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December 7, 1992
MEETING WITH JAMES COLEMAN

The general idea, the first one, is the state of the debate on
impact versus output measures.

We want the debate understood and responded to. SF suggested that
the preparation involve three steps:

1; A Tist of the points in each of the articles or in each of
the chapters of the book.

2. What is the preliminary understanding that we want them to
have, or our preliminary understanding.

3 What is the reaction of the students to this understanding.

On Wednesday morning at the meeting we will concentrate on the
book (Seymour will pick up the overflow in his class in the
afternoon).

Jis Overall philosophical argument on equality of educational
opportunity and achievement.

2. The background articles on contribution of the social
sciences to public policy -- we won't really discuss these, but
the fo]]owing points are included (AH will present, or introduce,
items 1 and 2).

The Book: This book deals with the justification or the rationale
for the kind of research that Coleman developed -- the massive,
output-oriented empirical research.

Section 1 of the book consists of the following points:

Let us talk about these points, how are we going to relate to
each in our discussion with Coleman; what questions do we have?

The second chapter is the one on specific research and they
demonstrate how research is being, or was, undertaken by Coleman
to make his point. Who is prepared to deal with Chapter 1
(Chapter 2, Chapter 3)7 Tell that person to be prepared for that.
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THE UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIOLOGY
11286 EAST 69TH STREET
CHICAGO ILLINOIS 806837

(312) 702-8696 » FAX: (312) 702-9529
POPMAIL: milt@sam.spc.uchicago.cdu

July 27, 1992

Dr. Seymour Fox
The Mandel Institute
FAX No.: 972-2-619-951

Dear Seymour:

Thanks for the copy of Adam’s memo. I have only one suggestion: The memo
does not discuss the comparisons of programs and successes in lead communities. It
seems to me that these comparisons, given that lead communities will take different
approaches to achieve the same goals, or will in other ways show variations, will be
extremely valuable in providing ideas about how programs can best proceed. So I think
some explicit comparison work should be built into the design.

Otherwise the memo sounds fine.

Sincerely,

%mes S. Coleman
University Professor

JSC:dm

Department of Sociology 1892

Centennial 1992




y | 51 WAL 2%~ (\j_ ? ~

\1\ “Mandel Institute 27393 1o

IFor the Advanced Study and Development of Jewish Education

74

Bourd ol Directors

(in formation) A GENDA

J.Coleman, S.Fox, A.Hochstein
Morton L. Mandel
Cldirman

]

HmrB?u1 \/ 1. Update on the Gamoran project
Australia ~
Jaime Constantine A\ 2. Strengths and weaknesses of the
Mevica \/ proposal
Isaac Jolle ___>
Sotl Africa 3. Specifics: o
IFelix Posen a. Outcomes - how and when to launch
( Kk b. Indicators -- same
Either Loak Rits c. The management-control element
U.S.A d. Feasibility of the whol
fﬁﬁiﬁTk 4. Possible US meeting
A a. date

"!ﬁ b. participants

KNV .
Seymour Fox 5 \9’[.1 .
President 9 R
Anncite Hochstein G
Director

220 Hatdira St Jerusalem 93102, Isiael Tel 02 648728: Fax. 02-649951 DPo 645728 oo 93102 e N 22 Aaxn N






Mandel Institute 273 19

[-or the Advanced Study and Devceclopment ol Jewish [Zducation

MEETING WITH PROF. JAMES COLEMAN
CHICAGO UNIVERSITY - JANUARY 24, 1992

J. COLEMAN; S. FOX; A. HOCHSTEIN; M. INBAR

AGENDA
i LEAD COMMUNITIES
L. - as——Status Report
b. Natural Experiments Versus Lab
o Evaluation Project in Context

2% LEAD COMMUNITIES' EVALUATION REVIEW COMMITTEE

(with Adam Gamoran and Jack Ukeles joining) V8]
\ S
\ ; & y | . . . ~ I"_LJV ’__/
et la.) Committee Mission and Participants ) N
.'1\)}-‘('-': -
b., Gamoran Proposal - > ¥ s Y ﬁqu“
s E :.gl | L* L“_; ‘\J
C. Ukeles : R
2
34 NEXT STEPS \
4. THE MANDEL INSTITUTE UPDATE

5. THE ACADEMY FOR EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP
* general
* positions

6. ISA ARON'S QUESTION RE RESEARCH CAPABILITY

P.O.B. 4497  Jerusalem 91044, Isracl  Tel. 02-618728:  Fax. 02-619951 Dpa ;02-618728 1nad0 91044 oY 4497 10
BITNET No. - MANDEL@HUJIVMS - 0 'on



2 SEPTEMBER 1991 FOOTNOTES

Profile of the President

Intellectual Energy and an Ambivalent Response

by Aage B. Sorensen, Harvard University

James S. Coleman is President of the
American Sociological Association for
1991-92. He has never held elected office
in the ASA before; his election in 1990
was the result of a wrile-in campaign
and not of a nomination by the Associa-
tion. Some years ago I asked a then pres-
ident of the ASA about the possibility of
electing Jim Coleman president. [ was
told his election would be an impossibil-
ity. The ASA is too ambivalent about Jim
Coleman, was the explanalion. The man
scems downright dangerous, somewhat
like Fidel Castro. The leadership of the
ASA, including the ASA President, tried
to censor him for producing subversive
sociology in the middle Seventies. It was
an ignominious act that almost
succeeded.

Peter Blau and Peler Rossi, both past
ASA presidents, created the grass-rools
mouvement that made the impossible
possible. The initiative and the success of
the movement show that the ASA is suf-
ficiently ambivalent about jtself and
about sociology to allow a genvinely
major figure in the social sciences to
occupy the ASA’s highest office. This
calls for celebration and for essays trying
to characterize the man and his work,
Here is one. A pure description would
not be in his spiril, so I shall try to sug-
gest why the work is so important and
why it creates ambivalence.

There is much to celebrate aboul Jim
Coleman. A fairly recent curriculum vitae

s gl Pl tgme oy mala

James S. Coleman

profoundly influences his work. The cho-
ice of sociology came quite late. Coleman
graduated from Purdue University in
1949 with a degree in chemical engineer-
ing and his first job was as a chemist
with Eastman Kodak. He had almost no
undergraduate education in any social
science. Nonetheless, in 1951 he began
graduate study in sociology at Columbia
University; he chose to apply there
because of someone called Lasswell or
Lazarsfeld (he had also applied to Har-
vard and Michigan, but Harvard never
answered and Michigan wanted him to
take more undergraduate courses in
sociology). The larger question is why he
chose sociology. Jim Coleman's dual
attraction lo science and moral engage-
ment makes sociology an impeccable
choice, or so it would seem in 1951. He

other emerging major figure in Mathem-
atical Sociology, Harrison C. White,
became an assistant professor there loo,
but first after Coleman left. A merger of
efforts was in any event unlikely—it is
fair to say that mutual admiration mixed
sufficiently with mutual ambivalence
about styles and objectives to prevent il.
In 1959, Coleman went to Johns Hepkins
University to create his own sociology
department. He developed a small
organization with an intellectual Inten-
sity and excitement that was truly
remarkable. It was perhaps unsustaina-
ble. The attempt to create a large bi-polar
department, Columbia style, failed (the
other pole being Peter Rossi) and Cole-
man wenl to the University of Chicago
in 1973. There he has slayed, a dominant
intellectual influence in our premier
sociology department.

