarly, the lack of spoken Hebrew proficiency! (And lack of
degire for same.) Or: that 31% don't use the money they could use, when the conventional
wisdom 18 that thers's pe meney for professional development. I couldn't glean whether in-
3ervice opportunities are offered specifically for this constituency, as distinct from teachers. Is
that what the central agencies are deing for their 61% ? (p. 17)

Length of experience: If they'rs in the system for a long time but in their current jiobs for a
relatively short tirse, I would think that the consequences to the "culture of the school” of rapid
turnover at the top are grave and perhaps should be more strongly emphasized. What would it
take to keep them in their current jobs? I don't know if the issue of the "school culturs" and the
leader's role is explicit enough.

Salaries and benefits: Did I miss your talking about the "crisis in senior persommel" and its effect
of artificially inflating the salaries of leaders in certain schools because of a market shortage?
What does it mean that the majority are dissatisfied with their benefits and yet many do mot use
their benefits? Or that synagoguge privileges are important and yet 21% do not use them, evem
though denominational affiliation is very important to them?

Critical findings: In some cases, the "implications” at the end of each section are more
comprehensive and comprehensible than what is articulated here. The critical findings list on p.
30 is less interpretive than the implications in the body of the report, and the proportien should, if
a choice needs to be made, be reversed.

Style--and substance!: Even for this format, you might want to box the information on p. 3 in
slightly smaller type, unless there are interesting policy conclusions to draw from the
demographics: Gender and its relationship to job stability may be more important at the
leadership level than for teachers; so may the correlation te "extrinsic factors” on p. 3. It may be
important to "even the playing field” in the gender area, and "extrinsic factors” may be key, even
if this current constituency doesn't see them as primary. From the perspective of CIJE's mission:
What does it mean to take seriously a profession a majority of whose current participants do not
feel that its full-time nature, opportunities for advancement, level of income and status are
significant? After all, our goal is to build a genuine profession, particularly at the leadership
level, (I didn't understand why on p. 9 income is not an important factor for entering the field and
yet on p. 21 the income is for the majority more than half their family income and they're mot
very satisfied with their salaries.)

Other implications puzzlements in my mind: Are we saying that in fact there is not much pre-
servige training overtly for leadership positions in Jewish education? Are we saying that it's
appropriate for leaders to begin as teachers? (Is that how it's done in general education?) Does
that mean that most leaders in general education acquire their ed. administration knowledge as
part ef in-service rather than pre-serviee training? Or do they go back to school to become ed.
leaders? Is there a preferred way?




Miner style point; I would indent and single-space the direct quotes, to highlight them.

Hops this is helpful. And forgive me if I've misread, or missed altogether, points that are indeed

in the text.
Nessa

tructure:
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2. Methods
Positions and Types of Schools

3. Careers in Jewish Education: Recruitment and Experience
Entering Jewish Education
Nature of Employment
Types of Educational Experience
Recent Recruitment
Length of Experience in Jewish Education
Future Plans
Implications

4, Professional Training
Pre-collegiate Jewish Educational Backgrounds
Collegiate Background and Training
Formal Background in Judaica
Educational Administration
Training for Educational Leadership Positions
Professional Growth
Implications

5. Conditions and Sentiments about Work
Earnings
Benefits
Sentiments about Other Work Conditions
Implications
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MEF -- INFORMAL ED STUDY THOUGHTS (JUNE 5%)

June 5, 1995¢

To: CUE staffe

From: Adam G.¢

Re: Thoughts on the study informal educatione

The purpose of this memo is to stimulate discussion at the meeting wee
have scheduled for June 7. I discuss issues from the standpoint ofe
MEF, but it is important to bear in mind that we don't want the MEF taile
to wag the CIJE dog. It would be best to have firm convictions aboute
what CLJE wishes to accomplish in the area of informal education, ande
let that drive what we are going to study. That leads me to the following?

what CIJE wishes to accomplish in the area of informal education, ande
Jet that drive what we are going to study. That leads me to the following®
starting point: Does CIJE wish to improve the quality of personnel

in informls in separate message)*

what CIJE wishes to accomplish in the area of informal education, ande

let that drive what we are going to study. That leads me to the following»
starting point: Does CIUE wish to improve the quality of personmel~

in informal education? If so, we have to figure out what is meant by~

informal education, what is meant by personnel, and what is meant by quality.»
I will give that a shot in the first part of this memo. Then, I wills

raise some questions about whether this should be CIJE's major concern®

in the area of informal education, and I will propose some altermatives.»

The importance of informal education for Jewish continuity goes without»

1. Sttdbitne Pearserell itn Tftsroneall Edveatione

A Wikait iis imfformad] edligation’s

Barry was undoubtedly correct at an earlier meeting that the formal/infoiinale
distinetion is a false diehotomy, in that there are informal aspeets ofv

formal education (e.g. school clubs), and formal aspeets of informal edueation
20%distinetion is a false diehotory, in that there are informal aspeets ofs
formal edueation (e.g. sehool ¢lubs), and formal aspeets of informal edueations
(e.g Hebrew classes at camp). For CIJE's purpeses, the main thing is to
address the important settings in whieh Jewish edueation takes place. 8o fary



we have stadied educators in pre-schools, supplementary schools, and daye
schools. (By selecting these settings, we have implicitly rejected synagogues»
and JCCs as settings, because they are too broad. We have decided to gete
imside synagogues and JCCs.) In starting with these settings, we have focusede
on places where education is mainly formal, and have ignered settings in whiche
oducation is mainly informal, It is time to examine settings im which »
education®

1is mainly informal, such as summer camps, youth groups, teen Israel trips,»

and synagogue family programs. I would argue that these are the four mosts
important in erms of participation, although something else may be mores
iimportant in a particular community (e.g. Cleveland has a communumity retreate
oenter that plays a big role there). I would place lower priority on others
settings, such as community cultural programs, adult discussion groups,e
retreats that are not part of youth groups or synagogue family programs.»
virtual Jewish education (in cyberspace), and college campus activities.»
26%retreats that are not part of youth groups or synagogue family programs »
virtual Jewish education (in cyberspace), and college campus actiwitiics.

(I could be convinced to change "synagogue family programs" to “family=
programs" to incorporate programs sponsored by JCCs as well as symagogues.)»
I can think of two criteria that may help us prioritize among informsal
settings:®

(@) Participation —Which settings involve the most people? (b) Comtimuity —
Which settings are ongoing, consistent, coherent, sustained, as opposed to~
sporadic, infrequent, disconnected? On these criteria, which settimgs ares

most important for us to work with? Probably summer camps and youth groups »
Another criterion might be impact: Which settings have the most impact (ore
potential impact)? This would also lead me to study summer camps.»

B. Who are the personnel of informal education?s

By personne] we mean anyone who is staffing the program, i.e. the counselors, =
camp directors, youth leaders, family education directors, Israel trip leaders.»
33%By personnel we mean anyone who is staffing the program, i.e. the counselois»
camp directors, youth leaders, family education directors, Israel trip leadeis,»
efic, o

In studying schools, we held standards of professionalissn for all staff.

We expected teachers as well as principals to have formal training i

Jewish content and edueation. This commenality of standards dees mot holds
in the informal realm: Whereas we might hold eamp directors to somes
professional standard (it's not clear what that standard might be), we woulde
not have the same expectation for the "frent-line” edusators in informale



education (camp counselors, youth group advisors, etc.).
C. How muigitt we recognize qualiity among infommal educators?e
We avoided this question in our studies of schools by relying on certification®
(i.e., degrees, majors, licenses) as proxies for quality. It's hard toe
justify a similar approach for informal settings. (Obviously we wouldn'te
expect camp counselors to have college degrees in Jewish studies!)e
Consequently it is not clear how we would assess the quality of staffe
39%expect camp counselors to have college degrees in Jewish studies!)e
Consequently it is not clear how we would assess the quality of staffe
in an informal program. Some possibilities:®
1. Program leadiers (e.g. camp directors, youth dimediors, Tsredl timgre
coordinators, retreat program directors, museum directors —perhapse
we would call this leaders, or supervisory staff):e
This group could respond to a survey and/or interviews about theire
professional backgrounds. Unfortunately we have neither an absolutee
nor a relative standard (as we did in formal education) to hold up toe
these leaders of informal Jewish education. What backgrounds would wee
want them to hold?e
The only point that seems obvious is that we would want them to*
have strong Judaic backgrounds. I would make a case that suche
leaders need professional training in Jewish content areas if*
they are to administer and supervise Jewish educational programs,»
whether formal or informal.«
46%  whether formal or informal.*
Probably there would be some value in knowing the basic facts®
about the leaders of informal Jewish education. What are theire
backgrounds? Are they Jewish? (The director of Camp Shalom ine
Madison, WI is not Jewish.) Have they studied Judaica? Have=
they studied formal or informal education? Do they have experiencee
in informal education? These seem like reasonable questions. Ife
CUE wants to create a profession of _informal_ Jewish education,*
these questions are essential.®
2. Front-line staff (camp counselors etc.):*
Clearly it does not make sense to think about a profession of informale
education at this level. Camp counseling, staffing trips to Israel,*
etc. is not a professiom, and the number of persons who can move frome
e.g. counselor to director is very small. What then, would we wante
to know about these staff members? Again, I'm sure we'd want to~
know about their Jewish backgrounds, although we'd not expect»



professional training, In addition, we'd want to hear about whag»
529% know about their Jewish backgrounds, although we'd net expects
professional training. In addition, we'd want to hear about whate
sort off training they received in preparation for their work one
staff. In particular we'd want to know if they learned anythimge
about the Jewish content of their program (for programs that have*
some Jewish content).e
I'm not sure what CIJE would do with this knowledge. Start campaigninge
to have more knowledgeable counselors hired in Jewish camps etc.?»
Make a case for stafff content study as part of staff orientatiom?s
Maybe.*
3. The working conditions of informal educators could also bes
scrutinized. Do supervisors work full-time? Do they earn a*
living wage? Do front-line workers have enough time for sleep®e
Do they feel ownership of the programs they are working on?e
D. Wt quuesstoonss wonitd ttiss sstul y aaldidos s§ 9
58%D. What questions would this study address?e
This study, using survey and/or interview methods, could help addresse
questions such as the following:e
* Is there a shortage of qualified personnel for informal Jewish education?
* Does a profession of informal Jewish education exist? If one wished to~
build such a profession (or to _extend_ the profession of Jewish educatione
to the informal arena), how far would one have to go?=
* What is the nature of staff development in informal education?e
* Is the level of staff knowledge of Judaica related to the degree ofe
emphasis on Jewish content in informal programs?e
Are these the right questions? That's the question we need to answers
first.»
65%first.»
11, Qtthear qussitoms wee migdittcomsither, whindh weouit | beat teod e peritssnadess s
A latss sseattweithaatteeoyy afiformadl) bavrsbheedwe ttdon 1 Tvoookdd «
argue that the impact of informal Jewish education on Jewish contimuity~
depends on three conditions: (1) Jewish content; (2) Sense of community;®
(3) Extent of participation. By "Jewish continuity,” I mean strength~
of Jewish identity, Jewish religious participation, Jewish knowledge.»
etc.»
I Jewish content:®
Informal Jewish education can be divided into three categories:»
(a) secular programs attended by mainly Jews; (b) Jewishlys



sponsored programs attended by mainly but not necessarilye
exclusively Jews, with minimal Jewish content; and (c) Jewishlye
sponsored programs, attended by Jewish, with strong emphasise
on Jewish content. These distinctions are typically made fore
summer camps, but on reflection, one can see that they holde

71% on Jewish content. These distinctions are typically made fore

78%

summer camps, but on reflection, one can see that they holde

for a large variety of informal programs, including JCC familye
programs, Israel trips, youth groups, etc.e

I predict that the greater the emphasis on Jewish content in a®

program, the greater its impact on Jewish learning and practices.»

I would argue further that emphasis on Jewish content dependse

more on the mission of a program than on the characteristics ofe

its front-line staff.e

2. Sense of community:®

Informal programs succeed by building a strong sense of commmumity
among participants. I predict that programs that are more successfule

at creating a sense of community, and which pass a minimal threshholde
of Jewish content, will have greater impact on Jewish identity ande
practices. There would likely be some synergy between content ande
sense of community, in that strong content and strong community worke
together to increase dramatically the effects of informal educatione
sense of community, in that strong content and strong community works
together to increase dramatically the effects of informal education®

on Jewish continuity.*

Creating a sense of community depends to an important extent on®

the quality of staff. However, if this issue were pursued one would~

ask very different questions from those listed above. Instead ofe

asking about formal backgrounds, one would want to know about thes
mission, traditions, and culture of the programs. What are the»
relationships among staff members, between staff and the program,*

and between staff and the learners?e

3. Extent of participation:®

To me it is axiomatic that informal programs with strong Jewish contents
and a strong sense of community foster Jewish continuity. Consequenitly,»
preserving Jewish continuity in the broad sense requires creating mores
access to such programs for young people. I doubt that personnels
deficiencies are the problem here.®

84% deficiencies are the problem here.»



Greater participation in effective informal programs would probablye
improve the effectiveness of formal programs, since the young personse
would feel more positively about being Jewish and would be moree
would be more motivated to join in Jewish activities.»
B. Policy research in light of the theorye
One direction for research would be to find out if this theory is correct.e
I do not recommend that, for the same reason we didn't wait to find oute
whether more trained teachers fostered greater learning among students,»
before advocating more training for teachers. We assume that training is®
good for teachers, and are working on increasing and improving thate
training. Similarly, I propose we assume that informal programs withe
strong Jewish content and sense of community are effective, and work one
increasing participation in such programs.e
>From a policy perspective, the "lever” that can most likely be "pulled” ise
91%>From a policy perspective, the "lever” that can most likely be "pulled™" ise
improving the Jewish content and, where necessary, sense of community ofe
existing programs in category (b) above, i.e. Jewishly sponsored programs=
attended by mainly Jews with minimal Jewish content. How can we enhance*
the Jewish content of such programs? Is it realistic to try? Alternatively,
can we create new programs with strong Jewish content and a sense ofe
community? I think these are the most pressing questions.»
A study of personnel might be part of the research required to addresse
this question, but observations of programs secem essential. For example,*
in Wisconsin one can find all three types of the summer camps listeds
above. How do the camps differ in their Jewish programs? How does being®
Jewish feel in the different kinds of camps? What would leaders, staff,
campers, and/or parents think about greater emphasis on Jewish content”s
Is weakness in Judaic backgrounds among staff a significant barrier to=
increasing the emphasis on Jewish content?e
Conditions outside the informal programs are likely to have substantial®
97%Conditions outside the informal programs are likely to have substantials
impact on the potential for change. Informal programs are generally~
embedded in larger institutions, such as synagogues, JCCs, federations,»
and national movements. How do these broader organizations define thev
missions of their informal programs? What conditions support strongexs
Jewish content in the missions? What are the supports and obstacles to~
delivering a strong Jewish content, given a Jewish mission? Here wes
might ask whether there is a shortage of personnel who are capable ofe
implementing a program's Jewish mission.e



Another external condition consisis of the percepiions and preferences®

off the potential participants in informal programs. What leads individuals»

to participate in informal Jewish education? What is the role ofe

formal organizations such as synagogues and JCCs? How impeortande

are informal networks such as kinship and friendship groups? How do*

these formal and informal collectivities facilitate participation throughe
communication, funding, etc.?»

ENDcommunication, funding, etc.?e

In sum, given my assumption that informal programs with strong Jewish contemts
and sense of community are effective, the key questions are (a) how to®

make more programs like these and (b) how to get more peopie to participates
in such programs. Obviously these are simply the supply and the demandl~
side of the same issue.

Re:  Minutes of the CIJE Staff Meeting of June 6th - Studying Informale
Educatione

The staff discussed several questions that were considered fundamemntal to~
planning a study of informal education. Should a study of informal educatione
fall under the domain of "building the profession™ or under the domains ofe
"goals/vision" and/or "community mobilization"? In other words, what makes a*
difference in having a successful informal educational program? Second, is *
there*

a single profession which could be called "informal Jewish education™?e

I. What makes a difference?»

The staff first debated the issue as to what makes a difference in creating>
36%The staff first debated the issue as to what makes a difference in creating=
successful informal educational programs. This issue was considered primary, as®
it questioned the underlying assumption that the CIJE should look at informal~
education through the lens of "building the profession”, as it had with Jewishe
day, supplementary, and pre-schools.*

The argument was put forth that what makes an informal Jewish educational®
program (such as a camp) successful is the inculcation of educatois and »
(throughe

them) participants into the culture and tradition of the institution. Thes

culture contained two essential elements: a sense of commumity and Jewishe



content. A “good” informal educational program would be successfil ate
transmitting a strong sense of community and substantial Jewish content. (Thise
was stated as one of several hypothesis raised during the discussiom. Fore
instance, another hypothesis focused on the sense of community, making thee
assertion that "substantial® Jewish content is not necessary.) If thee

transmission of culture is what is most vital to its success, then perhaps thee
CLJE should look at informal education through the lenses of "goals/visiom" and®
47%transmission of culture is what is most vital to its success, then perhaps the
CLJE should look at informal education through the lenses of "goals/vision" ande
“community mobilization”.e

In response, it was argued that (accepting the above assertion) for an informale
educational institution to be successful it would still be necessary to havee
educators (and, at least, educational leaders) who have knowledge of Judaism ¢
ande

the ability to (a) transmit the culture and (b) critically reflect upon thee
institutions’ and their own practices (thus avoiding reification of thee

culture).»