1 met Jim Coleman for the first time in
1966, in a theater in Evian, France. | was
then a student in Copenhagen, Den-
mark. [ wanted to go to the U.S. for
further study, My wife and 1 went to the |
ISA World Congress of Sociology in
Evian to figure out where to go. Coleman
had been suggested as a good match in
interests, We were introduced and |
asked him how | could come to Hopkins.
Coleman gave me the sensible advice to
apply and made some suggestions about
how to go about it. He was very kind
and direct. He seemed a very large man,
bald, with what seemed to be a broken
nose (he was a boxer in college), and he
ate paper. | was later tn learn that hic

o ——

than U.S. students, they came to graduate
school with the sole purpose to study
with Coleman. 1le sensed that and
reciprocated.

There is a popular theory In family
therapy that roles and tensions In a fam-
ily of origin reproduce themselves in the
family of descent. The [rustrations of
being Coleman’s graduate studenl are
similar to the frustrations Jim Coleman
has told he experienced working with his
own main teachers at Columbia, Merton
and Lazarsfeld. The somewhat predatory
use Lazarsfeld apparently made of others
in solving his own problems caused
Coleman’s ainbivalence toward Lazars-
feld. Coleman also involves students in
the solutlon of problems and in research
on topics he considers important. This
has created notable careers and some-
times ambivalence. The problem is not
Lazarsfeld’s predation. It is rather that
long Lefore the student found a solution

! e ——
————

or compleled the research, Jim Coleman
Is likely to have switched to another of
his problems and topics, usually having
devised his own solution to the problem
or suspended hls attention to it (he rarely
abandons u problem forever). The ambi-
valence In some former students and
associates also Is much like Coleman's
ambivalence toward Merton. It is the
ambivalence caused by the threat of
superior mental power to intellectual

ealf ranfidanca



had been suggested as a good match in
interests. We were introduced and I
asked him how I could come to Hopkins.
Coleman gave me the sensible advice to
apply and made some suggestions about
how to go about it. He was very kind
and direct, He seemed a very large man,
bald, with what seemed to be a broken
nose (he was a boxer in college), and he
ate paper. | was later to learn that his -
enormous intellectual energy was
maltched by his physical energy. Fellow

graduate students at [opkins would
imitate him in everything, including
making it appear they never slepl. My
friend, Gudmund Hemes, outsinarted all
by bringing a cot to his carrel.

I was admitted, and spent three and a
half years at Hopkins. Being a graduate
student there was enormously exciting

and exhilarating, and sometimes frustrat-

ing. The exhilaration came from the
wealth of intellectual pursuits Coleman
offered. The excitement from his truly
remarkable quality of giving and devel-
oping ideas about just about
everything—computer programs, the
problem of order, statistical techniques,
mathematical models, and the interpre-
tation of a difference between two coclfi-
cients. The frustrations came from his
habit of pursuing three or four subjects
at once and moving back and forth
between them, and from his other habit
of moving back and forth between Hop-
kins and other places (I got most of my
comments on dissertation drafts driving
him to the airport). Mostly the frustra-
tion came from being exposed to some-
one so smart, | found out from the fate of
other students that it was safest to main-
tain some lerritory for oneself. I chose a
dissertation topic that was not integral
to any of his projects, and I profited from
being a foreign student. Jim Coleman's
record with foreign students is excep-
tional, perhaps because they can better
mainlain a bit of distance, and surely
because he showed so much kindness to
us. There were many at Hopkins, and
there have been many since. More often

N3 progiemas ana ropics, usuayy naving
devised his own solution to the problem
or suspended his attention to it (he rarely
abandons u problem forever). The ambi-
valence In some former students and
associates also Is much like Coleman’s
ambivalence toward Merton, It is the
ambivalence caused by the threat of
superior mental power to intellectual
sclf-confidence.

The ambivalence of the profession
toward Jim Coleman has two main sour-
ces. One Is his use of research to draw
policy inferences. The other is his unwil-
lingness to specialize in one of the three
main roles sociologists usually specialize
in: theorist, methodologist, or researcher.
The latler trait contradicts the implicit
theory most of us have that one cannot
be outstanding in all three roles. Coleman
is. The former source of ambivalence is, of

—————

course, that Coleman states what his
research means for policy and prelers to
do so when it contradicts conventional
wisdom. He loves controversy. What is
more important, he is serious about his
argument and therefore can be cither
right or wrong. Each of the three main
"Coleman Reporlts” stated a conclusion
that infuriated many: that school resour-
ces have little impact on academic
achievement compared to the family
resources of a child; that busing to
achicve racial integration spceds up the
process of white flight from our central -
cities; that schools organized as many
private Catholic school produce more,
leaming and less inequality in learning
than schools organized like the typical
public school. In every instance an army
of researchers tried to find faults with the
evidence for these conclusions and lar-
gely failed. In each instance, the opposi-
tion failed to formulate an alternative

. ome



mMajor ngure N the sociai sciences to
occupy the ASA’s highest office. This
calls for celebration and for essays trying
to characterize the man and his work.
Here is one. A pure description would
not be in his spirit, so 1 shall try to sug-
gest why the work is so important and
why it creates ambivalence.

There is much to celebrate aboul Jim
Coleman, A fairly recent curriculum vitae
includes 24 books aind monographs and
264 articles and chapters in books. The
work has proloundly influcuced and, in
some cases, defined the agenda for sev-
eral areas of sociology: sociological the-
ory, sociology of education, sociology of
the family, communications rescarch,
social stratification, political socinlogy,
mathematical sociology, policy implica-
tions of research that are the major
examples of sociology making a differ-
ence in the Sixties, Seventies and Eight-
ies. Coleman’s scholarly work covers a
phenomenal range of topics and
approaches. There is work about social
systems and about individual behavior.

There is basic research as well as applied.

There is quantitative as well as qualita-
live analysis. There are contributions to
econovmics, political theory, moral philo-
sophy, statistics and probability theory,
and education.

There has been no lack of recognrition
of these contributions by the bodies that
confer the highest prestige to scientists.
Coleman was elected to the American
Academy of Arts and Sciences in 1966, to
the National Academy of Education in
1966, to the American Philosophical
Sociely in 1970, to the National Academy
of Sciences in 1972, and the Royal Swed-
ish Academy of Sciences in 1984. He has
been a Fellow at the Center for
Advanced Study in the Behavioral Scien-
ces, a Guggenheim Fellow, and Fellow at
the Wissenschaftskolleg zu Berlin. He
has received numerous honorary
degrecs from universities in the U.5. and
abroad.

The life course that produccd this
body of work began in 1926 in Bedford,
Indiana. James Samuel Coleman was

Al 4 L] L 4 - ~ L

pecause Ol SOIMEeoNe called Lasswel or
Lazarsleld (he had also applied to Har-
vard and Michigan, but Harvard never
answered and Michigan wanted him to
take more undergraduate courses in
sociology). The larger question is why he
chose sociology. Jim Coleman’s dual
attraction to science and moral engage-
ment makes sociology an impeccable
choice, or so it would seem in 1951. He
found industry frustrating and a likely
career in management unappealing. He
wanted to devole his life to discovery
and concluded it could only be about
people, their relationships and their
social organization.

Columbia’s sociology department gave
Coleman four intense years and three
important teachers: Paul Lazarsfeld,
Robert Merton and Seymour Martin
Lipset. Coleman is usually regarded as
Paul Lazarsfeld’s student. This is not
quite correct. Lazarsfeld was not his dis-
sertation advisor; it was Lipset. Lazars-
feld was not the teacher who had the
most influence on Coleman—it was Mer-
ton, in my opinion. Lazarsfeld did
involve and use Colernan for the devel-
opment of mathematical and statistical
tools for social analysis, and these activi-
lies created the point of departure for
some of Coleman’s most important later
work. However, there is an important
difference already between Coleman'’s
Introduction to Mathematical Sociology (1964)
and Lazarsfeld’s branch of mathematical
thinking in the social sciences. Cole-
man’'s main objective with the use of
mathemalics is the development of theo-
retical insights and conceptual
development.

Lazarsfeld’s major contributions are to
the codification of research procedures,
that is, methodology. Coleman has made
important contributions to methods, but
his most remarkable quality as a sociolo-
gist, to me, is his ability to develop socio-
logical ideas and sustain themn with
empirical evidence. This is much closer
to Merton's style of theorizing about
empirical matters (though Merton often

rclied on evidence produced by others,
= Fmccea [ 9% I RPN [ ot PSRN { SRR |



argument that could e sustained with
evidence. They concentrated on special
statistical issues. This is a mistake when
confronting Jim Coleman. He anticipates
criticisms by demonstrating Lthe main
finding in several ways. Moreover, his
powerful intuitions about what is behind
observed outcomes create theories that
can only be defeated by even better
theories. :

Jim Coleman’s contributions to the dis-
cipline are frustrating to many because
there are so many components. It
includes two major and very different
paradigms for what sociology is about.
One is Durkheimian, and sees the task as
studying how social structure creates
individual action and causal social pro-
cesses, the other a Weberian-Parsonian
project of developing properties of social
systems and structures from processes
created by purposeful individual actors.
The former project governs most, but not
all of his empirical work—the analysis of
educational processes and social pro-
cesscs in educational institutions being
the most well known. The major theoreti-
cal contribution here is Introduction to
Mathicmatical Sociology. It includes contri-
butions to technique, but the major con-
tribution is the strategy it develops and
demonstrates for using mathematical
tools for conceptual elaboration and
development. The latter project moves, so
to speak, in the opposite direction. It is
theory aimed at understanding social sys-
lems themselVes, their development and
properties, beginning with a theory of
action. It has occupied much of Cole-
man'’s attention in recent years. The out-
standing result is Foundations of Social The-
ory (1939): a major book in ambition,
achievement and size. It provides theory
and theoretical tools'for the analysis‘of
~fetimm encinty and the creation di*b8iter

translating theoretical ideas about how
social structure affects individuals into
empirical analysis and analysis into ideas.
His enormous mental energy has never
ceased to amaze me. We meet now in
hotel lobbies and similar locations for pro-
fessional encounters. Jim Coleman'’s
second sentence, after the hellos, is invari-
ably: "Aage, | got this idea ... " This
energy and creativity is sustained by his
certitude about the importance of the pro-
ject of making sociology a better tool for a
better society. Jim Coleman has no ambi-

~ valence about his program. Samuel would

approve. O
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tems themselves, their duvelo;ment and
properiies, beginning with a theory of
action. It has occupied much of Cole-
man'’s attention in recent years. The out-
standing result is Foundations of Social The-
ory (1939): a major book in ambition,
achievement and size. It provides theory
and theoretical tools'for the analysis‘of
existing socicty and the creation df*bétter
societies. In a discipline where theory has
become theory about theory by those
who are safely dead, Foundations is an
unfamiliar contribution. It aims to shape
the discipline by providing a theory and
a mathematical structure for the applica-
tion of the theory that may have extraor-
dinary potential for research, The realiza-
tion of this potential depends not only on
the quality of the ideas, but also on the
discipline’s ability to retool. An extraordi-
nary educational cffort Is needed. This is
clearly Jim Coleman’s major current
preoccupation.

Coleman has not moved from one pro-
ject to the other, though his emphasis
increasingly has been on the project that
resulted in Foundations. The collective
decision model that is a main source of
Foundations dates back to the middle Six-
ties. The project was well under way
when I was a graduate student at Hop-
kins. At the same time, Coleman has
repeatedly returned to cmpirical research
on causal processes with individual
actions and lives as the outcome. The
synthesis is under way in some of Cole-
man’s latest empirical work, on schools,
family and community.

Among the three criteria for promotion
to secure positions in academia, [ have
dealt with Coleman’s contributions as a
teacher and a scholar. Coleman has never
devoted much of his time to the third cri-
terion, administrative service, except in
the early Hopkins period. This is clearly
by choice. He has all the attributes of a
great acadenic leader: creativity, courage
and passion. The ASA will surely profit
from these qualitics.

My own sociology, and my life, is pro-
foundly influenced by Jim Coleman. I
never graduated to the purposive actor



MEETING SF, AH, M. INBAR, JAMES COLEMAN
UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO, FRIDAY, APRIL 12, 1991

SF: We're going to save for jt] if we have time, developments on
what has been taking place in the various areas and if we don't
get to them, I'll get to you on the phone while we're in this

country.

You know that Mike has been very helpful to us throughout, both

on the Commission report -- you received the Commission report?

COLEMAN: Yes.

SF: And Annette and I have now gone to work in this Mandel
Institute full-time and I will report on that later, plus some

other things that are in the offing.

The pressing need for this meeting, which all three of us have
been talking about for a while and tried to work out of course in
February and then couldn't of course because of the security
situation -- is the fact that as the Commission finished its
report and wrote its recommendations, the implementation began,
had to begin, and we discovered that the implementing body, which
was one of the innovative ideas here was that there was going to
be a group responsible for implementing the report which flowed
out of the report so that it wouldn't be left to chance to the
report being implemented. And that was -- they gave it a

complicated name -- the Council for Initiatives on Jewish



Education. That group was formed and its purpose was to see that
the recommendations happen, to broker between foundations and
activities and to make sure that things 1like the "lead
communities" took place, the other recommendations took place,
and that it were evaluated and the report was brought back to the

Jewish community as to what was taking place.

The recommendations were only 5: the first one was that a good
deal be done in the area of making it possible for personnel, a
new kind of personnel and more of it to enter into the field. The
second one was to mobilize the community by virtue of bringing
top community leadership into the act and to have that be step
number 1 in changing the climate in this country for Jewish
education -- and they had some concrete ideas there too, it
wasn't merely Teft to that. The third was the building of these
lead communities where we would try and see what could be done
that was the very best in Jewish education. And then this would
be a source for research and replication. The fourth was the
establishment of a research capability in North America. And the
fifth was the establishment of this mechanism that was going to
move it through, move the activity onward, and that is this

Council on Initiatives for Jewish Education.

Now when we finished, to our "surprise" is the wrong word -- we
found that the talent available to run this Council on
Initiatives for Jewish Education was not up to the assignment.
And we had carried out this entire Commission report out of

Israel because there had been no staff to carry it out



originally. We thought that we had an arrangement to get the
staff going, or to get this mechanism going, and we aren't right,
or we found out that we weren't right. So the question became,
what do we do? And Mike and Annette and I and others and Mandel
talked for -- I didn't report to you that we had a long
conversation with Mandel about this also this week -- talked

about so what are our alternatives.