While briefly noted, the question as to what would "count™ as evidence of thesee
abilities or knowledge - what would count as adequate training = was left open.*
IL. Is there a single profession?e

The staff (during and after its focus on the above issue) discussed the issue *
59%The staff (during and after its focus on the above issue) discussed the issue *
ofe

whether or not it was reasonable to consider those educators who work in®
"informal” educational programs to be within a single professiom. Are the *
naturee

of camps, youth groups, family education programs, and JCCs so different as to+
warrant caution in considering what qualities must a professional educator have»
to be successful in them? Are the responsibilities and institutional context ofe

a camp director and a JCC educator so different as to make the notion of an
"informal Jewish educational profession™ meaningless? Would this notion conceals
(important differences) more than it reveals (important commonalities)?>

There were actually three issues at play. First, is there enough commonalities®
among educators in the "informal” settings to make the concept of an "informale
Jewish educational profession" a meaningful and powerful diagnostic and»
policy-oriented tool? Second, to what degree is the education in these settings®
totally or primarily "informal"? While most would consider the educatiomals
activities that occur within a camp to be primarily informal, the edueationals
71%totally or primarily "informal"? While most would eonsider the educational



activities that occur within a camp to be primarily informal, the educationale
activities of a JCC are both informal (e.g., camp, youth group) and formale
(e.g., adult education, pre-school). Thus, the role of the JCC educator »
containse®

both formal and informal elements. Third, are the responsibilities and*

activities of the "heads” of these institutions (e.g., camp director, JCCe
educator) substantially different as to warrant distinguishing between them ande
other educators within these institutional settings (e.g. unit director, family~
educator). Perhaps, only those educators who meet certain professional criteriae
will be included in the study.«

While these questions were raised, the staff did not reach any definitives
conclusions with one exception. The staff concluded that it was not fruitful to=
view our efforts in this endeavor within the concept of "informal education™.»
Rather, given the nature of the profession(s) as a continuum (running frome
formal to informal), we are engaging in expanding our study of Jewish educatorse
from a focus on classrooms to other settings (such as camps, JCCs, and familye
education programs). Afterward, educational professionals working in other *
82%from a focus on classrooms to other settings (such as camps, JCCs, and familye
education programs). Afterward, educational professionals working in other ¢
areas®

will also be considered.»

Summarye

1. The staff of the CIJE concluded that it would be fruitful to expand our *
studye

of educators from the classrooms into other settings, such as camps, JCCs, ande
family education programs. Afterward, educational professionals working in ®
others

settings would be considered.*

2. The staff of the CIJE will explore in greater depth the issue of staffe

quality. What would count as evidence of staff knowledge or ability? What woulde
count as adequate professional training? Two general areas were suggested: (1)
Jewish content and (2) the ability to transmit the institution's culture and be
94%count as adequate professional training? Two general areas were suggesiedt:
guy-

Jewish content and (2) the ability to transmit the institution’ cuiture and bes
critically reflective about this process. This issue of staff quality fallse

within the larger question, "what makes a difference in creating a successfule
institution/program”. Thus, other areas beyond professional training may be»
considered, such as the educatot's continuity of membership in the program (ore



like programs).¢

3. The staff of the CIJE will consider the question as to which educators *

withine

these institutions/programs will be included within the study. Certain criteria®

for "being a professional educator” will need to be discerned (e.g.,*
compensation, frequency of activity, age). In addition, those educators at thee
"top” of the institution/program (e.g., camp director) may be considered-
differently from all others (e.g., unit director).

4. The underlying assumption of the study is that the transformative Jewishe
experiences found in these institutions/programs would be enhanced if theire
educators (and, especially, their educational leaders) had stronger Jewishe
ENDexperiences found in these institutions/programs would be enhanced if theire
educators (and, especially, their educational leaders) had stronger Jewishe
backgrounds, as well as other qualities.®

5. During the development of this project, the staff of the CIJE will consult»

with persons having expertise in these institutions/programs (expertise gained»
either through practice or academic study). In the meantime, Adam Gamoran wille
consult with Aaron Brower, Professor of Social Work at the University ofe
Wisconsin, who has expertise in this area.*



{4) Research papers on teacher power and on professional growth:
Fask as & ieminder, here's how these were described in our werk
plan;
Our imtesview studies contain important insights on these
s, but at present they are available only in community-
speeific reports. During 1995, we will commission yesearch
papers on these two topies, based on the interview
makerials. We propose to dissemimate them through a new
series of "CIUE Discussion Papers. In addition, they will
be submitted for publication in jowrnals, after review by
e MEF advisory board.
1 think we should go ahead with this. The cost to us is not that
great ($10,000, plus our time in critiquing drafiis), and the
potential payofff is high. The papers will be good. Please
adivise. Possible deadline: Jume.

TASKS THAT ARE HIGHLY AMBIGUOUS

{2) Additional policy briefs: Possible topics that seemed of

greatest inierest were educational leaders, and salary and

benefits. Despite the high levels of interest, substantial ambiguities

remain. Most important, does CIJE want to devote the time and resources
needed to edit, produce, and disseminate more policy briefs? Secomd,

will CIDE implementation stafif be prepared to provide policy recommendations
based on the research results? The answer to this is probably yes on

e tiopic off leaders, but possibly no on the topic of salary and benefits.

Clearily, a2 brief on salary and benefits would make the biggest splash,

A bniafton keaders could provide CIJE with an opportunity to disseminate

a plan of action for professional development of educational leaders.
Probably what we should do is prepare the report on leaders (item 3 above),
and then decide together whether we want a policy brief on that topic

and iff so, what issues to highlight in the brief (e.g., background and
tmimimg of educational leaders? comparisons to teachers?).

{5) Monitoring the emergense and implementation of Personnel

Action Plans and "vision-driven institutions” in compnumities; |

did mot understand what our advisery committee asking for. Perhaps
alonger conversation would have allowed greater clarity. Were owr
advisors simply reiterating the decision we made Jast August, to obtain

a sense of the state of these initiatives through a brief series of

intenvibws? Were they asking CLJE implementers to provide us with a list
of indicators (e.g:, workshops offexed or attended, number of edueatons
studying for an MA degree, ete.) which we would then mowitox? I'm just not
sure. This meeds much greater clarity if we are to attempt something useful.

Much of the discussion sounded like a request to return to the st

of intensive qualitative monitoring that we just abandoned, but I'm

sure that’s mot what was intended. Anpther interpretation is that

we have finished monitoring the Lead Community PROCESS, and new it is
time (o bsgin monitoring Lead Community OUTCOMES. If this Is intended,
well meed fo diseuss what kind of eutcomes should be examined.



Tinis a5%h o our work alse includes menitoring the progress of the
Goals Paoirek im e kead Communities. Although we discussed this
QPR We M Mok sure what Sort of work is called for, What is the
il off MEIF i e Goals Project?

Oz isswe thai we did not have a chanee to mention is that part of your
@sine 1 naduce ine swfif of the MEF project was to reduce the
Suprivisory ¥d administiative busden on Ellen and me, so we couid
flocus et atemidon on bailding a tesearch capaeity. That should be
haspt i mimd, and (e whole issue of the research capacity needs

minah furither discussion.

(%) Modulk: fior stedying educators in a Jewish community: We
disrussed thiee possible appieaches for the module: (a) Give the
iinstimenialion (o com munities, and they're on their own to use

iit; (ib) Work with some natiional agency e.g. JESNA or CUNY to be
tthe centrallized location for ppoviding the surveys and analyzing

tihe nesulits; (@) Creaw a comprehensive package from start to

finiish wiiich we or some other agency would help communities carry
ool thamsaives.

Im ithe covnse of our conversation we reached consensus on a few
issmes. ‘We puefer the second mode) but aren't sure who's out
e 4o Semve as the national agency. We would want the survey
o e thasiicallly standandiized but with some flexibility for a
modest annount of local tailoring, We would like to create a data
hamk o collect the data from 2ll the communities that carry out
educator swmeeys. Overall, however, we aren't sure how to get
ithis dome, and we need to think more about it. Deadlime: Apwil -
- tthils iis our top priority.,

(@) Leadimg Imdicators; We did not make amy progress in this
ansa. Bt iis stilll on dbe tablle, but what the indicators might be
and wibere divey might be obtained remains to be seen.
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MANUAL FOR THE CIJE STUDY OF EDUCATORS

INTRODUCTION

Ousr goal should be to make it possible for every Jewish persam, child or
adult, to be exposed fo the mystery and romance of Jewish history, to the
enthralling insights and special sensitivities of Jewish thought, to the
sanctity and symbolism of Jewish existence, and to the power and
profundity of Jewish faith. ... Educatiom, in its broadest sense, will enable
young people to confront the secret of Jewish tenacity and existence, the
quality of Torah teaching which fascinates and attracts irresistibly. They
willl then be able, even eager, fo find their place in a creative and
constructive Jewish community.

Professor Isadore Twersky

A Time to Act. 1990

lin pursuit of this lofty vision, the members of the Commission on Jewish Educatien in
North America asserted the primacy of two building blocks upon which action should
focus: "developing the profession of Jewish education and mobilizing community
support to meet the needs and goals of Jewish education” (A Time to Act. 1890). Eaeh
Jewish community in North America should be encouraged to develop and implement a
comprehensive plan for building the profession of Jewigh edueation among it
educators and educational institutions. In order io begin moving along this path, it is
vital to know where one stands. A community's planning efforts should be Infermed by
an accurate knowledge of the strengths and weaknesses of its current educational
workforce.

The Manual for the CIJE Study of Educators is a set of research instruments designed
to obtain information about the educators (both teachers and administrative/supervisery
personnel) working in the Jewish schools in your community. Thig informatien ean help
in developing a comprehensive plan for building the profession of Jewigh edueatiom in

your community. In using the Manual for the CIJE Study of Educaters, you ean ebtaim

an accurate description of your current edueational workferee, baseline data against
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which future change can be assessed, and a means by which to mobilize the
commiumity in support of educational improvement.

The Manual for the CIJE Study of Educators consists of two separate research
imstruments: the CIJE Educators Survey and the CIJE Educators Interview. Each
instrument is accompanied by a guide, explaining its proper usage. The CIJE
Ediucators Survey is a questionnaire designed to collect quantitative information from
all of the educators (both teachers and administrative/supervisory personnel) working
in Jewish schools in your community. It consists of four general areas: Settings, Work
Experience, Training and Staff Development, and Background. The CIJE Educators
Interview is an in-depth interview process employing a series of questions and probes
(@ protocol) designed to elicit in-depth information from a sample of educators waorking
in the Jewish schools in your community, concerning their professional lives as Jewish
educators. There are separate protocols for teachers and administrative/supervisory
personnel. Both protocols consist of six general areas: Background, Recruitment,
Training, Conditions of the Workplace, Career Rewards and Opportunities, and
Professional Issues. The CIJE Educators Survey and the CIJE Educators Interview
can Ibe used separately or in conjunction with each other to produce an accurate
description of your current educational workforce.,

The Manual for the CIJE Study of Educators was developed by the CIJE's Monitoring,
Evaluation and Feedback (MEF) Research Team, in cooperation with the three Lead
Communities of the CIJE (Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee). Both instruments were
field tested in these three communities in 1992-93. The CIJE Educators Survey was
developed after reviewing earlier instruments that surveyed Jewish educatiam, with
many questions adapted from The Los Anaeles BJE Teacher Census (1990). The
information obtained in the field tests has been used to develop comprehensive plans
for building the profession in each community. Additienally, the information hags been
used to prepare the CIJE's Policy Brief Background and Professional Training of
Teachers in Jewish Schools. This is the first of a series to be based on the data from
the three Lead Communities. Based upon these experiences, the MEF Research Tear
revised the instruments and wrote the accompanying guides.

As communities begin to employ the Manual for the CIJE Study of Edueaters in

studying their own Jewish educational workforee, the data obtained can beeeme &
valuable continental resource - providing an increasingly detailed picture of our
continental Jewish educational workforce and mobilizing national agengies in suppert
of communal efforts foward building the profession of Jewish edueatiom Eaeh
community is asked to provide a copy of the data obtained that they have aeguired
using their versiorfof the CIJE Educators Survey. to the CIJE in order to build a
oontinental data base. In addition, the Council for Initiatives in Jewish Edueation would,
appreciate the CIJE being acknowledged in any reperis or other materials that are
ereated threugh use of the Manual fer the CIJE Study ef Edueaters.
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MEF Research Team

Adam Gamoran
Professor of Sociology and Educational Policy Studies
University of Wisconsin, Madison

Ellen Goldring
Professor of Educational Leadership and Associate Dean
Peabody College of Education, Vanderbilt University

Bill Robinson
Staff Researcher

The members of the MEF Research Team acknowledge the substantial and
invaluable work of Roberta Goodman and Julie Tammivaara in creating the Manual
for The CIJE Study of Educators, as well as the contributions of Shulamith Elster.
They appreciate the efforts of the three Lead Communities (Atlanta, Milwaukee, and
Baltimore). They are grateful for the guidance of the MEF Academic Advisory
committee: James Coleman; Seymour Fox; Annette Hochstein; Stephen Hoffman;
and Mike Inbar. They also acknowledge the help of the CIJE staff. The members of
the MEF Research Team are especially thankful to the Jewish educators who
participated in the study.

The MEF Research Team acknowledges the generous support of the
Blaustein Foundation for the CIJE MEF Project.

Please contact Bill Robinson, CIJE Staff Researcher, with any questions or
suggestions that you may have regarding the Manual for The CIJE Study of
Educators.

Phone# (404)552-0930 Fax# (404)998-0860

e-mail address 74104.3335@compuserve.com
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Council for Initiatives in Jewish Educatiom

GUIDE TO THE EDUCATORS SURVEY

A. What is the CIJE Educators Survey?

The CIJE Fducators Survey is a questionnaire designed to obtaim informatiom about the
educators (both teachers and administrative/supervisory personnel)} workimg in the
Jewish schools in your community. The CIJE Educators Survey contains questions in
four general areas: Settings, Work Experience, Training and Staff Developmemnt, and
Background. The CIJE Educators Survey, alone or in conjunctiom witt the CLJE
Educators Interview, is designed to provide informatiom that will helip in buildimg the
profession of Jewish education in your community. The CIJE Educators Survey willl
also provide a baseline against which you can measure any changes that occur fromn
your efforts in this area.

B. Who completes the CLJE Educators Survey?

The questionnaire is to be completed by the Judaic studies teachers and the
administrative/supervisory personnel in ALL of the Jewish schools (i.e., day schoals;,
supplementary schools, and pre-schools) in your community. Teachers and
administrative/supervisory personnel working in informal educational settings (e.g.,
camps, youth groups) are excluded.

. If the school uses an “integrated curriculum”, all teachers and
administrative/supervisory personnel involved with the "integrated curriculum”
are to complete the questionnaire.

. In supplementary schools, all teachers and administrative/supervisory personnel|
are to complete the questionnaire.

. Every principal or educational director in the Jewish schools is to complete the
questionnaire.

‘ Both Jewish and non-Jewish persons who fit the above criteria are to complete
the questionnaire.

. Ih day schools and pre-schoels, faeulty whe de not teach any Judaie studies er
admimistrative/supervisory persennel whe de net have any respensibility fer the
Judaie studies program are NOT to eemplete the questionnaiie.
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C. How to administer the CIJE Educators Survey

The CIJE Educators Survey was administered initially in the three Lead Communities of
the Council for Initiatives in_Jewish Education (Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee) in
1992-93. Iin total, 983 teachers responded out of a total population of 1192 in these
three communities. Obtaining such a high response rate (over 82%) was essential to
having the research findings be considered an accurate representation of the totall
population of educators. The CIJE Educators Survey is intended to be administered to
all educators, not a sample. Therefore, it is vital that when administering the CIJE
[Educators Survey in your community you obtain a similarly high response rate.

Iin order to achieve a high response rate, the following procedures should be folliouwed:

1.