And essentially it boiled down to 3 possibilities: possibility
number 1 was that Mike formulated it -- that it can't be that
there's not a great man, or very good men in this country. Let us
undertake a search and find the young Hutchins somewhere and
entice him into this and I added to it that that could only take
place if the community were ready to put up the $100 million that
would make it possible for him to do something. That was
alternative number 1, because all the candidates we had were not
of that -- were not the kind of people who could do it. The
candidate who took the job really did us all a favor. He has
another very big job in the country; he was doing it part-time.
It made it possible for us to start, but he underestimated even
what he thought the part-time job was. In other words, he wasn't
even giving it part-time. That was possibility number 1. That
involved a search committee, thinking through the job definition,
looking, etc., headhunter, whatever you want. And presenting that

to the community and saying -- are you ready to put up?

Possibility number 2 was, and you correct me if I'm



misrepresenting the possibilities that we talked about --
possibility number 2 was to say we have identified 30-40 people
in this country who are quite good. None of them a "Hutchins" in
the sense we've been using it. Very good people who are currently
underused, there's no network between them, some of them are not
as enthusiastic as they could be because they're isolated. Why
don't we systematically work with these 30 or 40 people through
Israel, through this country, etc. And get one of them to be the
leader at the moment, with giving them as much opportunity as we
can -- these 30 or 40 people would do the following things: first
of all, we would help them do a better job in their existing
institutions; secondly, they would be staff, part-time, full-
time, they could come in for a few years, to this mechanism;
thirdly, they could radiate out into other institutions by virtue

of the work in their institutions or in the mechanism.
COLEMAND: What are those 30 or 40 people currently doing?

SF: They could be anywhere from a principal of a school to a
professor of Jewish education, camp director, etc. People that we
have had contact with intensively, sometimes not so -- but really
quite good people. And the thought was that these people, as I
say, could do -- and one of them might emerge over the period of
time as well. And get sufficient funds for them to do their

thing. Then you build your lead communities as fast as you can,

but you are building something -- you say, this is a five-year
program to change the situation -- with the hope that you will
get -—— and you'll assess maybe at the end of five years, you'll



have your great man; maybe at the end of five years, you'll be

where you thought you could have been when you finished this
report, etc.

The third one, which we talked about, but which since we all feel
as badly about as you did -- was really to say -- look, the
report has done a good deal; it has created a great deal of
awareness; things will happen anyway. Let us support whatever
activities look promising in different places, and that's the

best we can do. I think the third one has dropped.

The first one would take a -- and I hadn't reported this to you -
- would take a great effort to sell the leadership because they
don't believe that there are young "Huntchinses" walking around
that you're going to find. And their attitude is: fine, you have
a right to make this a goal, look for him, we'll even have a
search committee -- but you better count on option number 2,
because if you find the first guy good we can go back into it; if
you find him in a year, we can go back into him. But it's not
smart to put all your money on the first option. So I now brought
you up to date. I don't know whether that disturbs you that the

fact that it seems to be tilting in the second direction.
MIKE INBAR: A tilt is not yet a ..

COLEMAN: It may well be that the best way to achieve number 1 is
through number 2. It may be that the best way to find the young



Hutchins is to let him emerge from a kind of competitive -- that
is from the set of people that you first identify, rather than to

try and engage in a selection process in the way that headhunters
do.

SF: That's what some of the people felt and they felt a) that you
were putting all your gambling the business, as they put it, you
were betting the business in the first set-up. And that if you

didn't find somebody, you'd be nowhere.

COLEMAND: If you find the wrong person.

SF: If you found the wrong person it would be worse. And while in
the second approach it was pretty much along the Tines of what

you had just said.

Now, we come here with a series of questions. I guess the heading
would be: we would like, which ever one of these we end up
choosing, to be able to begin a systematic -- that may be too
bombastic a term -- a research and implementation program here
that would be able to report back to the community over a period
of years and say: on the basis of these interventions, this is
what has been achieved in North America. And so that there would
be oversight and accountability and that it would also point the
direction toward what you do. Furthermore, the wise ones among
them and the most important of the leadership take the position,
even if you started with the first approach -- you're in a 20

year program, not a 5 year program. And let's get started. And



Just let's not do it in some haphazard way -- let's do it in a
way where we can improve as we go along, and where we can report
back to the country, to the Jewish community. That is I think the

general question we're presenting.

S0 really we're saying: what kind of research, evaluation program
can we undertake here which would guide the program? And in the
light of your enormous experience in this area, that's why we've

come here. Mike do you want to add to that at this point?

MIKE INBAR: I would perhaps rephrase it to give it my personal --
what I would like very much is assume that you were interested in
this kind of project, from what you have heard or perhaps also
XXX, how would you go about trying to improve Jewish education
here? And with an eye to building a research and evaluation
system linked to it, both in general -- perhaps a large databank
with indicators -- in general -- and specific? But also, let me
go further -- If you could be interested in actually taking part
-- XXX students or as research XXX, keeping that in mind that

it's a realistic possibility.

COLEMAN: It sounds to me like you have said two things, where
Seymour has said one. That is you have said, first of all how
would you design a program of Jewish education; and secondly, how
would you -- that is what kind of program in Jewish education
would you design; and secondly, how would you evaluate the

program?



Whereas I think Seymour has said -- given the program of Jewish

education that is going to emerge, how will one evaluate that?

SF: There's a good deal of leeway in that. A lead community --
for example, if you take the 3 recommendations that make any
difference -- that relate to how you would design a system of
education -- lead community is a very amorphous idea. If we, if
our shop was going to put it into effect, I think we could give
you a paper in a week as to what we mean by lead community, or
faster. They don't have any paper. So lead community can be not

anything, but there's a lot of leeway there.

The personnel thing also is wide open. The recommendations in the
Commission and building the lay community, any new idea or a
better idea is available. So in a funny way, supposing the four
of us now left what we were doing and we now had the assignment
of redesigning Jewish education in North America -- the
Commission report I don't think would hamper us in doing almost
anything. On the other hand, there are definite expecations

there. So the 2 positions I think are not that far apart.

AH: Well I think that maybe the bridge is the following. As
regards the process of the Commission, and the recommendations,
we had together a fairly clear picture of the areas in which
implementation ought to take place. We then bumped into the
feasibility question. And I think that when we come to you and

ask Mike's question: what would you do? It goes together I think
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Mike with a very big question of: what would you do given the
perhaps the gap between what we did with the Commission, the
recommendations, and the Timitations that we encountered when we
came to undertake the first steps to implementation. So the
question is really: what can be done now? What should best be

done? Is that --

SF: Yes, except that -- well, 0.K., let's leave it that way. I
would still move more toward my position than the two of you --
but Tet's leave it that way. I mean I think the purpose is really
to get as an immediate response from you as possible, and the

we'll modify it.

COLEMAN: Well Tet me ask one question and that is: there are two
kinds of things that can be evaluated. One is Jewish education in
North America; and the other is the impact of the new program on
Jewish education in North America. In other words, quite apart
from the new program -- that is, take Jewish education in North
America as it stands -- that is subject to evaluation. And if one
were to evaluate Jewish education in North America 3 years from
now, one would be evaluating a mix of two things: a mix of what

it was before, and what changes have occurred.