TF$5 SSUESY [P O
schoal.

s$toautt Hee arem i imatted] i m s witth the primaipall off esch

THeeques Stiomadies S5 doblecaaidniimétée eet 2t tfimciiyy meedimgsiineeath ssttuasl. THe
educators are not permitted to take the questionnaire home. They must
complete it and return it during the faculty meeting. (One hour should be
allocated for completion of the questionnaire at each school.)

Phimaipzdés asradtesT aatimimisd tedivec persommed |aaee b tttcoastiminiséesrtitiee
questionnaire. I should be handed out and collected by persons designaited for
this purpose (e.g., central agency personnel, graduate students, study
coordinatar). The principals and other administrative personnel are to complete
the questionnaire in a separate room, at the same time as the teacheis.

Ectlueattres wirto waree adtsan it frosmt treef &aclityy mesttngg strasUdd ressdveet biee
questionnaire at home by mail, accompanied by a stamped, self-addressed
return envelope. The envelope should be addressed to the study coordinaitor;,
not to the school or principal.

Imanctiar tin ee afbiée thp caltuadee YU rresporrese red e aret earitad It ieaddsd tiisitionn of
the questionnaire, every questionnaire is to be coded BEFORE administering
them at the schools.

a. st theesttudyy compainaiasr (Qsresmessecséfiecassitmss ) sttosiddasstgetbiee
boxes on the bottom of the last page of each survey with a twe digit
school ID number (between 01 and 99) that indieates to whieh scheol|
each survey was distributed.

b.  Them, the peise®) im dhrenge of adiminigesinggtiequesiitnmaiieaiteasth
school should add to the same boxes a twe digit persen ID number
(beginning with 01), so that the highest number equals the total number of
persons qualified to complete the survey at that seheel. Unlike the sehoel
ID number, individual educators are NOT te be identified by this Rumbes:
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D. How do educators who work in more than one schoal respond to the questiomnaine?

Ediucators who work in more than one school are to complete ONLY ONE
questionnaire. The person(s) in charge of administering the CIJE Educators Survey at
each school should instruct those educators who have already completed a
questionnaire NOT to complete another one.

it does mot matter at which school an educator completes the questionnaire. In the
CIJE Educators Survey, there are questions which will ask them informatian about the
other school in which they work. (Since very few educators work in more than two
schools, these questions only ask them about the two schools in which they work the
most hours. )

E. Anchor liems - Modiifying the CIJE Educators Survey

lin using the CIJE Educators Survey, questions may be added and some questions may
be modified to suit the particular needs and resources of your community. A number of
the questions in the CIJE Educators Survey are "anchor items.” This means that they
address certain policy issues essential to building the profession of Jewish educatiom in
all kinds of communities. Data are or will be available on these items for many
communities, contributing to a continental data base. The CIJE requests that all
community educator surveys contain these anchor items.

The anchor items are:
Q1: Number of schools in which respondent works
Q3: Number of hours respondent works in each school
Q4: Years of experience in current school
Q6: Years of experience in the field of Jewish educatiom
Q7: Affiliation of school(s)
Q9: Work settings
Q10: Position(s)
Q13: Salary
Q14: Benefits in first school:
¢. Continuing education
h. Health
i. Pensioen
Q15: Benefits in second school,
¢. Continuing educatien
h. Health
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Q20:

@21:
Q27
Q28:
Q29:
: Total number of workshops attended

: Professional growth beyond workshops:

Q39;
Q40;
Q45:
Q46:
Q49;
Q50;
Q52;

QS55:
Q58:
Q60:;
Q62:

i. PensiorPension
Satisfaction:

a. Salary

b Benefits

¢. Job security

d. Career opportunities
Does respondent work full-time in Jewish education
Experience in general education
Ils Jewish education respondent's career
Workshops required

a. Judaica/Hebrew course at community center or synagogue
b. Judaica/Hebrew course at college or university
¢. Education course at college or university

: Adequacy of opportunities for professional growth:

a. In-service workshops
b. Informal study with other educators
c. Degrees in Judaic studies or Hebrew
d. Certification in Jewish education
e. Certification in administration
Is respondent Jewish
Respondent's Jewish affiliation
Jewish schooling before age 13
Jewish schooling after age 13
Yeshiva after age 18
Degrees since high school
Licenses and certification:
a. Jewish education
b. General education
¢. Administration
Sex
Total family income
Significance of income from work in Jewish scheels
Plans for the future

GUIDE TO THE CIJE EDUCATORS SURVEY
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Council For Initiatives In Jewish Education

EDUCATORS SURVEY

Dear Educator,

We appreciate your participation in this survey of educators in Jewish schools in this commmumiify.
By completing this survey, you and your colleagues can provide valuable information about the
professional lives, interests and needs of Jewish educators. The information collected through
this survey will be used to make recommendations for the improvement of Jewish education in

your community and nationally.

On the pages that follow you will find many different questions about your work. There are
specific instructions for each question. Please answer each frankly. If you do not find the exact
answer that describes your situation or views, please select the one that comes closest te it.
Please feel free to add comments and explanations.

Your responses are confidential. The results will appear only in summary or statistical forrm 8o
that individuals cannot be identified.

Thank you very much for your participation and ceoperatiom.



Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education

EDUCATORS SURVEY

. SETTINGS

This first set of questions asks you about the schools in which you work.

1. In how many Jewish schools do you work? _

2. If you work in more than one school, do you do so to earn a suitable wage?

Yes O No [l

3. How many hours per week are you employed at each school?
(List them in order, so that the first school is the school at which you work the most hours and so on.)

First school Second school Third school Fourth school

4. Please indicate how many years you have been working in your CURRENT school(s), including
this year.

First school Second school Third school Fourth school

5. How many years have you been working in Jewish education in THIS COMMUNITY, including this year?

6. How many years IN TOTAL have you been working in the field of Jewish education, including this year?

CIJE EDUCATORS SURVEY
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Please answer all of the following questions. If you work in more than two schools, please
answer the questions only in regard to the two schools at which you work the most hours.

7. What is the affiliation of each school?
(Check one response for each school)

a. Reform

b. Conservative

c. Traditional

d. Orthodox

e. Reconstructionist

f. Community

g. Jewish Community Center

h. Other (specify)

8. How many students are in each school?

First school Second school

9. In what settings do you work?
(Check only one for each school)
a. Day school
b. One day/week supplementary school
c. Two or more days/week supplementary school
d. Pre-school
e. Adult education

f. Other (specify)

First school

2

T T T T C K K

First school

¥

T C T €

Second school

v

T T T T KK K

Second school

=

T C C T K
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10. What position(s) do you hold in each school?
(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. Other (specify)

11. What subjects do you primarily teach this year?

(Check all that apply)
a. Hebrew language

b. Judaica (e.g., Bible, history, holidays)
in Hebrew

c. Judaica (e.g., Bible, history, holidays)
in English

d. Bar/Bat Mitzvah preparation

e. Secular subjects (e.g., math, reading, science)
f. Integrated kindergarten/pre-school curriculum
g. Other (specify)

h. I am not teaching this year

First school

OO Ododdn

First school

OO O od

Second school

OO oo

Second school

Odonon O oo

CIJE EDUCATORS SURVEY
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12. In what grade levels are your primary responsibilities?

First School Second school

13. What is your annual salary from each school?

(Check one range for each school) First school Second school

-
S

Less than $1,000

$1,000-$4,999

$5,000 - $9,999

$10,000-$14,999

$15,000-$19,999

$20,000 - $29,999

$30,000 - $39,999

$40,000 - $49,999

©c © ©O © v O I m
T T & € € € € E

$50,000 - $59,999

$60,000 - $69,999 10 []Q
$70,000 - $79,999 11 ",
$80,000 or more © Y]
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14. Which of the following benefits are available to you in the first school?

(Check one response for each item)

a. Free or reduced tuition for your children

b. Day care

c. Free or reduced membership in a synagogue of JCC
d. Synagogue privileges such as High Holiday tickets

e. Funding to attend conferences, continuing
education courses

f. Sabbatical leave (full or partial pay)

g. Disability benefits

h. Employer contributions to a health plan
i. Pension benefits

j- Other (specify)

Not

Available but Available and

Available do not Receive Receive

T

T T CEEECT € E KR K

S
S

T T CTCTCE B EKRCE
T T ECT T T CEKRCKREK

15. Which of the following benefits are available to you in the second school?

(Check one response for each item)

a. Free or reduced tuition for your children

b. Day care

c. Free or reduced membership in a synagogue of JCC
d. Synagogue privileges such as High Holiday tickets

e. Funding to attend conferences, continuing education
courses

—h

. Sabbatical leave (full or partial pay)

g. Disability benefits

h. Employer contributions to a health plan
i. Pension benefits

j. Other (specify)

Not

S

T T ECTCT TCEK CKREK

Available but Available and
Available do not Receive Receive

S
S

TTETECECECE TECKRECK
T T ECTCT B CCEKECK
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16. How did you find your present position(s)? (Check only one for each school)

a. Central agency for Jewish education
b. Graduate school placement

c. National professional association

d. Through a friend or mentor

e. Recruited by the school

f. Approached the school directly

g. Newspaper advertisement

h. Other (specify)

17. Which of the following factors affected your decision to work in the school(s) in which you presently work?

(Check Yes or No for each item)

a. Hours and days available for work
b. Salary

. Benefits

[e]

o

. Career advancement

e. Location

—h

Friends who work there

g. Principal, Rabbi, or professional staff
h. Reputation of the school and students
i. Religious orientation

j. My own synagogue

k. Other (specify)

First school
Yes No
7 2
7 ¥/
2 7
2 7
2 2
2 ¥/
2 7
2 ¥/
7 7
7 ¥/
7 7

First school

Z

T T TCK K K CK

Second school

)

T T EC K K CK

Second school

Yes No

T T CEEECTCTECE EK K
T T TTCEEE KKK K
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18. Did you move to this community to take your current position(s)?

Yes m No

19. To what extent do you receive help and support for your work as a Jewish educator from the following?

(Check one response for each item)
a. Principal/supervisor
b. Colleagues in your school(s)
c. Colleagues outside your school(s)
d. Parents and/or lay leaders
e. Rabbi
f. Faculty members at a local university
g. Central agency staff
h. Teacher resource center
i. National movement
j- Professional organizations

k. Other (specify)

20. The following items deal with different aspects of the life of a Jewish educator. Please indicate how satisfied

you are with each of the following:

(Check one response for each item)

a. Salary
b. Benefits
c. Job security/tenure

d. Opportunities for career advancement

Frequently

S

TTTTCT T CECKCEK

Very
satisfied

=

T T KT

Occasionally ~ Seldom
¥/ ¥/
2 7
¥ v
¥/ Z
¥/ ¥/
2 2
¥/ v
¥ v
7 ¥
¥/ v
7 7

Somewhat Somewhat
satisfied dissatisfied
7 7
7 7
7 7
7 7

Never

S

TTCT R CCCECECK K

Very
dissatisfied

v

T K K
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21. Are you a full-time Jewish educator?

Yes [T] No QT]

22. Would you consider working more hours in Jewish education if the opportunity were available to you?

Yes | 1] No | 2 | (If No, skip to Question #25)

23. If you would consider working more hours, would you prefer to work:

in one school in several schools n

24. If you would consider working more hours, which of the following would encourage you to do so? Rank only
the three most important by writing 1, 2 or 3 next to your choice where 1 is the most important.

a. Salary

b. Benefits

c. Job security, tenure

d. Opportunities for career advancement

e. Opportunities to work closely with other educators
f. Availability of training opportunities

g. More resources at work

h. Change in family status

HENN I Ennn

i. Other (specify)

25. In addition to your work in Jewish schools, do you currently: (Check all that apply)
o a. tutor students privately in Judaica,Hebrew, or for Bar/Bat Mitzvah
D b. work with a Jewish youth group
D c. work in a Jewish camp

o d. do other work in an informal Jewisheducationalsetting
(specify)

e. 1 do not work in an informal Jewish educational setting

In total, how many hours per week do you work in the informal Jewish educational settings indicated above?

CIJE EDUCATORS SURVEY
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Il. WORK EXPERIENCE

The following set of questions asks about your current and prior work experience.

26. For each of the following JEWISH settings check the positions you have held or are currently holding. Indicate
the total number of years in each, including this year.

Setting
SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOL

DAY SCHOOL

DAY/RESIDENTIAL CAMP

JCC

PRE-SCHOOL

INFORMAL EDUCATION
YOUTH WORK

ADULT EDUCATION

O o oo oo

O oo o oo

O

OO0 Ood = = = -

Position
Aide

Number of years

Teacher
Supervisor
Specialist
Principal
Other

Aide
Teacher
Supervisor
Specialist
Principal

Other

Counselor
Specialist
Unit Leader
Division Head
Director
Other

Group Worker - Teacher
Program Director
Department Head

Director
Other

Assistant Teacher or Aide
Teacher
Director

Other

Group Advisor
Youth Director
Other

Teacher
Program Director

Other

CIJE EDUCATORS SURVEY
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27. Have you ever worked in general education?
ves NN\ No  |2-]

If Yes, how many years (including this year)?

28. Would you describe yourself as having a career in Jewish education?

Yes I_T] No W\

lil. TRAINING AND STAFF DEVELOPMENT

The next set of questions asks about your training and staff development experiences.

29. During the last two years, have you been required to attend in-service workshops?

Yes | 1] No 12|

If Yes, how many were you required to attend?

If Yes, for what reason (i.e., school contract, board certification, state license)?

30. In total, how many in-service workshops did you actually attend during the last two years, whether required

or not? (If none, write 0)

31. During the last two years, have you attended workshops in any of the following areas:

(Check Yes or No for each item) Yes
a. Judaic subject matter (e.g., Bible, history)
b. Hebrew language
c. Teaching methods
d. Classroom management
e. Curriculum development
f. Educational leadership

g. Art/drama/music

T T TR EC CRCEK

h. Other (specify)

No

TT T TCEECKRE

CIJE EDUCATORS SURVEY
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32. How helpful were the local workshops that you attended in the past two years in each of the following areas:

(Check one response for each item) Very
helpful
a. Judaic subject matter (e.g., Bible, history) Y]

b. Hebrew language

c. Teaching methods

d. Classroom management
e. Curriculum development
f. Educational leadership
g. Art/drama/music

h. Other (specify)

T T EE T KK C

33. What would encourage you to spend additional time on professional training?
Check only the TWO items that are most important to you.

7
2

T & T K CK

a. Increased salary

b. Release time

¢. Tuition subsidies

d. Topics of personal interest

e. Relevance to your work in Jewish education
f. Availability of certification

g. Other (specify)

CIJE EDUCATORS SURVEY

Somewhat Not Did not
helpful helpful attend
2 2 2
¥ 7 ¥
2 2 ¥
¥ 2 ¥
2 2 ¥
¥ 2 ¥
¥ ¥/ ¥
2 7 ¥
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34. Beyond attending in-service workshops, during the past two years did you:

(Check Yes or No for each item)

a. Attend a course in Judaica or Hebrew at a community
center or synagogue?

b. Attend a course in Judaica or Hebrew at a college or
university?

c. Attend a course in education at a college or university?
d. Participate in a private Judaica or Hebrew study group?
e. Study Judaica or Hebrew on your own?

f. Participate in some other ongoing form of study in
Judaica or Hebrew (e.g., year-long seminar)?

(specify)

Yes

D

T T KT C

T B K €& K

35. In which of the following areas would you like to develop your skills further?

Check only the three most important.

a. Classroom management

S

b. Child development

c. Lesson planning

d. Curriculum or program development
e. Creating materials

f. Parental involvement

g. Motivating children to learn

h. Educational leadership

i. School administration

j. Staff development

TTCTETECETECEEKEKE

k. Other (specify)

CIJE EDUCATORS SURVEY
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36. In which of the following areas would you like to increase your knowledge?

Check only the three most important.
a. Hebrew language

b. Holidays and rituals

c. Israel and Zionism

d. Jewish history

e. Bible

f. Synagogue skills/prayer
g. Rabbinic literature

h. Jewish thought

HinmNnnIn .

i. Other (specify)

37. How proficient are you in Hebrew?
(Check one response for each item)

a. Speaking

b. Reading

c. Writing

38. In your community, how adequate are the opportunities for:

(Check one response for each item)

a. In-service workshops

b. Informal, ongoing study with other educators
(e.g., peer mentoring groups)

c. Degrees in Judaic Studies or Hebrew
d. Certification in Jewish education

e. Certification in administration/supervision

Fluent

7
2

More than
adequate

Z

T & C K

Moderate

7
2

Adequate

¥/

T T C C

Limited
v/
v

Less than
adequate

7

T T T

Not at all

v
7

Not at all
adequate

7

T T G

CIJE EDUCATORS SURVEY
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IV. BACKGROUND

Next we are going to ask you about yourself.

39. Are you Jewish?

Yes ¥/ no m

40. Atthe present time, which of the following best describes your Jewish affiliation?
Y Reform

Conservative

Traditional

Orthodox

Reconstructionist

Unaffiliated

ST & T € C

Other (specify)

41. Are you currently a member of a synagogue?

Yes K no [
If Yes, are you an educator in the synagogue where you are a member?
Yes W "0 w

42. Which of the following do you usually observe? (Check all that apply)

a. Light candles on Friday evening

S

b. Attend a Passover seder
c. Keep kosher at home

d. Light Hanukkah candles
e. Fast on Yom Kippur

f. Observe Shabbat

g. Build a sukkah

h. Fast on the Fast of Esther

TETCTECECE KK

i. Celebrate Israel Independence Day

CIJE EDUCATORS SURVEY Page 14



43. During the past year, did you:

(Check Yes or No for each item) Yes No

a. Attend synagogue on the High Holidays
b. Attend synagogue on Shabbat at least twice a month

c. Attend synagogue on holidays such as Sukkot,
Passover or Shavuot

d. Daven or attend synagogue daily

T KKK
T K KK

44. Have you ever been to Israel?

If Yes, did you ever live in Israel for three months or longer?

Yes

[7] No  [2]

45. What kind of Jewish school, if any, did you attend before you were thirteen? (Check all that apply)

Z

2
2
)
¥/
2

a. One day/week supplementary school

b. Two or more days/week supplementary school
c. Day school or yeshiva

d. School in Israel

e. None

f. Other (specify)

46. What kind of Jewish school, if any, did you attend after you were thirteen (and before college)?
(Check all that apply)

Z

¥/
2
2
7
¥/

a. One day/week supplementary school

b. Two or more days/week supplementary school
c. Day school or yeshiva

d. School in Israel

e. None

f. Other (specify)

CIJE EDUCATORS SURVEY
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47. Did you attend a Jewish summer camp with mainly Jewish content or program?
Yes [T] No [T]

If Yes, how many summers?

48. Did you belong to a Jewish youth group?

Yes No \Y\

If Yes, how many years?

49. After age 18, did you attend a yeshiva (or women's equivalent)?
Yes No ¥/

If Yes, how many years?

50. Have you earned any type of degree since high school?

Yes [T] No [T]

If Yes, please specify all the degrees that you have earned since high school and the appropriate

major(s) and minor(s) for each degree. (List all that apply)

Type of Degree Major(s)

Minor(s)

Two-year degrees
(e.g., AA, ACD, etc.)

Degrees from teachers
seminary (non-university)

Bachelors degrees
(e.g., BA, BS, BHL, etc.)

Masters degrees

(e.g., MA, MS, MEd, MHL,

MSW, etc.)
Doctorates

(e.g., PhD, EdD, DHL, etc.)

Rabbinic ordination/smicha

Other degrees

CIJE EDUCATORS SURVEY
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51. Are you currently enrolled in a degree program?

Yes [T]

If Yes, for what degree?

in what major(s)?

52. Do you hold a professional license or certification in:

(Check Yes or No for each item)

a. Jewish education

b. General education

¢. Educational administration/supervision

d. Other (specify)

Yes

T 8 € C

T € € C

If Yes, from where?
If Yes, from where?
If Yes, from where?

If Yes, from where?

53. Are you currently working toward a professional license or certification in:

(Check Yes or No for each item)

a. Jewish education

b. General education

c. Educational administration/supervision

d. Other (specify)

54. What is your sex?

Male

| 1] Female

55. What is your age?

7

T 8 C € C

Under 20 years
20 - 29 years
30 - 39 years
40 - 49 years
50 - 59 years

60 years and over

Y

T & € C

12|

es

No

S T C C

If Yes, from where?
If Yes, from where?
If Yes, from where?

If Yes, from where?

CIJE EDUCATORS SURVEY
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56. Where were you born?
[~T|] USA

m Other, (specify country)

57. What is your marital status?

¥/ Single, never married
Married
Separated

Divorced

T T C ©

Widowed

58. If you are married, is your spouse Jewish?

Yes (7 no |T|

59. What is your approximate total family income?
E/  $30,000 or below

$31,000-$45,000

$46,000 - $60,000

$61,000- $75,000

$76,000 - $90,000

T C € € C

Above $90,000

60. How important to your household income is the income you receive from your work in Jewish schools?
(Check one)

| 1| The main source
An important source of additional income

| 3| Insignificant to our/my total income

CIJE EDUCATORS SURVEY Page 18



61. In addition to your position(s) in Jewish education, are you currently:
(Check all that apply)

a a. an educator in a non-Jewish setting

b. engaged in other employment outside the home
(specify)

c. not employed elsewhere
D d. a student

In total, how many hours per week are you employed outside of Jewish education?

62. Which of the following best describes your career plans over the next three years?
| plan to: (Check only one)

continue working in my current teaching or administrative position at the same school(s).

T

continue in the same type of position (either teaching or administrative) at a different Jewish
school.

move from ateaching position to an administrative position at a Jewish school (or vice-versa),
seek a position in Jewish education other than in a school (such as a central agency),

seek an education position in a non-Jewish setting,

seek work outside of education,

not work.

| don't know. | am uncertain.

TTRTCECCEECEC K

Other (specify)

Thank you very much for your cooperation!
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Council for Initiatives in Jewish Educatiom

GUIDE TO THE CIJE EDUCATORS INTERWVIEW

A. What iis the CIJE Educators Interview?

The CIJE Educators Interview is a research process by which in-depth information cam
ibe obtained about the professional lives of educators (both teachers andi
admimistrative/supervisory personnel) working in Jewish schools in your communiiy.
The CILJE Educators linterview consists of two separate protocols to be used witih
teachers and administrative/supervisory personnel, respectivelly: the CIJE Edueators
Iinterview: Teachers Protocol and the CIJE Educators Interview: Administrators
Protiocoll. Each protocol contains a series of questions that can be asked during the
intierviews and suggestive probes by which additional informatiom can be elicited, in 8ix
general areas. Background, Recruitment, Training, Conditiens of the Weri@lress,
Career Satisfaction and Opportunities, and Professional Issues. The CIJE Edueaters
Imiierview, alone or in conjunction with the CIJE Educators Survey. Is designed te
provide information that will help in building the profession of Jewish edueation in your
community.

B. Who jparticipates in the CIJE Educators Interview?

The protocols are to be used with a8 SAMPLE of ELIGIBLE edueaters werking in the
Jewish schools (i.e., day schools, supplementary sehools, and pre-seheols) i your
community. Educators working in infermal educatienal settings (e.g., eamps, youil
groups) are exeluded.

. Iif the school uses an "integrated eurriewlum”, all teashers and
administrative/supervisery persennel invelved with the "integrated eurrieulum”
are eligible te be interviewed.

. Imsppieementesyy sotiastss 2l teashiesssanscasininisitadiv e s mesyis 96y DSEF 9BARI
are eligible fo be interviewed.

. Every principal or educational direster iR the Jewish seReels s eligible i@ be
interviewed.

; %ﬁh@w%hmmmmmﬁswh@ofmtmea@@we%ﬁ%iﬁmw!ﬂé%bse
interviewed.
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. In day sehools and pre-sehoels, faculty whe do net teach any Judaie studies o
administrative/supervisery personnel whe de net have any respensibility for the
Judaiic studies program are NOT eligible to be interviewsdl.

frrom the group of eligible educators, a REPRESENTATIVE sample Is selecled to be
imterviewed. Separate samples for teachers and administrative/supervisory persomne!
ame selected. By obtaining a representative sample, it is more likely that the
imfformiation aibtained through the interviews will be generalizable fo and
"represantative” of the total population of teachers or administrative/supervisory
personnel im the Jewish schools in your community. To be representative, the samples
sihould contain participants in proportions similar to the ratios that characterize the totl
populations (fflor those characteristics that are deemed important). For example, if 407%
of the teachers in your community work in day schools, the sample of teachers shouikd
ontain approximately that proportion {40%) of day school teachers. Characteristics
that yowr community could consider to be important may include the type of setting (i.e,,
Day school, Supplementary school, Pre-schoaol, Adult education), gender, experiemoe im
Jewish education, and Jewish affiliation.

Iidieally, to obtain a representative sample, participants should be selected randomily
from a compliete list of the teachers and administrative/supervisery persommell warkimg
iin the Jewish schools iin your community. If this method is not feasible, participanits
may be sellected through other methods such as nominatiom by the administrator of
each school. in addition, specific participants may be selected based upaom their
leadership, mole in the community, or other characteristics. These targeted individuals
meay be added to the sample, but this should be kept in mind when interpreting the:
intienview responses.

C. Howto conduct the imterviews

The imterviews should take approximately 45 to 60 minutes. The interviesws are to be
audio taped and the tapes transcribed. At the beginning of eaeh intervieu, the
imerviewer is to inform the participants that their individual respenses willl be kepi
confidential and any use of quotes will be dene anenymousy:.

Two separate protocols are provided to guide the interviews with teachers and
admimistrative/supervisory personnel. Each pretecel contains a series of guestions; that
the iintenviewer can employ to gather infermation en partieular topies, sueh as
experience, early Jewish education, relations with other teaehers, frustrations and
mewards of teaching, etc. For several of the questions, prebes afe provided whieh cam
assist the imterviewer i eliciting additienal infermation on a partieular tepie. The
protecols are offered as guides for sondueting sueeessful interviews. Thry were
developed for and successfully empleyed by the CIJE's three Lead Communities
(Adanta, Baltimere, and Milwaukee) for their eemmuRity studies of the edueaters in their
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Jewish schools. Some topics may be emphasized over others and additional questions
may be included on topics that are specific to the needs and resources of your
community.

It is very important to maintain the CONFIDENTIALITY and ANONYMITY of the
participant's responses. To achieve this, the tapes and transcriptions should not be
shared with any members of the community. Only a summary analysis of the
transcribed interviews should be provided to the community. In providing specific
imfiormation about participants {(such as place of work, experience, Jewisihn affilicticom,
efc.) or in wsing quotes, it is important not to reveal the identity of any participants. The
mares of people or places may meed to be changed and revealing phrases firom withim
quotes mmay need to be omitted. Finally, the interviews should be conducted in a
relatively private location, such as an empty classroom or office, or at the participant’s
home.

GUIDE TO THE CIE EDUCATORS INTERVIEW Page 3



Council for Initiatives in Jewish Educatiom

EDUCATORS INTERVIEW:
TEACHERS PROTOCOL

This intierview protocol for teachers consists of six parts: backgrownd!, recruitmentt,
fraining, conditions of the workplace (including salaries and benefiis), career
satisfaction and opportunities, and professional issues (including professianal growiin
and empowerment). This interview protocol provides a series of introductory
statements and mumbered questions designed to elicit information from the teachers
(tbeing imterviewed) about their professional life as a Jewish educatar. The sentences
im italic, which may follow a question, specify the type of information desired and/or
suggest ways of probing for additional informatiom.

A Background
Il weuld like to begin eur interview with some guestions about your backgreundi. To
toegin,

1. Il am iinterviewing you as a teacher of [name of institution}] Hew many heurs per
week do you work there? [Elicit the name of reles teacher has in this setting and
approximately how many hours are spent in eaeh role.]

2. How liong have you been empleyed at [name of institution]?

3. Do you work in any other setting? [If yes, elicit kind of work and whether full-time oFf
part-time. For otherjobs in Jewish settings, e.g., tutoring, eamp eounseling, Shabbat
tefilah, ete., elicit number of heurs per week fer eaeh.}

4. How long have you been invelved in Jewish edueatien? [Probe speeiies, that is, in
whgt capaeity, for hew lerg, where, efe.]

$. Do ysu iidentify with any mevements in Judaism? [If so, ask which ene and ask if
leacher is affilisted with a synagegue }
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B. Recruitment

My next few questions wiil focus on how you became a Jewish educator.

1. At what point did you make a definite decision to become a Jewish educator?
[Probe: What were the specific circurnstances at the time? Get the year, place, efc.
I teacher says he or she always wanted to be a teacher, ask for earliest memory of
this desire.]

2. What were the main attractions Jewish education held for you?

3. What people were influential in your decision to become a Jewish educator?

C. Training

The next set of questions will focus on your preparation to become an educater. | am
interested in areas of general instructional preparation and Jewish studies preparatiom.

1. What kind of Jewish education did you receive as a young person outside your
family? [Elicit information on both formal and informal instructiam. Get the amount of
time as well as the ages through high school |

2. Did you attend college after high school? [Elicit what schogi(s), where located, what
major(s), what degree(s) received |

3. What types of Jewish educational experiences have you participated in since high
school? [Elicit what Jewish studies courses or degrees, Jewish education
certificates, etc. Probe as to what trips to Israel, study groups, JCC courses, efc.]

4, As you think about where you are as a Jewish educater, in what areas would you like
more preparation?

CIJE EDUCATORS INTERVIEW: TEACHERS PROTOCOL Page 2



D. Conditions of the Workplace
The questions I will be asking next deal with your work here at [name of institutiom])
1. How did you secure your current job?

2. What advice did you receive when you began teaching here? [Probe: Who gave the
advice? Umder what circumstances?]

3. Now I'd like to ask you about the people with whom you interact as a teacier. For
each of the categories | will name, please tell me to what extent and how you
interact:

frad | oy teeerotierss

the principal [and educational directaer, if there is onel};
ki

communal resource [i.e., central agency] people;

federation personnel;

others.

e & @ B w B

4. What kinds of scheduled, periodic gatherings, such as teachers' meetings, do you
participate in?

5. To what extent do you fell more or less free to do as you think best?

8. In what areas do you fell you should check with someene else befere making a
decision?

7. What metaphor describes your relationship with your principal? [Ask for explanation
of metapher.j

8. Now Il would like to turn to seme questions regarding your salary and any benefits
YOu imay receive.

: What differenee in yeur quality of life dees your salary make? [Probe /s
teacher main family bread winner? How would life change if salary is net
available?]

. What benefits de ysu reseive?

. Do yeu reseive any ether perguisites as an edueaier, for exampiR,
synagegue membership, JEC membership, and the ike?
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9. Thinking of a typical week, how is your time divided among yeur professional

responsibilities?

7.

Career Rewards and Opportunities

. As far as you are concerned, what are the major satisfactions you receive as a

Jewish educator?

. What rewards are available in a Jewish educational setting that may not be available

in others?

. Looking ahead, what career opportunities do you see for yourself?

. What career opportunities would you like to see made available to you? What is

standing in your way?

. In what ways does your school and community recognize your work as an educator?

. What things frustrate you in your work? What would need to happen to significantly

change this situation?

What circumstances would cause you to seriously consider quitting your job?
[Probe: Have you ever been tempted to leave? What were the circumstances?]

F.

1.

2

3.

Professional Issues
What are you really trying to accomplish as an teacher?
In what ways do you model a Jewish life for your students?
Thinking about your school or program as a whole, what kinds of decisions do you

participate in? [Probe as fo areas of curriculumm, personnel, instruction, school policy,
and budget. Get specific examples.]
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4. 'm what ways are you continuing to develop as a teacher? [Probe as to formal
courses, workshops, professional study groups, conversations;, books and jgurnrass,
etc. Elicit wihat requirements are from school, commumitly, and state.]

%. Tell me about the three most beneficial professional development activities inm winmicin
you have participated. [Probe: In what ways were they beneficial? What qualities or
conditions made these activities particularly beneficial?]

6. Thinking ahead three years, what would you like to know them that you do not know
mow? [Elicit: How might he or she obtain this knowledge? Are there resources in the
community fo achieve these goals?]
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Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education

EDUCATORS INTERVIEW:
ADMINISTRATORS PROTOCOL

This interview protocol for administrative/supervisory personnel consists of six parts:
background, recruitment, training, conditions of the workplace (including salaries and
benefits), career satisfaction and opportunities, and professional issues (including
professional growth and empowerment). This interview protocol provides a series of
imtroductory statements and numbered questions designed to elicit information from the
administrators (being interviewed) about their professional life as a Jewish educator.
The sentences in italic, which may follow a question, specify the type of information
desired and/or suggest ways of probing for additional informatiom.

A. Background

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

1. 1 am interviewing you as an administrator of [name of institution]. Are you contracted
as a full-time or pari-time administrator? How many hours per week do you work
there as an administrator? [Elicit the name of roles administrator has in this setfing
and approximately how many hours are spent in each role. If administrator is part-
time, how is this defined?]

2. How long have you been employed at [name of institution]?

3. Do you work in any other setting? [If yes, elicit kind of work and whether full-time or
part-time. For otherjobs in Jewish seftings, e.g., tutoring, camp counseliimg, Shabbat
tefilah, efc., elicit number of hours per week for each.]

4. How long have you been involved in Jewish education? [Probe specifics, that is, in
what capacily, for how long, where, eic.]