And how important is it to separate out the components of that
mix? That is what has been the impact of the new program as over
against what the state of Jewish education apart from the new

program?



SF: I would think that the impact of the new program is important
for 2 reasons. And then I'd like to hear what my colleagues
think. I think the impact is important because the impact would
encourage -- first of all, if the impact is successful, it would
make -- if the impact 1is significant, it would make a big
difference as to the investment of the Jewish community and the

directions that they would undertake -- that's number one.

If the impact is not significant, it would indicate what changes
should be undertaken and what new directions. I don't that unless
it were a fiasco, I don't think that it would kill the new
initiatives. If all we do is evaluate Jewish education and it's
difficult to separate out what the impact of the program has been
-- then I don't think we're going to be able to get as much
mileage out of the Jewish community as we could, if we could
indicate: look, if you do this, there's a real chance to make a

difference.

COLEMAN: 0.K. 0.K.

SF: That's my opinion. I don't know Mike where you stand on that.

MIKE INBAR: Well, in an ideal world, if we had all the time, I

would want to start with an evaluation of what exists today. And
from this, try to go on. Here, in this sense, it's really policy
research that we XXXX. In order to motivate the people, we must

show them -- so it's while the two are inseparable, even the
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constraints XXX.

COLEMAN: Well, one of the implications of that then seems to me
to be that a very useful aspect of evaluation would be to compare
-- I have yet to learn more about lead communities and the
character of what Tead communities will do -- but there will be
places in which the impact of the new activities will be strong,

and others in which it will be almost absent.

SE: Correct.

COLEMAN: And so an important part of the evaluation I think there
ought to be comparison between these -- in other words, to
compare -- maybe I'm wrong in describing it this way, but compare
lead communities with other communities. So that one of the
things that that implies is, or that that implies for really good
evaluation, is not to pick all the most promising places as lead
communities. Because if one does, then one doesn't know whether
the most promising places would have developed on their own in
the absence of the program. In other words some kind of, if not
random selection between potential Tead communities, so that some
would be selected and others wouldn't -- at least something in

which you have communities which are to some degree comparable.
But tell me more -- before I say anything more -- why don't you
say something more about the nature of the lead communities and

what XXX.

11



MIKE INBAR: Before we contaminate you, could I try to ask you the
following: assume that for general education, you felt that this
type of approach, lead community, was a useful one. If not, then
by all means please propose something else. But if you should
assume that, what would you do in the 1lead community as of
intervention, that you would take in general education, what
would you change: curriculum, personnel, organization? What would

you do?

COLEMAN: Well the first thing -- although it's not the question
that you ask -- is I would first of all get a set of volunteer —-
that is I would strongly advertise for communities to volunteer
to be lead communities. And hoping to get twice as many as I
wanted. And telling them that would, if they would definitely be
chosen as lead communities, and then I would pick from among
those randomly ones that I wanted to be lead communities. And
have the others as a baseline. That's the first thing that I
would do from the point of view of the design of the research.
Now you're going back and asking what would be the design of the

program that I would initiate?

Well, a long time ago I went over to Israel at Seymour's request
and there was this conference on Jewish education in which all
sorts of things were discussed. And I found XXXX. What I would
do, I mean the kind of program that I would -- at that time I
said nothing works, nothing works for Jewish education Tike

canvassing -- what I would do if I were doing something is
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something much more like an immersion program of some sort or
another. In other words, if I were designing a program, it would
not be an hour a day, four days a week after school, learning
Hebrew; but it would be some kind of an immersion program, one
way or another. But that's a different thing. And I think that's
where I'm the least qualified to say anything about. That's where

you know I'm not an educator -- but, only an evaluator.

MIKE INBAR: But it's still your gut feeling?

COLEMAN: Yes. So, consider that only as a kind of amateur's

response.

So, but to go back to the evaluation. I would think that -- well,
now let me go back to the question that I raised -- tell me

what's going to be the character of the lead communities?

SF: First of all, your gut feeling is not out of the ballpark in

the lead community idea and I'l11 indicate that in a way.

The lead community idea had as -- and that was our contribution -
- and it is open for revision and abandonment -- because they
don't know what a lead community is. I'll tell you what we
thought -- a Tead community to them means, if you were to get the
most informed, is let's get a place, put the best of what we know
to work, and 2 plus 2 will equal 5 because there will be more

elements than there were in any other place. Let's get the
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sufficient funding and let's do the things that we know work in
education, and the things that have worked in Jewish education.
Then be innovative on that, insofar as you can. So if the idea of
summer camping is a good idea and there isn't much of that in the
community, introduce it; if there is some of it in, introduce
more; if there are other ideas like visits to Israel, or the
combination of the school and the informal education, the
combination of school and visit to Israel -- do as much of that

as possible.

That is the most that I think that members of our Commission or
those involved in this would have seen in lead community. I'1]
come back in a moment to what our conception is. In addition to
that, there was the notion which causes some problems in your
evaluation suggestions, because it's so hard to to this, and
because no one has done it -- there were 2 thoughts. First of all
that you don't take lots of them. They ranged from 1 to 3 to 5.
Your Chicagoan Crown said, cause at General Dynamics he builds 1
airplane as a prototype before he builds airplanes, keep it
simple and build one and learn how to do it, and then you can go
on from there. And he was not dumb about the difference between

education and airplanes.

The others said, 3-5. The difficulty with 3-5 was -- and 3-5
ranged from geographic area to the nature of the population to
how well advanced the system was, to how good the system was,
etc. and ranged there. There were those within the 3-5 who said:

listen, and that's close to the idea of Crown, you're starting
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now =-- you want to succeed, choose the ones that will succeed.

The second time around you get to the ones -- you don't even know

if you can do this.

And so that was in terms of the idea. Now, if it's useful, I can
go further into the content, but we may have enough notion right
now of that to continue the conversation. So you tell me which

would be more useful?

COLEMAN: Well, if one were to start with just one, then it
probably doesn't make any sense to try to have some control or
comparison because if you're carrying out on the kind of logic of
some kind of an evaluation in which you have a control group and
a group which receives some kind of special program, is that of a
set of —— the two populations, in other words, the two samples of
communities or individuals or whatever it is are going to cancel
out any kind of differences that would be due to chance and
because of the fact that they would cancel them out, then any
kind of real differences, any kind of differences you find
between experimental programs and control group is due to the

experimental program.

When you have only very few, or at the extreme only one, then
that logic can't hold because of the fact that even though -- I
mean let's suppose one were to talk of very -- to attempt to
recruit communities very extensively and got two communities
E:;chsglgEtgitT:EEy would be want to be lead communities --
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COLEMAN CONTINUED: ... So that it may well be that the design

that you're required to carry out for practical reasons, whether
it's one or 3-5, involves XXX, if you XXX, lead communities that
the idea of having a control group of communities that serves as
a kind of baseline can't really, can't really work very well.
Certainly it wouldn't work in the case of 1. And it probably --
well, you know if you had 5 and then 5 communities -- Tlet's
suppose that you had 10 communities that said they want
involvement, and you took 5 -- you didn't take them, as you
described, you didn't take them in terms of the most promising
ones -— but you took them randomly -- and so you had 5 which were
lead communities and 5 which were not. Then apart from all the
other problems with that, it still might very well be the case
that 5 is too few to really cancel out the kinds of differences
XXX. So it might be that one is precluded from doing this, and
that one has to judge -- one has to carry out the evaluation in
terms of almost without any kind of control groups or anything
like that, but really looking at changes in the particular lead
communities that you have used. That's a kind of other strategy,
is to say well, let this community be a control on itself, and
say what kind of changes have resulted as a consequence of the
program. So that one would get some kinds of baseline measures on
these -- and let's suppose you did it in one and you get some
kind of baseline measures of all of the kinds of things that you

hoped to have made some difference in.