5. Do you identify with any movements in Judaism? [If so, ask which one and ask if
administrator is affiliated with a synagogue.]
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B. Recruitment

WMy next few questions will focus on how you became a Jewish educater.

1. At what point did you make a definite decision to become a Jewish educator?
[Probe: What were the specific circumstances at the time? Get the year, place, sfc.
i remciher says he or she always wanted to be a teacher, ask for earfiest memory of
ithis desire. ]

2. What were the main attractions Jewish education held for you?

3. What people were influential in your decision to become a Jewisin educator?

C. Training

The mext set of questions will focus on your preparation to become an educatar. | am
interested in areas of general instructional preparation and Jewish studies prepanatiom.

1. What kind of Jewish education did you receive as a young persem outside your
family? [Elicit information on both formal and informal instructiem. Get the ameunt of
fime as well as the ages through high school |

2. Did you attend college after high school? [Elicit what school(s)), where located!, what
major(s), what degree(s) received.]

3. What types of Jewish educational experiences have you participated in sinee high
school? [Elicit what Jewish studies courses or degrees, Jewish education
cerlificates, etc. Probe as fo what trips to Israel, study groups, JCC courses, ete.]

4. As you think about where you are as a Jewish educaier, in what areas weuld you like
more preparation?
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D. Conditions of the Workplace
Tine questions i will be asking next deal with your work here at [name of institudien]).
. Hiow did you secure your current job?

2. YWhat advice did you receive when you began as an administrator there? [Probe:
Wi gave lihe advice? Under wivat circumstances?]

3. Now IId like to ask you about the people with whom you interact as an adimimistrttor
fFor @ach of the categories | will name, please tell me to what extent and how yow
iinteract:

fellow administrators;

teachers;

rabbis;

communal resource {i.e., central agency] people:;
federation personnel;

school board or committee;

others.

 ® & ® ® ¢ e

4. What kinds of scheduled, periodic gatherimgs, such as teachers' meetings, do youw
participate in?

5. To what extient do you fell more or less free to do as you think best?

®. Im what areas do you fell you should check with someone else before making a
decision?

7. What metaphor describes your relationship with your teaching staff? [Ask for
explanation of metapior |

8. Now [l would like to turn to some guestions regarding your salary and any benefits
YOu may receive.

. What difference in your quality of life does your salary make? [Prepe: Is
administirator main family bread winner? Hew woeuld life ehange if salary
is not available?]

. What benefits do yeu receive?

. Do you receive any other perguisites as an edueaiorn, for exampr,
synagegue membership, JCC membership, and the like?
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9. Thinking of a typical week, how is your time divided among your professionail
responsibilities?

E Career Rewards and Opportunities

1. As far as you are concerned, what are the major satisfactions you receive as a
Jewish educator?

2. What rewards are available in a Jewish educational setting that may not be available
in others?

3. Looking ahead, what career opportunities do you see for yourself?

4, What career opportunities would you like to see made available to you? What is
standing in your way?

5. Iin what ways does your school and community recognize your work as am educator?

6. What things frustrate you in your work? What would need to happen to significantly
change this situation?

7. What circumstances would cause you to seriously consider quitting your jeb?
[Probe: Have you ever been tempted to leave? What were the circumstances?]

8, What aspects of your work deserve to be evaluated by others? How can this best be
accomplished to help you grow professionally?

F. Professional Issues
1. What are you really trying to accemplish as an administrator?

2, What changes have you made in your school's program? What ehanges are you
working on now?
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3. lin what ways do you model a Jewish life for your students?

4. Thinking about your school or program as a whole, what kinds of decisions do you
participate in? [Probe as to areas of curriculuim, personnel, instructiom, school policy,
and budget. Get specific examples.]

5. Iin what ways are you continuing to develop as an administrator? [Probe as to formal
courses, workshops, professional study groups, coniversations, books and jsunmalss,
etc. Elicit what requirements are from school, commumidy, and state.]

6. Tell me about the three most beneficial professional development activities in which
you have participated. [Probe: in what ways were they beneficial? What qualities or
conditions made these activities particularly beneficial?]

7. Thinking ahead three years, what would you like to know them that you do not know
mow? [Elicit: How might he or she obtain this knowledge? Are there resources in the
community to achieve these goals?]

8. Besides teaching their classes, what expectations do you have of your faculty? Are
these expectations in the teachers' contracts? [Probe: How do teachers know these
expectations are being held for them?]

CIJE EDUCATORS INTERVIEW: ADMINISTRATORS PROTOCOL. Page 3



PINE 3.091 MESSAGE TEXT <IMAP Server> arh Ms’ 51 of 76 TOP

)ate: Mon, 31 Jul 1995 15:52:17 -0600 (CST)

'rom: GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu

'o: Annette@vms.huji.ac.il

:c: 73321.1220Q@compuserve.com, 74104.33 35Qcompuserve.com
Subject: meeting agenda

Meeting of Aug. 8, 1995
Detroit Metro Airport

10:00am - 6:30pm

jinette Hochstein, Ellen Goldring, Adam Gamoran -l‘f, [ 0

E n

Ideas for possible Policy Brief #2 <\
-- leaders, early childhood, teacher/leader comparisons?
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FROM: INTERNET:gamoran@sse.wisc.edu, INTERNET:gamoran@ssc.wisc.cduw
TO:  (ualkmowm), THI0A BEE

HOCHSTEIN, 100274,1745

{wnknown), 73321,1220
DATE: 2/10/95 2:34 PM

Re: comcihusions firom MIERF advisany mesting of 29955

Sender: gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu
Received: from eunice.ssc.wisc.edu by dub-img-1 compuserve.com (8.6.9/5.941228sam)
iid OAA23832; Fri, 10 Feb 1995 14:29:09 -0500
From: <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu>
Received: from GAMO.DECnet MAIL11D_V3 by eunice.ssc.wisc.edu;
id A 7489; 5.65/42; Fri, 10 Feb 1995 13:28:45 -0600

Date: Fri, 110 Feb 1995 13:28:45 -0600

Message-id: <9502101928. A A 17489 @eunice.ssc.wisc.edu>

To: alan@ssc.wisc.edu

Cc: ANETUS @ssc.wisc.odu, BILL @ssc.wisc.edu, ELLEN@ssc.wisc.edu,
GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu

Subject: conclusions from MEF advisory meeting of 2/9/93

February 9, 1995

To: Alan

From: Adam and Ellen

CC: Annette, Steve H,, Bill

Re: MEF advisory meeting of 2/9/95

¥'d thike to sum up what 1 see as the eutcomes of today's meeting
off the MEF advisory committee. As a way of organizing my
thoughts, 1've listed the euwtcomes in terms of the seven
“wredluets” in our eurrent werk plan. Closure was not reaehed on
any decisions relating to modifications of the work plan, but a
mumber off important issves were fruitfully raised and diseussed.

TASKS THAT ARE REASONABLY CLEAR

(1) Paper on “Teachers in Jewish Schools," based on data from the
3 communities covering the topies of work canditions (heurs,
stability, salarigs, benefits), background and training, and

caresrs. Coming inte the mesting Ellen and I had substantial
doubts 85 ko wheiher this paper was still warranted, Commenis
from the stafif convipeed ws it was peeded; to shew the bread
range of information that ean be isarned from the survey data.

We will wiite the paper follewing the template of the papers we
wisie fior the 3 communities: Deadline: Augusi? (It wen't take
4t JoRg 19 de, but it's RSt OuF tep PFISFILY.)

(3) Report on educational leaders: O this item 1 think there's 7
Slarity —we should write 2 repoH on the charasteristies of

&sducational leaders in the 3 eommunities; and each Lead Community
will get a bief report on their results (pot broken dewn by

seiting. Deadline: April?



June 5, 1995

To: CIJE stafff
From: Adam G.

Re:_Thoughts on_the study informal education

The purpose of this memo is to stimulate discussion at the meeting we
have scheduled for June 7. I discuss issues from the standpomnt of

MEF, but it is important to bear in mind that we don't want the MEF tail
to wag the CIJE dog. It would be best to have firm convictions about,
what CIJE wishes to accomplish in thezie5 of informal educatiom, and
Tet that dnive what we are going to study. That leads me (o the following
starting point: Does CIJE wish to improve the quality of personmel 4
in inflormal education? If so, we have to figure out what is meant by
informal education, what is meant by personnel, and what is meant by quality, is
Fwill givethatfa shot in the first part of this memo. Them, 1 will

raise some questions about whether this should be CIJE's major concerm
in the area of informal education, and 1 will propose some altermatives,

The importance of informal education for Jewish continuity goes without
saying, so | won't say it ...

1. Studying Persommel in Informal Education

A. What is informal education?

Barry was undoubtedly correct at an earlier meeting that the formal/imformal
distinction is a false dichotomy, in that there are informal aspeets of

formal education (e.g. school clubs), and formal aspects of informal edweation
(e.g: Hebrew classes at camp). For CLJE's purpeses, the main thing is to
address the important settings in which Jewish education takes place. So far,
we have studied eduecators in pre-schools, supplementary schools, and day
schools. (By selecting these settings, we have implieitly rejected synagogues
and JCCs as settings; beeause they are too bread. We have decided to get
inside symagogues and JCCs.) In starting with these settings, we have focused
on places where edueation fs mainly formal, and have ignored settings im which
edueation is mainly informal 1t i§ time te examine settings in which edueation
is mainly informal; sueh as summer eamps, youth groups, teen Israed trips,

and synagogue family programs. | would argue that these are the four mest
important in termms of participation, although something else may be mere
iPertant in 4 partieular community (e.g. Cleveland has a eomtimity Fetieat
center that plays a big role there). I weuld plaee lower priority oh other
settings; such as eammunity enltural prograrhs, adult diseussion growups,



Fetreats that are not part of youth groups or synagogue family programs,
virtual Jewish education (in cyberspace), and coflege campus activities.

(I could be convinced to change *synagogue family programs" to "family
programs' to incorporate programs sponsored by JCCs as well as synagogues )

I can think of two criteria that may help us prioritize among informral settimgs:
(@) Participation -- Which settings involve the most people? (b) Continuity —
Which settings are ongoing, consistent, coheremt, sustained, as opposed to
sporadic, infrequent, disconnected? On these criteria, which settings are

most important for us to work with? Probablyjsummer canips and youth groups®

Another criterion might be impact: Which settings have the most impact (or
potential impact)? This would also lead me to study summer camps.

B. Who are the personnel of informal education?

By personnel we mean anyone who is staffing the program, i.e. the counselors,
camp directors, youth leaders, family education directors, Israel trip leaders,
etc.

In studying schools, we held standards of professiomalism for all stafff.

We expected teachers as well as principals to have formal traiming in

Jewish content and educatiom. This commonmality of standards does not hold
in the informal realm: Whereas we might hold camp directors to some
professional standard (it's not clear what that standard might be), we would
not have the same expectation for the "front-line™ educators in informmall
education {camp counselors, youth group advisors, et¢.)}

C. How might we recognize quality among informal educators?

We avoided this question in our studies of schools by relying on eertification
(i.e.; degrees, majors, licenses) as proxies for quality. It's hard to

justify a similar approach for informal settings (Obviously we wouldn't
expect camp counselors to have college degrees in Jewish studies?)
Consequently it is not clear how we would assess the quality of staff

in an informal program. Some pessibilities:

II. Pregram leaders (e.g. eamp direetors, youth direetoks, Israd trip
coordinators, retreat program direetors, museu direetors == perhaps
we would eall this leaders, or supervisery staffy
This group could respond te a survey and/er interviews about their
professional backgrounds. Unfortunately we have neither an abselute
nar 4 relative standard (as we did in formal edueation) to hold wp to
these leaders af infarmal Iswish edueatiom. What baskgrewads wowld we
waht them {g hold? y



The only point that seems obvivus 1a viar we wouiu wam e 10
have strong Judaic backgroumds. 1 would make a case that such
leaders need professional training in Jewish content areas if

they are to administer and supervise Jewish educational programs,
whether formal or informal.

Probably there would be some value in knowing the basic facts
about the leaders of informal Jewish education. What are their
backgroumds? Are they Jewish? (The director of Camp Shalom in
Madison, W1 is not Jewish.) Have they studied Judaica? Have
they studied formal or informal education? Do they have experience
in informal education? These seem like reasonable questioms. 1f
CIJE wants to create a profession of _informal_ Jewish education,
these questions are essentaal.

2. Fromt-line staff (camp counselors etc.):

Clearly it does not make sense to think about a profession of informal
education at this level. Camp counseling, staffing trips to Israel,

etc. i1s not a profession, and the number of persons who can move from
e.g. counselor to director is very small. What them, would we want
to know about these staff members? Again, I'm sure we'd want to
know about their Jewish hackgrounds, although we'd not expect
professiomal traiming. In addition, we'd want to hear about what

sort of training they received in preparation for their work on

staff. In particular we'd want to know if they learned anything

about the Jewish content of their program (for programs that have
some Jewish content).

['m not sure what CITE would do with this knowledge Start campaigning
to have more knowledgeable counselors hired in Jewish camps etc.?

Make a case for staff content study as part of staff orientation?
Maybe.

3. The working conditions of informal educators could also be
scrutinized. Do supervisors work full-time? Do they earn a
living wage? Do front-line workers have enough time for sleep?
Do they feel owmership of the programs they are working on?

D. Wthat quesst oo swooildd thhissssndd y aakddeess?

This study, using survey and/or interview methods, could help address
questions such as the following:

* ks thene aa shiomt spzee of fqued | fred! prorsconmed ] feor inféommadll Teewisth exdlucation”



* Does a profession of informal Jewish education exist? If one wished to
build such a profession (or to _extend  the profession of Jewish education
to the informal arena), how far would one have to go?

* What is the nature of staff development in informal education?

* Is the level of staff knowledge of Judaica related to the degree of
emphasis on Jewish content in informal programs?

Are these the right questioms? That's the question we need to answer
first.

I1. @therqquesioansweenmgghteonnidder wilicbhweolddl teadt soddiffecentsstdies

A 1Leetdssstartwiibhaatbkeoyyodfinfbfonmall bevis bheedisoatonn: [ Twooldd

argue that the impact of informai Jewish education on Jewish continuity
depends on three conditioms: (1) Jewish content; (2) Sense of commumity;
(3) Extent of participation. By "Jewish continuity,” 1 mean strength

of Jewish identity, Jewish religious participation, Jewish knowledge,

etc.

I. Jewish content:

Informal Jewish education can be divided into three categaries:
(a) secular programs attended by mainly Jews; (b) Jewishly
sponsored programs attended by mainly but not necessarily
exclusively Jews, with minimal Jewish content; and (c) Jewishly
sponsored programs, attended by Jewish, with strong emphasis
on Jewish content. These distinctions are typically made for
summer camps, but on reflection, one can see that they hold

for a large variety of informal programs, including JCC family
programs, Israel trips, youth groups, etc.

I predict that the greater the emphasis on Jewish content in a
program, the greater its impact on Jewish learning and practices.
I would argue further that emphasis on Jewish content depends
more on the mission of a program than on the characteristics of
its front-line staff.

2. Sense of community:

Informal programs succeed by building a strong sense of commumity
among participants. I predict that programs that are more successful
at creating a sense of community, and which pass a minimal threshhold
of Jewish content, will have greater impact on Jewish identity and
practices. There would likely be some synergy between content and

IR
y (077,



sense of community, in that sirong content and strong community werk
together to increase dramaticaily the effects of informal education
on Jewish continuity.

Creating a sense of community depends to an important extent on

the quality of staff. However, if this issue were pursued one would
ask very different questions from those listed above. Instead of
asking about formal backgrounds, one would want to know about the
mission, traditiens, and culture of the programs. What are the
relationships among staff members, between staff and the program,
and between staff and the learners?

3. Extent of participatiom:

To me it is axiomatic that informal programs with strong Jewish content
and a strong sense of community foster Jewish contimuity. Consequently,
preserving Jewish continuity in the broad sense requires creating more
access to such programs for young people. 1 doubt that persommet
deficiencies are the problemn here.

Greater participation in effective informal programs would probably
improve the effectiveness of formal programs, since the young persons
would feel more positively about being Jewish and would be more
would be more motivated to join in Jewish activities.

B. Policy research in light of the theory

One direction for research would be to find out if this theory is correct.

I do not recommend that, for the same reason we didn't wait to find out
whether more trained teachers fostered greater learning among studemts,
before advocating more training for teachers. We assume that traiming is
good for teachers, and are working on increasing and improving that
training. Similarly, I propose we assume that informaf programs with
strong Jewish content and sense of community are effective, and work on
increasing participation in such programs.

From a policy perspective, the *lever” that can most likely be "pulled” is
improving the Jewish content and, where necessary, sense of community of
existing programs in category (b) above, i.e. Jewishly sponsored programs
attended by mainly Jews with minimal Jewish content. How camn we enhance
the Jewish content of such programs? Is it realistic to try? Alternatively,
can we create new programs with strong Jewish content and a sense of
community? I think these are the most pressing questions

A study of personnel might be part of the research required to address
this question, but observations of programs seem essential For example,



in Wisconsin one can find all three types of the summer camps listed

above. How do the camps differ in their Jewish programs? How does being
Jewish feel in the different kinds of camps? What would leaders, stafT,
campets, and/or parents think about greater emphasis on Jewish contemt?

Is weakness in Judaic backgrounds among staff a significant barrier to
increasing the emphasis on Jewish content?

Conditions outside the informal programs are likely to have substamtial
impact on the potential for change. Informal programs are gemerally
embedded in larger institutioms, such as synagogues, JCCs, federations, 1
and natiomal movements. How do these broader organizations define the
missions of their informal programs? What conditions support stronger
Jewish content in the missions? What are the supports and obstacles to
delivering a strong Jewish content, given a Jewish mission? Here we

might ask whether there is a shortage of persommel who are capable of
implementing a program's Jewish missiom.

Another external condition consists of the perceptions and preferences
of the potemtial participants in informal programs. What leads individuals
to participate in informal Jewish education? What is the role of

formal orgamizatioms such as synagogues and JCCs? How important

are informal networks such as kinship and friendship groups? How do
these formal and informal collectivities facilitate participation through
commumicatiom, funding, etc.?

In sum, given my assumption that informal programs with strong Jewish content
and sense of community are effective, the key questions are (a) how to

make more programs like these and (b) how to get more people to participate

in such programs. Obviously these are simply the supply and the demand

side of the same issue.
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DRAFT PROPOSAL

CIJE EVALUATION INSTITUTE

PURPOSE

A guiding principle of the CI1JE has been that initiatives in Jewish education need to be
accompanied by evaluation. In this context, evaluation has three basic purposes: (1) to assist
efforts to implement ongoing programs more effectively; (2) to determine, after an appropriate
period off time, whether a program is sufficiently successful to warrant further effort and
resources; and (3) to provide knowledge about what works and how, so that successful programs
can be replicated in new places.

CLJE has tried to foster an "evaluation-minded” approach to educational improvement in its Lead
Communities. In this effort we have seen some success. Federation staff at least pay lip

service to the need 1o evaluate any new programs that are under consideration. More concretely,
budgets for evaluation are being included in new programs. Most important, key staff and lay
leaders in all three communities recognize the value of basing decisions on substantive
information; as a case in point, they are using the findings of the CIJE Study of Educators as a
basis for decision-making,

Our experience in the Lead Communities has made it clear that as in other areas, community
agencies lack the capacity to carry out external evaluations of programs. One theory, put forth
by a CIJE board member, is that agency staff simply do not know what to do. Another theory,
suggested by MEF researchers, is that agency staff avoid evaluation for the usual reasoms: (1)
They are too busy running programs to carry out evaluation; (2) Evaluation often brings conflict,
and avoiding conflict is a high priority for agency staff. Yet a third barrier to evaluation,
experienced in Cleveland, is that it is difficult to find qualified outsiders to carry out an
evaluation that is knowledgable, informative, and fair.

The proposed CIJE Evaluation Institute would address each of these problems. It would provide
knowledge and motivation for evaluation by sharing expertise with a carefully chosen set of
individuals from the communities with which CIJE is werking.

DESIGN

The Evaluation Institute would consist of three separate but related ongoing seminais:

Seminar I: The Purpose and Possibilities of Evaluation

This seminar is intended for a federation professional and a lay leader from each commumity. lts
purpose is o help these leaders understand the need for evaluation, as well its limits and

pessibilities. Partieipation in this seminar will provide local leadership with the "champions” for
evaluation that will help ensure 8 role in decision-making.



Seminar II: Evaluation in the Context of Jewish Education

This seminar is intended to create an "evaluation expert® in each community. Participants should
be trained in social science research at the Ph.D. level, and experienced in research on education,
communities, public agencies, or related arecas. The purpose of this seminar is to provide a forum
for discussing specifically evaluation in Jewish educatiom. Through this semimar, participants
will become a source of expertise upon which their respective communities can draw.

There are two important reasons for including such local experts in the evaluation institute. First,
and most essential, by engaging such experts in a long-term, ongoing relationship, communities
can ensure continuity in their evaluation and feedback efforts, instead of one-shot projects that
typically characterize evaluation when it does occur. Second, by entering into a relationship with
a local expert, organized Jewish communities can exhibit their commitment to take evaluatiom
seriously.

Seminar I11: Nuts and Bolts of Evaluation in Jewish Education

This seminar is intended for the persons who will actually be carrying out the evaluation of
programs in Jewish education. It will cover such topics as instruments, procedures, coding,
analysis, and writing reports. Participants in the three seminars would also meet together.
Evaluation research must be tailored to the political and cultural context in which it is to be
conducted and interpreted. The best way to achieve this is to bring together those who

"know" the context and those who "know" about evaluation. The CIJE evaluatiom institute could
facilitate a learning process among the federation lay and professionals and the evaluationm
experts in which they teach one another in a structured and supportive context.

CONTENT

The content of these seminars will be drawn up by whoever is engaged to direct the evaluation
institute. Instructors for the seminars will be drawn from a wide variety of fields, including
both general and Jewish education. Within CIJE, we have substantial expertise im the study of
personnel, including leadership, and we expect this to form a major part of the content for the
first year. However, since we expect the Lead Communities to participate in the seminars, the
personnel study eannot constitute the entire curriculumm.

STAFF

To create this institute, it will be necessary to hire a director, who would work perhaps 12 hounrs
per week PLUS the iime spent at the seminars themselves. The institute director would be
supervised by the CIJE exeeutive direetor. CIJE office staff would need to providie support for
the director and the seminar.
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Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education

MODULE FOR THE CIJE STUDY OF EDUCATORS

INTRODUCTION

Quir goal should be to make it possible for every Jewish persom, child or
adult, to be exposed to the mystery and romance of Jewish history, to the
enthralling insights and special sensitivities of Jewish thought, to the
sanctity and symbolism off Jewish existence, and to the power and
profundity of Jewish faith. ... Education, in its broadest sense, will enable
young people to confront the secret of Jewish tenacity and existence, the
quality of Torah teaching which fascinates and attracts irresistibly. They
will then be able, even eager, to find their place in a creative and
constructive Jewish community.

Professor I1sadore Twersky

A _Time to Act, 1990

In pursuit of this lofty vision, the members of the Commission on Jewish Educatien in
Niorth America asserted the primacy of two building blocks upon which actiem should
focus: "developing the profession of Jewish educatiom and mobilizing community
support to meet the needs and goals of Jewish education” (A Time to Act. 1990). Each
Jewish community in North America should be encouraged to develop and implement a
comprehensive plan for building the profession of Jewish education among its
educators and educational institutions. In order to begin moving aleng this patin, it is
vital to know where one stands. A community's planning efforts should be informed by

an accurate knowledge of the strengths and weaknesses of its current educational
workforce.

The Module for the CIJE Study of Educators is a set of research instruments designedi
to obtain information about the educators (both teachers and administrative/supervisory
personnel) working in the Jewish schools in your community. This infermatiom can help
in developing a comprehensive plan for bulilding the professien of Jewish education In

your community. In using the Module for the CIJE Study of Educators, you cam ebtaim
an accurate description of your current edueational werkferce, baseline data against

MODULE FOR THE CHE §TUDY OF EDUCATORS Page 1



which future change can be assessed, and a means by which to mobilize the
community iin support of educational improvement.

The Module for the CIJE Study of Educators consists of two separate researcim
imstruments: the CIJE Educators Survey and the CIJE Educators Interview. Each
instrument iis accompanied by a guide, explaining its proper usage. The CIJE
Educators Survey is @ questionnaire designed to collect quantitative informatiom from
all of the educators (both teachers and administrative/supervisory personnel)) working
iin Jewish schools iin your community. It consists of four general areas:. Settings, Work
[Experience, Training and Staff Development, and Background. The CIE Educators
Imterview iis an in-depth interview process employing a series of questions and probes
(@ protocol) designed to elicit in-depth information from a sample of educators workimg
in the Jewish schools iin your community, concerning their professional lives as Jewisin
educators. There are separate protocols for teachers and administrative/supervisory
personnel. Both protocols consist of six general areas: Background, Recruitment!,
Training, Conditions of the Workplace, Career Rewards and Opportunities, and
Professional llssues. The CIJE Educators Survey and the CIJE Educators Interview
can be used separately or in conjunction with each other to produce an accurate
description of your current educational workforce.

The Module for the CIJE Study of Educators was developed by the CIJE's Monitarimg;,
Evaluation and Feedback (MEF) Research Team, in cooperation wit the three Leadi
Communities of the CIJE (Atlanta, Baltimere, and Milwaukee). Both instruments were
field tested in these three communities in 1992-93. The CIJE Educators Survey was
developed after reviewing earlier instruments that surveyed Jewish educatiom, witn
many questions adapted from The Los Anaeles BJE Teacher Census (1990). The
imformation obtained iin the field tests has been used to develop comprehensive plans
for building the prefessien in each eommunity. Additionally, the informatiom has beem
used to prepare the CIJE's Polisy Brief Background and Professional Training of
Teachers in Jewish Sehools. This is the first of a series te be based on the data from
the three Lead Communities. Based upen these experiences, the MEF Research Team
revised the instruments and wrete the acseempanying guides;.

As communities begin te empley the Medule fer the CIJE Study of Educators in
studying their own Jewish edueatienal werkferee, the data ebtained ean become a
valuable continental reseuree - previding an inereasingly detailed pieture of our
continental Jewish edueational werkferee and mebilizing national ageneies in support
of communal efforts teward building the prefessien of Jewish educatiom. Eaeh
community is asked te provide a eepy of the data ebtained that they have aequired
using their version of the CIJE Edusaters Survey, te the CNE in erder te build a
continental data base. IR addition, the CeuReil fer Initiatives in Jewish Edueation weuld
appreciate the CIJE being acknewledged in any reperts er other materials that are
created threugh use of the Medule for the CUE Study ef Edueaters:
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IVIEF Research Team

Dr. Adam Gamoran
Professor of Sociology and Educational Policy Studies
University of Wisconsin, Madison

Dr. Ellen Goldring
Professor of Educational Leadership and Associate Dean
Peabody College of Education, Vanderbilt University

Bill Robinson
Staff Researcher

The members of the MEF Research Team acknowledge the substantial and
invaluable work of Roberta Goodman, R.J.E. and Dr. Julie Tammivaara in creating
the Module for The CIJE Study of Educators. They appreciate the efforts of the
three Lead Communities (Atlanta, Milwaukee, and Baltimore). They are grateful for
the guidance of the MEF Academic Advisory committee: James Coleman; Seymour
Fox; Annette Hochstein; Stephen Hoffman;.and Mike Inbar. They also acknowledge
the help, of the CUE staff. The members of the MEF Research Team are especially
thankful to the Jewish educators who participated in the study.

Please contact Bill Robinson, CIJE Staff Researcher, with any questions or
suggestions that you may have regarding the Module for The CIJE Study of
Educators.

Phone # (404) 552-0930 Fax # (404) 998-0860

e-mail address 74104.3335@compuserve.com
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Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education

GUIDE TO THE EDUCATORS SURVEY

A. What is the CIJE Educators Survey?

The CIJE Educators Survey is a questionnaire designed to obtain information about the
educators (both teachers and administrative/supervisory personnel) working in the
Jewish schools in your community. The CIJE Educators Survey contains questions in
four general areas: Settings, Work Experience, Training and Staff Development, and
Background. The CIJE Educators Survey, alone or in conjunction with the CIJE
Educators Interview, is designed to provide information that will help in building the
profession of Jewish education in your community. The CIJE Educators Survey will
also provide a baseline against which you can measure any changes that occur from
your efforts in this area.

B. Who completes the CIJE Educators Survey?

The questionnaire is to be completed by both the Judaic studies teachers and the
administrative/supervisory personnel in ALL of the Jewish schools (i.e., day schools,
supplementary schools, and pre-schools) in your community. Teachers and
administrative/supervisory personnel working in informal educational settings (e.g.,
camps, youth groups) are excluded.

If the school uses an "integrated curriculum", all teachers and
administrative/supervisory personnel involved with the "integrated curriculum”
are to complete the questionnaire.

In supplementary schools, all teachers and administrative/supervisory personnel
are to complete the questionnaire.

Every principal or educational director in the Jewish schools is to complete the
guestionnaire.

Both Jewish and non-Jewish persons who fit the above criteria are to complete
the questionnaire.

In day schools and pre-schools, faculty who do not teach any Judaic studies or
administrative/supervisory personnel who do not have any responsibility for the

Judaic studies program are NOT to complete the questionnaire.

GUIDE TO THE CIJE EDUCATORS SURVEY Page 1



©. How to administer the CLJE Educators Survey

Tihe @IJE m@gtgrs Suwey was admunlstered initially in the three Lead Communities of
ncil for Iinitiatives in sh Education (Atlanta, Baltimere, and Milwaukes) in
11%?2—93 I Itotal 983 teachers responded out of a total pepulatien of 1192 in these
fihree communities. Obtaining such a high response rate {over 82%) was essentiall to
awving the research findings be considered an accurate representation of the totall
population of educators. The CIJE Educators Survey is intended to be administered to
4l educators, mot a sample. Therefore, it is vital that when administering the CIJE
Ediucators Survey in your community you obtain a similarly high response rat:-.

IIm order to achieve a high response rate, the following procedures should be followedt:

1. This survey process should be coordinated in advance with the principall of each
school.

2. The: questiommaine is to e adiministenest att fiauitty mestimgss im esath sutiood Thee
educators are not permitted to take the questionnaire home. They must complete
it and meturn it during the faculty meeting. (One hour should be allocated for
completion of the questionnaire at each school.}

3. Prinmei fradss @i attiresT amthimist tegttivee pesoomed | azee mod ttoo aatinmimisiés thiee
guestionnaire. it should be handed out and collected by persans designated for
this punpose (e.g., central agency personnel, graduate students, study
coordinator). The principals and other administrative persannel are to complete
the questionnaire in a separate room, at the same time as the teachers.

4. Ediumattuns wihro war e afissrnitffommttres féacUtyy mesdiivgg sttonldd reesdvect iee
questionnaire at home by mail, accompanied by a stamped, self-addressed
return envelope. The envelope should be addressed to the study coordiimatar;,,
not to the school or principal.

5. In conckierr to tee aiiée tap cad it ibdes Yot rresponseerafecanddoanttod tieedisttidotioon of
the questionnaire, every questionnaire is to be coded BEFORE administering
them at the schools.

a. Frireds, three sfudyy conseinadas: (arsaomeane: sthtecassigoss Jsétonlddoodiget tiee
boxes on the bottom of the last page of the survey with a two digit school
ID numiber (between 01 and 99) that specifically identifies each schoall.

.  Them, atteacth sehesd the: perea() imaratgge affashrimsdesmggtiies
questionnaire sheuld code the same set of boxes with a twe digit persom
ID number (between 01 and 99). Unlike the schoel ID number, individuall
educators are NOT to be identified by this number.
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D. How de educaters whe work in more than one schooll respond to the questionmaiire?

Ediucators who work in more than one school are to complete ONLY ONE
queestionnaire. The person(s) in charge of administering the CIJE Educatars Survey at
@ach school are to instruct those educators who already have completed a
questionnaire to NIOT complete another one.

it does mot matter at which school an educator completes the questionnaire. In the CIJE
[Ediucators Survey, there are questions which will ask them informatiom about the other
school in which they work. (Since very few educators work in more tham two schoaols,
these questions only ask them about the two schools in which they work the maost
thowurs. )

E Amnchor items - Modifying the CIWE Educators Survey

In wsing the CIJE Educators Survey, questions may be added and some questians may
tbe modiified to suit the particular needs and resources of your community. A number of
tthe questions in the CIJE Educators Survey are "anchor items." This means that they
address certain policy issues essential to building the profession of Jewish educatiom in
all kinds of communities. Data are or will be available on these items for many
communities, contributing to a continental data base. The CIJE hopes that all
community educator surveys will contain these anchor items.