SF: Wouldn't that still, besides the logic of Tlearning what
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happened to Detroit as a result of having -- by the way, just for
the sake of the conversation -- without any letter out -- there
are about 35 communities that have come forth since the report
and said they want to become lead communities. They don't know
what it is; they just -- part of the motivation is that they
think they'11l get money from the foundations; part of the
motivation is they care about their educational system. And they
think that some outside group might help them with talent, and

with ideas, and money.

But, if you chose one, and you chose Detroit, I just mention
Detroit for the sake of choosing a place, you're saying you

certainly could learn what happened to Detroit from 1991 to 1996.

COLEMAN: Yes.

SF: In the given areas that you chose to intervene, and in the

given areas that you chose to look at and measure.

COLEMAN: Yes.

SF: Wouldn't you also learn something about St. Louis and the
fact that you could say -- hey, St. Louis with all your
differences, you didn't do "a", "b" and "c" -- now, look at what

happens in a community when you do do something?
COLEMAN: You mean you're asking the question: if you study
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Detroit and find the changes have come about, then can't you

generalize this from Detroit to other cities?
SF: Offer it as a hypothesis for communities to consider?

COLEMAN: Oh yes, I certainly think so. Now, I think, I mean with
all due respect to Henry Crown, I think that it would be better -
- I mean my own feeling is it would be better, for the same
reason that you're choosing strategy number 2 rather than
strategy number 1, it would be better to not to Tump all your
eggs in one basket. Because of the fact that you don't know -- I
mean a lot of things are dependent upon the particular leadership
that exists in the situation. And one of the things which you'd
like very much to know is the degree to which things are
dependent upon that leadership. So you'd 1ike to know something
about the range of what you can expect, not just one point in
that distribution. In other words, if the range of what you can
expect from an injection of new ideas and new program and new
money and so on into a community is from 5-50 on some kind of
scale, then if you take one community, you may get 15; if you
take 3, you may get 10 and 25 and 35. And that gives you a better
idea of what you can expect than if you just had one. Because
one, you know that what you can expect is some -- you don't know

anything about the range.

SF: Yes. I didn't think of it that way. I immediately thought of
some of the failures that we've had where you choose one, and it

goes very well, and then your principal and top lay leader quit
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or leave or die -- and you fail, or you drop, not because of
reasons that are intrinsic to the program, but -- and if you have

3 or 5, you at least have --

The thing that frightened us away -- not frightened us away, that
is causing us some concern about 3-5, is the enormous amount of

energy that, and talent that's needed to set each one of these

up. And for a while now -- I haven't even shared this with
Annette and Mike -- I've been thinking that, not for these
reasons, but -- well maybe for the first reason -- that maybe

it's worth doing less in several places, than throwing all your
eggs in one basket for the reasons that we've been talking about

here.

COLEMAN: Well, there may be another reason for which that's true
too. And that is, let's suppose I committing this enormous energy
to one basket you're able to produce some results. You have to
ask the question before you do that as to whether you're going to
be able to have that much energy go into a dozen places or 50
places, or even 5 places. Because if it's -- if the amount of
energy and money and everything else that goes into a place to
get some results is much more than you can hope to generalize
later on, then it's -- then the fact that you get results in the

first place isn't going to help you very much.

AH: Well, that is very interesting point, because the rationale

that Seymour used to argue for one place was the following:
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you're going into a field that is profoundly depressed, and that
does not believe that you can do very much. Seymour suggested
that if you go into a place and put all the resources into it,
but manage to demonstrate that Jewish education at its best can
produce powerful results -- then you may turn around the whole
climate and make the one single point that might generate the

will to do something about Jewish education.
COLEMAN: I see, so that itself might --

SF: You're saying it a little extremely, but -- let me put it
this way -- is there not room in this business for saying, like I
read somewhere, that the Third World countries can't get launched
until a certain point -- 0.K. -- take-off point right -- isn't
there some reason to say the first time around that you do this,
or at this stage, the question of dissemination and replication

is secondary? The first question is to demonstrate --
COLEMAN: Getting some effect.
SF: Right. And showing that you can cure tuberculosis.

COLEMAN: Yes.

SF: A fatal disease or it's a disease that people have to suffer
with.

COLEMAN: 0.K. now this goes to a question that we haven't raised
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so far and that is the question of what is the aim of Jewish

education? Is it a cognitive aim or an emotional aim?

SF: Well there's -- first of all, there's a war about that. And
that's a very interesting war. By the way, part of -- this is a
goldmine for you sociologists from a different standpoint, not
the standpoint of doing anything -- we don't know -- I'11 give
you an example. Why do Jews give money? Mandel tried to convince
Potemkin to set up a Chair of Jewish Philanthropy or a Center for
Jewish Philanthropy to figure out why they give money. I don't
think people know why they give money -- there are a lot of
shooting from the hip type of notions about why they give money.
The reason I introduce that concept is because why do Jews want
to survive? And what is the purpose of Jewish education? On one
extreme, you'll get people who will say: the only purpose of
Jewish education 1is Jewish survival. And I'm leaving out the
question of why -- they don't want to lose this thing. Now to
them, there would be -- most of those people would say -- as long
as you can guarantee emotional attachment, and cognitive respect
-- or that kind of cognitive commitment that would bring along
with it enough emotional attachment so that they wouldn't walk
gut -— that's it.

On the other hand are those people who will say that unless you
get people who are ready to make this the single most important
thing in their 1lives, involving the cognitive, the behavioral,

and obviously the emotional -- then you don't have a serious
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Jewish education. Those are the extremes.

Now where does the Jewish community as a whole fall? I think that
the sociologists have not done the work; I think they don't know.
I don't believe what they're currently saying. Most people, if
they had to answer today, would probably say merely survival.
That reflected itself in the education report, in our report, by
virtue of the thing starting originally with the purpose of this
Commission was Jewish continuity. It later changed itself to
Jewish education/Jewish continuity. At the end, it ended itself
up with Jewish education. That was not merely cosmetic. That was
the fact that the people who were arguing for cognitive and for
deeper attachments had some impact during the Commission's two
years work. Is that an accurate description of the score? You

have some knowledge here too?

MIKE INBAR: I have more question than knowledge, but my feeling,
and correct me if I am wrong, from what I have heard from your
report is that in this complex and intertwined issue, my feeling
is that the common denominator which Tinked everybody is a little
bit more cognitive. The assumption is religion and family and
trips to Israel and the community may give the emotional
background. Of course the issue will feed back. But, the primary
role -- that was my feeling -- would be more cognitive than

emotional. Although the two are difficult to distinguish.