The anchor items are:
Q1: Number of schools in which respondent works
03: Numiber of hours respondent works in each seheel
Q4: Years of experience in current school
Q6: Years of experienee in the field of Jewish edueatien
Q7: Affiliation of school(s)
Q9: Work settings
Q10: Position(s)
Q13: Salary
014: Benefits in first scheel:
¢: Gontinuing edueatiom
h. Health
i. PERSION
Q16: Benefits in second seheel:
€. Continuing edueation
. Health
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Q20:

Q21;
Q27:
Q28:
Q29:
Q30:
Q34:

Q38:

Q39:
Q40:
QA45:
Q46:
Q49:
Q50:
Q52:

Q55;
Q59:
Q60:
Q62:

i. PensiodPension
Satisfaction:
a. Salary
b. Benefits
c. Job security
d. Career opportunities
Does respondent work full-time in Jewish educatiom
Experience in general education
Is Jewish education respondent's career
Workshops required
Total number of workshops attended
Professional growth beyond workshops:
a. Judaica/Hebrew course at community center or synagogue
b. Judaica/Hebrew course at college or university
c. Education course at college or university
Adequacy of opportunities for professional growth:
a. In-service workshops
b. Informal study with other educators
c. Degrees in Judaic studies or Hebrew
d. Certification in Jewish education
e. Certification in administration
Is respondent Jewish
Respondent's Jewish affiliation
Jewish schooling before age 13
Jewish schooling after age 13
Yeshiva after age 18
Degrees since high school
Licenses and certification:
a. Jewish education
b. General educatiom
c. Administration
Sex
Total family income
Significance of income from work in Jewish schools
Plans for the future
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Couneil For Initiatives In Jewish Educatiom

EDUCATORS SURVEY

Dear Educator,

We appreciate your participation in this survey of educators in Jewish schools in this commumiiy
By completing this survey, you and your colleagues cam provide valuable informatiom about tie
professional lives, interests and needs of Jewish educators. The informatiom coliected throwgin
this survey will be used to make recommendations for the improvement of Jewisih educatiom im

your community and nationally.

On the pages that follow you will find many different questions about your wark. There are
specific instructions for each guestion. Please answer each franikly. If you do not fimd tine exact
answer that describes your situation or views, please select the one that comes closest to it.

Please feel free to add comments and explanations.

Your responses are confidential. The results will appear only in summary or statisticall form so
that individuals cannot be identified.

Thank you very much for your participation and cooperatiom.



Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education

EDUCATORS SURVEY

)JETTINGS

his first set of questions asks you about the schools in which you work.

1. In how many Jewish schools do you work?

2 If you work in more than one school, do you do so to earn a suitable wage?

Yes o NO 2]

". How many hours per week are you employed at each school?
(List them in order, so that the first school is the school at which you work the most hours and so on.)

First school Second school Third school Fourth school

- Please indicate how many years you have been working in your CURRENT school(s), including
this year.

First school Second school Third school Fourth school

. How many years have you been working in Jewish education in THIS COMMUNITY, including this year? _

. How many years IN TOTAL have you been working in the field of Jewish education, including this year? _

CIJE EDUCATORS SURVEY
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Please answer all of the following questions. If you work in more than two schools, please
answer the questions only in regard to the two schools at which you work the most hours.

. What is the affiliation of each school?

(Check one response for each school)
Reform

Conservative

. Traditional

Orthodox
Reconstructionist

Community

. Jewish Community Center

Other (specify)

. How many students are in each school?
First school Second school
. In what settings do you work?
(Check only one for each school)
. Day school
. One day/week supplementary school

Two or more days/week supplementary school
. Pre-school
. Adult education

Other (specify)

First school

CECd

m

CCC

First school

CCECCCC

Second school

CCECECEECECECC

Second school

CCECEECCC

CIJE EDUCATORS SURVEY
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0. What position(s) do you hold in each school?
(Check all that apply) First school Second school
a. Teacher
. Teacher Aide
Educational director or principal
1 Assistant educational director or principal

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

.. Tutor

g. Other (specify)

OO0 oo
OO0 Ouood

11. What subjects do you primarily teach this year?
(Check all that apply) First school Second school
a. Hebrew language

b. Judaica (e.g., Bible, history, holidays)
in Hebrew

c. Judaica (e.g., Bible, history, holidays)
in English

d. Bar/Bat Mitzvah preparation
e. Secular subjects (e.g., math, reading, science)
f. Integrated kindergarten/pre-school curriculum

. Other (specify)

(o]

h. I am not teaching this year

OO o oo
oo O o

CIJE EDUCATORS SURVEY Page 3



12. In what grade levels are your primary responsibilities?

First School Second school

13. What is your annual salary from each school?

(Check one range for each school) First school Second school

B
B

Less than $1,000
$1,000 - $4,999

$5,000 - $9,999

3
3
0
$10,000-$14,999 3 3
(I
0
0
0

$15,000 - $19,999 o
$20,000 - $29,999 O
$30,000 - $39,999 V)
$40,000 - $49,999

$50,000 - $59,999 9 9
$60,000 - $69,999 10 10
$70,000 - $79,999 11 11
$80,000 or more 12 12
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14. Which of the following benefits are available to you in the first school?

(Check one response for each item)

a. Free or reduced tuition for your children

b. Day care

c. Free or reduced membership in a synagogue of JCC
d. Synagogue privileges such as High Holiday tickets

e. Funding to attend conferences, continuing
education courses

f. Sabbatical leave (full or partial pay)

g. Disability benefits

h. Employer contributions to a health plan
i. Pension benefits

j. Other (specify)

Not Available but Available and
Available do not Receive Receive
0 V) 2
0 V) 2
0 V) 2
0 V) 2
0 V) 2
0 v 2
0 V) 2
0 V) 2
0 v 2
0 v 2

15. Which of the following benefits are available to you in the second school?

(Check one response for each item)

a. Free or reduced tuition for your children

b. Day care

c. Free or reduced membership in a synagogue of JCC
d. Synagogue privileges such as High Holiday tickets

a. Funding to attend conferences, continuing education
courses

f. Sabbatical leave (full or partial pay)

g. Disability benefits

h. Employer contributions to a health plan
i. Pension benefits

j. Other (specify)

Not Available but Available a
Available  do not Receive  Receive
0 1 v
0 1 1
E J] J)
0 1 v
0 v 2
0 v 2
0 J] )
0 v 2
0 v 2
0 v 2
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16. How did you find your present position(s)? (Check only one for each school)
First school Second school
a. Central agency for Jewish education
b. Graduate school placement
c. National professional association
d. Through a friend or mentor
e. Recruited by the school
f. Approached the school directly
g. Newspaper advertisement

h. Other (specify)

CECCCOEC
CCECCEECCCC

17. Which of the following factors affected your decision to work in the school(s) in which you presently do?
(Check Yes or No for each item) First school Second school
Yes No Yes No
a. Hours and days available for work W| W| W|

)

b. Salaty V) 1] ) v
. Benefits ("] ] @) W)
d. Career advancement ] 1] 7l ("]
)
L))

e. Location w w w m
f. Friends who work there wl | @ | W|

g. Principal, Rabbi,or professional staff |w WI jw Iw
h. Reputation of theschool andstudents |'w W\ |w jw
i. Religious orientation WI WI W| W|
j. My own synagogue w m w w
k. Other (specify) w m w w m w
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18. Did you move to this community to take your current position(s)?

Yes [1 ] No

2

9. To what extent do you receive help and support for your work as a Jewish educator from the following?

(Check one response for each item)

3. Principal/supervisor

. Colleagues in your school(s)
0. Colleagues outside your school(s)

' Parents and/or lay leaders

. Rabbi
f. Faculty members at a local university
j. Central agency staff
I . Teacher resource center

. National movement

. Professional organizations

Other (specify)

20. The following items deal with different aspects of the life of a Jewish educator, Please indicate how satisfied

you are with each of the following:

(Check one response for each item)

a. Salary
b. Benefits
c. Job security/tenure

d. Opportunities for career advancement

Frequently

CCECECEECECCEECCCC

Very
satisfied

CCCC

CCECECECECECECECCC

Occasionally Seldom Never

CCECCECECECECEECCC
CCECCECEECEECECECECCC

Somewhat Somewhat Very
satisfied dissatisfied dissatisfied

CCCC

CCCC
CCCC
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21. Are you a full-time Jewish educator?

Yes [ 1] No 2

22.Would you consider working more hours in Jewish education if the opportunity were available to you?

Yes [ 1] No 2 (If No, skip to Question #25)

23.If you would consider working more hours, would you prefer to work:

in one school [ 1] in several schools 2

24.If you would consider working more hours, which of the following would encourage you to do so? Rank only

the three most important by writing 1, 2 or 3 next to your choice where 1 is the most important.
a. Salary
b. Benefits
c. Job security, tenure
d. Opportunities for career advancement
e. Opportunities to work closely with other educators
f. Availability of training opportunities
g. More resources at work
h. Change in family status

i. Other (specify) o

25. In addition to your work in Jewish schools, do you currently: (Check all that apply)
| | a tutor students privately in Judaica, Hebrew, or for Bar/Bat Mitzvah
b. work with a Jewish youth group
c. work in a Jewish camp

d. do other work in an informal Jewish educational setting
(specify)

e. I do not work in an informal Jewish educational setting

In total, how many hours per week do you work in the informal Jewish educational settings indicated above?

CIJE EDUCATORS SURVEY
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IIl. WORK EXPERIENCE

The following set of questions asks about your current and prior work experience.

26. For each of the following JEWISH settings check the positions you have held or are currently holding. Indicate

the total number of years in each, including this year.

Setting
1 SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOL

DAY SCHOOL

DAY/RESIDENTIAL CAMP

JCC

PRE-SCHOOL

INFORMAL EDUCATION
YOUTH WORK

ADULT EDUCATION

o o o o 0O

O

O

Oo D O

O

Position Number of years
Aide

Teacher

Supervisor

Specialist

Principal

Other

Aide
Teacher
Supervisor
Specialist
Principal

Other

Counselor
Specialist
Unit Leader
Division Head
Director
Other

Group Worker - Teacher
Program Director
Department Head
Director

Other

Assistant Teacher or Aide
Teacher

Director

Other

Group Advisor
Youth Director

Other

Teacher
Program Director
Other

CIJE EDUCATORS SURVEY
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27. Have you ever worked in general education?
s o [T

If Yes, how many years (including this year)?

28. Would you describe yourself as having a career in Jewish education?

Yes oo No [2]

lll. TRAINING AND STAFF DEVELOPMENT

The next set of questions asks about your training and staff development experiences.

29. During the last two years, have you been required to attend in-service workshops?
Yes |T] No

If Yes, how many were you required to attend?,

30. In total, how many in-service workshops did you actually attend during the last two years, whether required
or not?

31. During the last two years, have you attended workshops in any of the following areas:
(Check Yes or No for each item) Yes

a. Judaic subject matter (e.g., Bible, history)

b. Hebrew language

c. Teaching methods

d. Classroom management

e. Curriculum development

f. Educational leadership

g. Art/drama/music

CCCCcCciie
CCECCCOCE 3

h. Other (specify)
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32. How helpful were the local workshops that you attended in the past two years in each of the following areas:

(Check one response for each item) Very Somewhat Not Did not
helpful helpful helpful attend

Judaic subject matter (e.g., Bible, history)
Hebrew language

Teaching methods

Classroom management

Curriculum development

Educational leadership

Art/d rama/music

Other (specify)

CCECECEECEYW
CCECCECCECC
CCECECECEECCCE
CCECECECEECCE

3. What would encourage you to spend additional time on professional training?
Check only the TWO items that are most important to you.

a. Increased salary

b. Release time

c. Tuition subsidies

d. Topics of personal interest

e. Relevance to your work in Jewish education
f. Availability of certification

g. Other (specify)

CCCECCCC
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34. Beyond attending in-service workshops, during the past two years did you:

(Check Yes or No for each item)

_<
D
=K

a. Attend a course in Judaica or Hebrew at a community
center or synagogue?

b. Attend a course in Judaica or Hebrew at a college or
university?

c. Attend a course in education at a college or university?

d. Participate in a private Judaica or Hebrew study group?

~C€C€ € € ¢

e. Study Judaica or Hebrew on your own?

f. Participate in some other on-going form of study in
Judaica or Hebrew (e.g., year-long seminar)?

€ €ECGCG d

35. In which of the following areas would you like to develop your skills further?
Check only the three most important.

a. Classroom management
b. Child development
i c. Lesson planning
d. Curriculum or program development
e. Creating materials
i f. Parental involvement
g. Motivating children to learn
I:I h. Educational leadership

I:‘ i. School administration

j. Staff development

I:' k. Other (specify)

CIJE EDUCATORS SURVEY
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36. In which of the following areas would you like to increase your knowledge?
Check only the three most important.

a. Hebrew language

b. Holidays and rituals

c. Israel and Zionism

d. Jewish history

e. Bible

f. Synagogue skills/prayer
g. Rabbinic literature

h. Jewish thought

cpDpDUo0ooOoooad

1 i. Other (specify)

V. How proficient are you in Hebrew?

(Check one response for each item) Fluent Moderate Limited Not at all

a. Speaking 3 w w w
Reading v v v
Writing 3 U w w

38. In your community, how adequate are the opportunities for:

(Check one response for each item) More than Less than
adequate Adequate adequate Inadequate

a. In-service workshops

b. Informal, on-going study with other educators
(e.g., peer mentoring groups)

o

. Degrees in Judaic Studies or Hebrew

o

. Certification in Jewish education

CCEC CC
CCEC CC
CCEEC CC
CCEC CC

e. Certification in administration/supervision
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IV.BACKGROUND

Next we are going to ask you about yourself.

39. Are you Jewish?

Yes [T] No QT_l

40. At the present time, which of the following best describes your Jewish affiliation?

11 Reform
| 2] Conservative
Traditional

Orthodox

Reconstructionist

Unaffiliated

~-CEECC*

|  Other (specify)

41. Are you currently a member of a synagogue?
Yes m No [[2-
If Yes, are you an educator in the synagogue where you are a member?

Yes [T] No QT]

42. Which of the following do you usually obsetve? (Check all that apply)
a. Light candles on Friday evening
b. Attend a Passover Seder

c. Keep Kosher at home

o

. Light Hanukkah candles

e. Fast on Yom Kippur

—h

Observe Shabbat
g. Build a Sukkah
w h. Fast on the Fast of Esther

w i. Celebrate Israel Independence Day
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43. During the past year, did you:
(Check Yes or No for each item)
a. Attend synagogue on the High Holidays
1. Attend synagogue on Shabbat at least twice a month

; Attend synagogue on holidays such as Sukkot,
Passover or Shavuot

;. Daven or attend synagogue daily

44, Have you ever been to Israel?

Yes w No

If Yes, did you ever live in Israel for three months or longer?

Yes [ 1] No 2

Yes

No
[ 2 [
[ 2|

12 [

45. What kind of Jewish school, if any, did you attend before you were thirteen? (Check all that apply)

I:' a. One day/week supplementary school

I:' b. Two or more days/week supplementary school

|:| c. Day school or yeshiva

I:I d. School in Israel
I:I e. None
L]

—h

Other (specify)

46. What kind of Jewish school, if any, did you attend after you were thirteen (and before college)?

(Check all that apply)

c. Day school or yeshiva

d. School in Israel

L]
L]

e. None

f. Other (specify)

a. One day/week supplementary school

b. Two or more days/week supplementary school

CLIJE EDUCATORS SURVEY
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47. Did you attend a Jewish summer camp with mainly Jewish content or program?
Yes [TJ No 2

If Yes, how many summers?

48. Did you belong to a Jewish youth group?

ves  [7] No [T]

If Yes, how many years?

49. After age18, did you attend a yeshiva (or women's equivalent)?
ves [7] No (2]

If Yes, how many years?

50. Have you earned any type of degree since high school?

Yes BT No QT]

If Yes, please specify all the degrees that you have earned since high school and the appropriate

major(s) and minor(s) for each degree. (List all that apply)

Type of Degree Major(s)

Two-year degrees

Minor(s)

(e.g., AA, ACD, etc.)

Degrees from teachers

seminary (non-university)

Bachelors degrees
(e.g., BA, BS, BHL, etc.)

Masters degrees

(e.g., MA, MS, MEd, MHL,
MSW, etc.)

Doctorates

(e.g., PhD, EdD, DHL, etc.)

Rabbinic ordination/smicha

Other degrees

CIJE EDUCATORS SURVEY
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1. Are you currently enrolled in a degree program?

Yes w No

If Yes, for what degree?

in what major(s)?

7. Do you hold a professional license or certification in:

(Check Yes or No for each item) Yes No
1. Jewish education If Yes, from where?
). General education If Yes, from where?

Educational administration/supeivision If Yes, from where?

CCCC
CCCC

j. Other (specify) If Yes, from where?

_3. Are you currently working toward a professional license or certification in:

<

(Check Yes or No for each item) es No

. Jewish education If Yes, from where?.

5 General education If Yes, from where?.

a. Educational administration/supen/ision If Yes, from where?.

CCECC
CCCC

d. Other (specify) If Yes, from where?

54. What is your age?

'5. What is your sex?

Male | 1] Female
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56. Where were you bom?
m usa

| 2 | Other, (specify country)

57. What is your marital status?
[ 1 | Single, never married
| 2 | Married
| 3 | Separated
| 4 | Divorced

| 5 | Widowed

58. If you are married, is your spouse Jewish?

Yes Q ] No [1]

59. What is your approximate total family income?
$30,000 or below
$31,000 - $45,000
$46,000 - $60,000
$61,000 - $75,000

$76,000 - $90,000

CCECCCC

Above $90,000

30. How important to your household income is the income you receive from your work in Jewish schools?
(Check one)

| 1 | The main source
| 2 | An important source of additional income

| 3 | Insignificant to our/my total income
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61. In addition to your position(s) in Jewish education, are you currently:
(Check all that apply)

o a. an educator in a non-Jewish setting

b. engaged in other employment.outside the home
(specify)

c. not employed elsewhere
I [ d. astudent

In total, how many hours per week are you employed outside of Jewish education?

62. Which of the following best describes your career plans over the next three years?
plan to: (Check only one)
continue working in my current teaching or administrative position at the same school(s).

continue in the same type of position (either teaching or administrative) at a different Jewish
school.

move from a teaching position to an administrative position at a Jewish school (or vice-versa),
seek a position in Jewish education other than in a school (such as a central agency),

seek an education position in a non-Jewish setting,

seek work outside of education,

not work.

CCECECEECC CC

| don't know. | am uncertain.

Other (specify)

Thank you very much for your cooperation!
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Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education

GUIDE TO THE CIJE EDUCATORS INTERVIEW

A. What is the CIJE Educators Interview?

The CIJE [Educators Interview is a research process by which in-depth informatiom cam
be obtained about the professional lives of educators (both teachers and
administrative/supervisory personnel) working in Jewish schools in your communnityy.
The CIJE Educators Interview consists of two separate protocols to be used witt
teachers and administrative/supervisory personnel, respectivelly: the CIJE_Educators
Iinterview: Teachers Protocol and the CIJE Educators Interview: Administrators
Protocol. Each protocol contains a series of questions that can be asked during the
inferviews and suggestive probes by which additional information cam be elicited], in six
general areas: Background, Recruitment, Trainimg, Conditions of the Workplacss,
Career Satisfaction and Opportunities, and Professional Issues. The CIJE Educators
Iimttrerviiew,, alone or in conjunction with the CIJE Educators Survey, is designed to

provide information that will help in building the professian of Jewish educatiom in your
community.

B. Who participates in the CIJE Educators Interview?

The protocols are to be used with a SAMPLE of ELIGIBLE educators working in the
Jewish scihools (i.e., day schools, supplementary schools, and pre-schools) in your
community. Educators working in informal educational settings (e.g.,, camps, youth
groups) are excluded.

. Iif the school uses an "integrated curriculum™, all teachers and
admimistrative/supervisory personnel involved with the "“integratted eurriculum”
are eligible to be interviewed.

’ ln supplementary schools, all teaechers and administrative/supervisory personneli
are eligible to be interviewed.

. Every principal or educational director in the Jewish schools Is eligible te be
interviewed.

. Both Jewish and non-Jewish persons whe fit the above criteria are eligible te be
imterviewed.
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. lin day schools and pre-schools, faculty who do not teach any Judaic studies or
admimistrative/supervisory personnel who do not have any responsibility for the
Judaic studies program are NOT eligible to be interviewedi.

fFrom the group of eligible educators, a REPRESENTATIVE sample is selected to be
imterviewed, Separate samples for teachers and administrative/supervisary personnell
are selected. By obtaining a representative sample, it is more likely that the
imformation obtained through the interviews will be generalizable to andf
"representative” of the total population of teachers or administrative/supervisary
personne] iin the Jewish schools in your community. To be representatives, the samples
should contain participants in proportions similar to the ratios that characterize the totail
populations (for those characteristics that are deemed important). For example, if 40%
of tthe teachers iin your community work in day schoals, the sample of teachers shoulid!
contain approximately that proportion {40%) of day school teachers. Characteristics
that your community could consider to be important may include the type of setting (i.e.,
Day school, Supplementary school, Pre-schoal, Adult education), gender, experience im
Jewish education, and Jewish affiliatiom.

ideally, to obtain a representative sample, participants should be selected randomily
from a complete list of the teachers and administrative/supervisory personnel workimg
in tthe Jewish schools in your community. [If this method is not feasible:, participants
may ibe selected through other methods such as nomination by the administrator of
each school. lin addition, specific participants may be selected based upon their
lleadership, role iin the community, or other characteristics. These targeted individuals

meay ibe added to the sample, but this should be kept in mind when interpreting the
interview responses.

C. How to conduct the interyiews

The interviews should take appreximately 45 to 80 minutes. The interviews are te be
audio taped and the tapes transeribed. At the beginning of eaeh interview: the
interviewer is to inform the participants that their individual respenses willl be kept
confidential and any use of guotes will be dene anenymously:.

Two separate protocols are provided te guide the interviews with teashers and
admimistrative/supervisery persennel. Eaeh proteeel eeptains a series of guestions hat
the iimterviewer can empley to gather information en partieular topies, sueh as
experience, early Jewish edueation, relatiens with ether teaehers, frustrations and
rewards of teaching, ete. For several of the guestiens, prebes are provided which eam
assist the interviewer i elisiting additional infermation en a partieular tepie. The
protocols are offered as guides for sendueting sueeessful interviews. They were
developed for and sucsesstully empleyed by the €IJE's three Lead Communities
(Atlanta, Baltimere, and Milwaukee) for their eammuRity studies of the edueaters in

SUIBE TO THE €lfE EBUCATORS INTERVIEW Page 2

—— - =



theiir Jewish schools. Some topics may be emphasized over others and addifional

questions fay be included on topics that are specific to the needs and reseurces of
Youlr commimunity.

Ikt is werry limpoitant to maintain the CONFIDENTIALITY and ANONYMITY of the
participant's responses. To achieve this, the tapes and transcriptions should not be
shared with any memibers of the community. Only a summary analysis of the
transcribed interviews should be provided to the community. In providing specific
imformation about participants {such as place of work, experience, Jewish affiliatiom,
efc.) or in wsing quotes, it is important not to reveal the identity of any participants. The
mames of people or places may need to be changed and revealing phrases from withim
guotes may meed to be omitted. Finally, the interviews should be conducted in a

relatively private location, such as an empty classroom or office, or at the participant's
thome.
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Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education

EDUCATORS INTERVIEW:
TEACHERS PROTOCOL

This interview protocol for teachers consists of six parts: background, recruitment,
training, conditions of the workplace (including salaries and benefits), career
satisfaction and opportunities, and professional issues (including professional growth
and empowerment). This interview protocol provides a series of introductory
statements and numbered questions designed to elicit information from the teachers
(being interviewed) about their professional life as a Jewish educator. The sentences
in italic, which may follow a question, specify the type of information desired and/or
suggest ways of probing for additional information.

A. Background

| would like to begin our interview with some questions about your background. To
begin,

1. I am interviewing you as a teacher of [name of institution]. How many hours per
week do you work there? [Elicit the name of roles teacher has in this setting and
approximately how many hours are spentin each role.]

2. How long have you been employed at [name of institution]?

3. Do you work in any other setting? [Ifyes, elicit kind of work and whether full-time or
part-time. Forotherjobs in Jewish settings, e.g., tutoring, camp counseling, Shabbat

tefilah, etc., elicit number of hours per week for each.]

4. How long have you been involved in Jewish education? [Probe specifics, thatis, in
what capacity, for how long, where, etc.]

5. Do you identify with any movements in Judaism? [If so, ask which one and ask if
teacher is affiliated with a synagogue.]
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B. Recruitment

My next few questions will focus on how you became a Jewish educator.

1. At what point did you make a definite decision to become a Jewish educator?
[Probe: What were the specific cicumstances at the time? Get the year, place, efc.
Iif teacher says he or she always wanted to be a teacher, ask for earliest memory of
tthis desire.]

2. What were the main attractions Jewish education held for you™"

3. What people were influential in your decision to become a Jewish educator?

C. Training

The next set of questions will focus on your preparatiom to become an educatar. | am
interested in areas of general instructional preparation and Jewish studies preparatiom.

1. What kind of Jewish education did you receive as a young person outside your
family? [Elicit information on both formal and informal instruction. Get the amount of
time as well as the ages through high schoal.]

2. Did you attend college after high school? [Elicit what school(s), where located], what
major(s), what degree(s) received.]

3. What types of Jewish educational experiences have you participated in since high
school? [Elicit what Jewish studies courses or degrees, Jewish education
certificates, etc. Probe as to what trips to Israel, study groups, JCC courses, etc.]

4. As you think about where you are as a Jewish educator, in what areas would you
like more preparation?
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D. Conditions of the Workplace
The questions |l will be asking next deal with your work here at [name of institutiomT].

1. How did you secure your current job?

2. What advice did you receive when you began teaching here? [Probe: Who gave the
advice? Umdier what circumstances?]

3. Now II'd likke to ask you about the people with wham you interact as a teacher. For

each of the categories | will name, please tell me to what extent and how you:
imteract;

. fellow teachers;

. the principal [and educational directar, if there is onef};
. rabbis;

. communal resource [i.e., central agency] people:;,

. federation personnet;

. others.

4. What kinds of scheduled, periodic gatherings, such as teachers’ meetings, do you
participate in?

5. To what extent de yeu fell more or less free to do as you think best?

®. in what areas de yeu fell you should check with someone else before making a
decision?

7. What metaphor deseribes your relationship with your principal? [Ask for explanation
of metaphor.]

8. Mow lweuld like te turn to seme guestions regarding your salary and any benefits
YOu imay receive.

. What difference in your quality of life dees yeur salary make? [Probe: Is

teasher main family bread winner? Hew would life change if salary is not
avajlable?]

. What benefits de yeu reeeive?

. D8 you feseive any ther perquisites as an edueator, for example,
syRagegue membership, JEC membership, and the like?
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9. Thinking of a typical week, how is your time divided among your professionai!
responsibilities?

E Career Rewards and Opportunities

. As far as you are concerned, what are the major satisfactions you receive as a
Jewish educator?

2. What rewards are available in a Jewish educational setting that may not be availablie
in others?

3. Looking ahead, what career opportunities do you see for yourself?

4. What career opportunities would you like to see made available to you? What is
standing in your way?

5. lIn what ways does your school and community recognize your work as an educator?

®. What things frustrate you in your work? What would need to happen to significantly
change this situation?

7. What circumstances would cause you to seriously consider quitting your jo?
[Probe: Have you ever been templed to leave? What were the circumstances?]

F. Professienal lssues

1. What are yeu really trying to aceemplish as an teaeher?

2. |in what ways de yed medel a Jewish life for your students?

3. Thinking abeut your seheel eF pregram as a whele, what kinds of decisiens do you

participate in? [Probe as 9 areas of surrieulurn, persemnel instruetiom, seheel pelicy,
and budget. Get specific examples.]
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4. ln what ways are you continuing to develop as a teacher? [Probe as to formal
oourses, workshops, professional study groups, conversatioms, books and joumnmalss,
etc. Elicit what requirements are from school, commumity, and state.]

5. Tell me about the three most beneficial professional development activities in whicim

you have participated. [Probe: in what ways were they beneficial? What qualities or
condjtions made these activities particularly beneficial?]

6. Thinking ahead three years, what would you like to know then that you do not know
mow? [Elicit: How might he or she obtain this knowledge? Are there resources in the
community to achieve these goals?]
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Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education

EDUCATORS INTERVIEW:
ADMINISTRATORS PROTOCOL

This interview protocal for administrative/supervisory personnel consists of six parts:
tbackground, recruitment, training, conditions of the workplace (including salaries andi
benefits), career satisfaction and opportunities, and professional issues (including
professional growth and empowerment). This interview protocol provides a series of
introductory statements and numbered questions designed to elicit information from the
administrators (being interviewed) about their professional life as a Jewish educatar..
The sentences in italic, which may follow a questiom, specify the type of informatiom
desired and/or suggest ways of probing for additional informatiom.

A. Background

Il would like to begin our interview with some questions about your background. To
begin,

1. lam interviewing you as an administrator of {name of institution]. Are you contracted
as a full-time or part-time administrator? How many hours per week do you werk
there as an administrator? [Elicit the name of roles administrator has in this setting
and approximately how many hours are spent in each role. If administrator is part-
time, how js this defined?]

2. How llong have you been employed at [name of institution]?

3. Do you work in any other setting? [If yes, ellcit kind of work and whether full-time or
part-time. For otherjobs in Jewish settings, e.g., tutoring, camp counselling;, Shabbat
tefilah, etc., elicit number of hours per week for each.]

4. How long have you been invelved in Jewish education? [Probe speeifies, that is, in
what capacity, for how long, where, efc.]

5. Do you identify with any movements in Judaism? [/f se, ask which one and ask if
administrator is affliated with a synagegue.]
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B. Recruitment

My mext few questions will focus on how you became a Jewish educataor..

1. At what point did you make a definite decision to become a Jewish educator?
[Probe: Wihatt were the specific circumstances at the time? Get the year, place, etc.
lf teaciher says he or she always wanted fo be a teacher, ask for earliest memory of
tthits diesire.]

2. What were the main attractions Jewish education held for you?

3. What people were iinfluential in your decision to become a Jewish educator?

C. Training

The mext set of questions will focus on your preparation to become an educatar. | am
interested in areas of general instructional preparatien and Jewish studies preparatiom.

1. What kind of Jewish education did you receive as a young person outside your
family? [Elicit information on both formal and informal instructiom. Get the amount of
ffime as well as the ages through high school.]

2. Did you attend college after high school? [Ellc/t what sehoel(s),, where located; what
major(s), what degree(s) received.]

3. What types of Jewish educational experiences have you participated in since high
school? [Elicit what Jewish studjes courses or degrees, Jewish education
certificates, ete. Probe as to what irips to Israel, study greups, JCC eourses, ete.]

4. As you think about where you are as a Jewish edueater, in what areas weuld yeu
like mmore preparation?
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D.

Conditions of the Workplace

The questions | will be asking next deal with your work here at [name of institution],

1.

2

How did you secure your current job?

What advice did you receive when you began as an administrator there? [Probe:
Who gave the advice? Under what circumstances?]

. Now I'd like to ask you about the people with whom you interact as an administrator.

For each of the categories | will name, please tell me to what extent and how you
interact:

fellow administrators;

teachers;

rabbis;

communal resource [i.e., central agency] people;
federation personnel,;

school board or committee;

others.

. What kinds of scheduled, periodic gatherings, such as teachers' meetings, do you

participate in?

. To what extent do you fell more or less free to do as you think best?

. In what areas do you fell you should check with someone else before making a

decision?

. What metaphor describes your relationship with your teaching staff? [Ask for

explanation of metaphor.]

. Now I'would like to turn to some questions regarding your salary and any benefits

you may receive.
What difference in your quality of life does your salary make? [Probe: Is
administrator main family bread winner? How would life change if salary
is not available?]

What benefits do you receive?

Do you receive any other perquisites as an educator, for example,
synagogue membership, JCC membership, and the like?
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9. Thinking of a typical week, how is your time divided among your professionall
responsibilities?

E. Career Rewards and Opportunities

1i. As far as you are concerned, what are the major satisfactions you receive as a
Jewish educator?

2. What rewards are available in a Jewish educational setting that may not be available
in others?

3. lLooking ahead, what career opportunities do you see for yourself?

4. What career opportunities would you like to see made available to you? What is
standing in your way?

5. lin what ways does your school and community recognize your work as an educator?

®. What things frustrate you in ycur work? What would need to happen to significamthy
change this situation?

7. What circumstances would cause you to seriously consider quitting your job?
{Probe: Have you ever been tempted to leave? What were the circumstances?]

8. What aspects of your work deserve to be evaluated by others? How can this best be
accomplished to help you grow professionally?

F. Professianal Issues
1. What are you really trying to accomplish as an administrator?

2. What ehanges have you made in your school's program? What changes are youw
working en now?
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3. in what ways do you model a Jewish life for your students?

4. Thinking about your school or program as a whole, what kinds of decisions do you:

(paiticipate in? [Probe as to areas of curriculum, persomnel], instructiom, school paicy;,
and budget. Get specific examples.]

5. Im what ways are you continuing to develop as an administrator? [Probe as to formal
oourses, workshops, professional study groups, conversatioms, books and jounmalss,
etc. Elicit wihat requirements are from school, commumity, and state.]

6. Tell me about the three most beneficial professional development activities im which

you thave participated. [Probe: In what ways were they beneficial? What qualities or
conditions made these activities particularly beneficial?]

7. Thinking ahead three years, what would you like to know then that you do not know
mow? [Elficit: How might he or she obtain this knowledge? Are there resources in the
commumnity o achieve these goals?]

8. Besides teaching their classes, what expectations de you have of your faculty? Are
tthese expectations iin the teachers' contracts? [Probe: How do teachers know these
expectations are being held for them?]
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