SF: Well if you're talking about the gqguys who are on the

Commission, yes. But, I was taking Jim's question as being: what
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does the Jewish community want? If it's what the Jewish community
wants, I don't think that you're going to answer it the same way
you could about the Commission. The Commission answer -- you're
correct. If the range was from survival, emotional to all the way
at the other extreme -- the Commission was somewhere in the
middle with its membership ranging from the intense group to the
lesser group -- but nobody merely going in the direction that I
described. But remember, in the United States, 50% of Jews are
not affiliated; and 50% of the kids are not attending Jewish
school at any one moment. It seems to be that 80% of them get
some exposure to some form of Jewish education in their lifetime.
But so the question is: are you talking about the Jewish
community? Or are you talking about the group that is pushing

Jewish education?

MIKE INBAR: But even if I may use an analogy, and you know with
all the weakness of an analogy, how would you characterize
teaching English in the United States? As an emotional or as a

cognitive?

COLEMAN: I would say almost purely cognitive.

MIKE INBAR: Then in the same sense, for the Jewish community, the
image that I got is that the contribution of the Commission, that
the Commission can give communities would be essentially --
because you would assume that somebody who teaches English, loves

English, but -- I may be wrong, but otherwise --
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COLEMAN: But what about students? That is, somebody who takes an
English course, that is the consequences of taking an English
course are probably increased cognitive skill on the part of most
of the kids. But, perhaps as much distaste, as much increase in

distaste for English as there is increase in --

SF: I don't think you can use that analogy here for 2 different
reasons: one of them is that, but there's another one. If you
turn to the families that send their kids to Jewish schools, I'm
not sure how many of them under careful study would say that the
purpose is cognitive. Or, if I raise the ante and said, that the
cognitive has implications for living -- would they be willing to
subscribe to that? I think that that would not be the case. If
you came to the educational community and to the rabbis and the
educators, they would say -- no, the purpose is cognitive and

behavioral.

And then you get to the same situation that the results of Jewish
education are such that many of them learn a lot of English,
Hebrew, whatever you want to call it -- and then end up with
great distaste. So if you ask me -- if you go back to the earlier
question: lead community, what would I want? My answer would be
that, to use XXX terms, as a precondition if there isn't maximum

whatever way you want to define that, emotional

satisfaction/involvement -- we lose. Then after that -- in all
the forms by the way -- I don't care whether in summer camps, for
sure, but even in schools -- in other words Jewish schools have
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to be different than general schools in the sense that a general
school, if it fails on getting kids to love English -- so who

cares?

COLEMAN: That's right. As long as it increases their cognitive --

SF: I mean you can get away with that in general education.

COLEMAN: You can get away with that because you have a captive
audience and there's no -- not only a captive audience in the
classroom, there's a captive audience in the society in the sense
that people are not going to leave the community because they
don't like the English language. They could very well leave the

Jewish community because they've been turned off.

SF: Right. In our business we lose the customer, and the customer
can be the child, his parents, and so on and so. Let's put it
this way: we are losing the customer. And one of the reasons why
the Crowns, Mandels and that generation couldn't care about
Jewish education is because they remembered their own. Now the
customer has got to be kept in there at least; that's a minimal
condition. As an educator I say the customer has to be very

excited if you want him to invest the energy.

To go back to the English analogy: I take it that if you sat down
with the English teachers they'd say they want the kids when they
got to be adults to read good stuff because they wanted to do and
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because they liked it. In our business, this is even more so. So
you want attachments, you want involvement, you want them to

continue studying. So I would say the emotional story is the

minimal story.

Now because of the interrelationship and because this is such a
cerebral tradition, you want to and you want to do the other
things. But, the educational approach that you would use is
something that we'll certainly want to develop and indicate here.
But, I think the answer has to be on the first time around you've

got to make sure the customer remains.

MIKE INBAR: Your question is really -- I think that Jim's

question is really a $64,000 question. I would suggest at this
point leaving this and perhaps think about it a Tlittle bit
perhaps when Jim will make his phone call. And ask another

question.

In any case, a generalized databank for the community as a whole
-- for the United States as a whole -- would be a necessity.
Either as a baseline, or if we go in a diffused way to go on and

see in time how things improve.

Do you think that it is feasible and have you got some ideas of
what would be minimal indicators of perhaps a model to be used,
or how does it strike you?

COLEMAN: Well I think you're right. I think a generalized
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databank is something which would be really extraordinarily
important for the -- well really for 2 purposes: one is simply as
a kind of educational indicator. Even if there were no new
program going on -- just to keep one's finger on the pulse of
Jewish education. The second is that as another kind of general
strategy of evaluation, one can think of -- you know we've talked
of two kinds of strategies of evlauation: one in which you had
some kind of control groups, and the other in which you didn't.
But -- and used the community at an earlier period as its
control. But, the other thing is this, that if you think of a
terrain in which here are the peaks and valleys of Jewish
education, and it turns out here are 3 communities in which the
program has existed -- that is the fact that you have these peaks
against the -- here's these peaks in performance, whereas here's
the performance of the others. And so that's another reason for
such a database. That this would constitute the database if this

is -— let's say this is geographic.

So, I think that's -— I think you're exactly right. The question
of how to do this is extraordinarily difficult given the
character of Jewish education. And what makes it extraordinarily
difficult is the part-time and some-time character of Jewish
education. The fact that children are in and out; the fact that
it's not like ordinary school in which you know the persons are
going to school 170 days a year or whatever it is, so many hours
a day. And so you know very much the nature of the input, the

time input. And all you need to do really is to measure the
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performance of the -- I'm trying to answer Mike's question -- so
I said it's much more difficult in Jewish education because of
the fact that Jewish education is a part-time and a some-time
activity. That kids are in and out of it, they are involved to a
much more -- in a much more sporadic way than they are in public

-- in regular education.

Now we're talking about Jewish education as add-on education; not

full-time Jewish education.

SF: But you have all different types. You know you have 30% of
the kids now who are in full-time education. Of those that are in
education, 25% -- those that are in education today -- are full-
time. And here you have, if we are in terrible shape in terms of
controls, etc. and differences -- you have a wonderful picture of
Jewish education. You have the ultra-orthodox to whom the world
is add-on. You have -- they live in the world and the
intervention of the outside world is the noise. You have people
who go to a Sunday school; you have people who go to nothing; you
have people who go to a Sunday school come in and out; you have
people who go to a summer camp; you have people whose first major

encounter is on the college campus.

COLEMAN: And you have Reform and Conservative full-time students.

AH: We have about 200,000 kids today or 180,000 kids in full-time

schools.
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COLEMAN: Incidentally, Mike you asked the question: what would I
do if I were designing the program? And I said immersion would be
what I would do and that one of the directions that leads is into
camp. Another direction that leads is something which is
consistent with the kind of movement that is occuring in American
education today, which 1is movement toward parental choice 1in
education. And with the possibility of having vouchers in which

private education as well as public education is supported

publicly.

One thing I would most certainly do in a program is introduce
much more possibility of full-time Jewish education, full-time
education in Jewish schools. IN other words, as an alternative to
public education. Because my guess is that what's going to happen
in the United States is that there will be an increase, first of
all an increase in private education, and that there will be in
the presence or absence of this program, an increase in Jewish

education.

SF: In other words you're kind of saying almost to the community
-- be prepared to take advantage of the day that the voucher

system goes into operation and plan now for it.

COLEMAN: Absolutely, that's right. Plan now for it, so you can

take advantage of it immediately.

SF: I mean this could be one major thought that none of us, that
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I didn't have at least -- better get going on that right away.

COLEMAN: One of the things that's important in this 1is the
voucher is not going to come nationally, because most educational
expenses are at the State level and any decision on a voucher

will be a State-wide decision.

SF: You know in countries like France and England, Jewish
education is paid for by the state, because you have that system

throughout the country.

COLEMAN: I know. And so my guess is the United States is going to
come to be like that. And I think you should be prepared for it.

SF: Canada is that way already.

COLEMAN: Is that right?

SF: Yes. Jewish education in Canada is paid for in the same way

that Protestant education is paid for.

COLEMAN: So I think you should be prepared for that, and be
prepared for that on the basis of whenever it might occur,
because there are certain states in which it might occur, and

other states in which it's not going to occur.

SF: I wanted to ask a question in the same spirit of before the

telephone call -- to throw into the hopper.
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A thought that began to develop in my head as a result of the
difficulty in implementing the idea that we had -- at one point
Mike had me Tiving in America for the next 5 years with our team,
because we were so depressed about the fact that we didn't see
how we were going to implement what we wanted to do. IN that
time, as we were thinking about what do we do about this, one of
the thoughts I had in my mind was supposing that we look at our
possibilities and introduce a mix because of the possibilities.

And it would go something like this:

Supposing you say -- what if we had a list of the 50 things we
would introduce into a lead community if we could. And then we
say that in 20 communities we introduce any one of these that we
could because they were available. Like what you just gave:
supposing the voucher system takes place in the State of
Michigan, but not in the State of Illinois, so if you can be
ready to jump into increased day schools because you have a

voucher system there -- be prepared for it.

That since many of the kids are going to be in add-on education,
what could you do to say add a summer camp experience to the add-
on education -- and so on and so forth.

Now, the thought then came up: supposing you said -- and I'm not

thinking about the -- what's the matter?
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AH: The implications of that voucher system is unbelievable,
because the main stumbling block clearly at this point is money -

- it's so expensive -- it costs $10,000 to send a kid to a Jewish

day school. It's unbelievable.

SF: Supposing you said we had a kind of bank of opportunities or
ideas -- the lead community is a place that no lead community can
come in unless it takes 30 of the 50 -- 30 of the 50 makes you a
lead community. As associated community is one that has 5. And
then you're ready to give advice, or you're ready to give help to
anybody whenever they're ready for it. If they want to take 1

idea, you give it to them.
COLEMAN: Now this is the other extreme from the 1.

SF: It's the other extreme from the 1 -- correct. In other words
-- look 1 was not being suggested, nor is this being suggested.
My response in this one -- the reason for mentioning this
response is trying to lay out the fact that what this Commission
has made clear to all of us is that this is the first opportunity
that the leadership of the Jewish community is ready to invest
heavily in this. Therefore, what strategy do you chose? The
answer is you've now got a body of people with money, power, who
are power --

END OF SIDE OF TAPE
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SF: ... that you -- supposing you took the decision that you only
needed to show this much improvement in order to sell it to the
community. That much improvement you might be able to do in more
places. If you say you want to do that much improvement, that’s
what you need, and then you can only do that in the 3-5 places.

That was the reason for getting off into that tangent.

COLEMAN: Yes, yes, well, yes, I find it XXX this kind of other
extreme you talked about -- that is having a set of 50 things and
having communities be able to take either a large number of a
small number of these. They’d be lead communities and get more
funding and so on if they take a large number of these things --
but, that they could also take a small number of these things. It
seems to me that’s quite feasible and given this general database
which we were talking about, which Mike raised, then that would -
- then the effects of even those small interventions could
probably be detected as well if one had this generalized

database. And XXXX education.

In general, the Jewish community has been =-- I can’t say the
whole Jewish community -- I can say a big portion of the Jewish
community has been against -- of the organized Jewish community -
- against funding of religious education. And I think the reason
being that the minority position of Jews would come to be more --
that JEws would be more vulnerable than -- that it would hearken
back to the =-- it would carry society back to periods of

religious wars and things like that.
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I think that’s a very unfortunate position because one can see,
as you say in Canada and throughout Europe, there is funding of

religious education and this does not -- I

I think if this Commission could do anything that would be most
beneficial to Jewish education it would be turn around the Jewish

community with respect to that issue.

SF: This is one of the things that this group is uniquely in a
position to do because it has the -- I hate to use a XXX term in
your office -- the power elite is in that room in terms of the
organized Jewish community at least. In other words, the guys --
it would be very difficult -- I mean if they orchestrated it
correctly, they could get a "majority" vote (quotes around the
word majority) in the organized Jewish community, at least not
interfere with this. Secondly, to be fair, the trend line is in
that direction now, more so because of the failure of the public
school and secondly, the greater comfort of the Jewish community
about the situation =- and the fact that private education is so

much more on the agenda of the Jewish world.

COLEMAN: Yes. So I think the trend line is in that direction, but
it had a long way to go, because one would still find statements,
strong statements, from the American Jewish community or
somewhere against funding of religious education. And their big

issue against any kind of federal funding of private education is
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the Constitutional issue.

Now, it’s interesting -- one time there was a -- oh, this was
five or six years ago -- there was a Senate hearing on tuition
tax credits and there were 4 people at the hearing. One was this

"Moral Majority" guy, I’ve forgotten what his name was --

SF: Robertson?

COLEMAN: Not Robertson, but -- at any rate he was =- anyway

"Moral Majority" -- Falwell.

SF: Fallwell, yes.

COLEMAN: Another was a Catholic priest. And another was an
Orthodox rabbi. And I was the fourth one. All of us arguing for,
testifying in favor of tuition tax credits. And I was testifying
on the grounds of better performance of private schools than
public schools; and they were testifying on, well, each on their
own grounds. But it was really very interesting. It was the one
issue on which they could all agree, which many others in each of

their religious groups would disagree, but at the same time.

AH: There has been a turn around in a major proportion of =-- in
that part of the Jewish community that was formally opposed to
it, which was the Reform Movement, has created over the past
decade its first 12 day schools. And the Movement has turned

around as regard at least the leadership and certain major -- and
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that’s 30% of the community. That is a very significant change

that has occurred.

SF: There’s still a step from that to voting, or being in support
of, State or country or the national or the State investment of

money for private education.

COLEMAN: That’s right.

SF: The position of those people still is -- I can do that with
my own money, providing I don’t break up America. Breaking up the
public school is breaking up America in the view of those people.

And I don’t know, I just don’t know today what the vote would be.

AH: I also don’t know because there’s an equity issue that they
are all struggling with -- that it’s only the wealthy that can
afford the day school, and therefore they are beginning

themselves to feel differently about it. But I don’t know.

COLEMAN: I’ll tell you -- another interesting question would be
if there were some survey -- there are surveys on tuition
vouchers -- but I don’t know any survey in which the support, or
opposition, to tuition vouchers has been broken down by religion.
It would be an extremely interesting thing from the point of view
of possibly turning around the Jewish community, the Jewish
leadership, on this issue, would be to =-- for them to know what

the rank and file of Jews in America think about this.
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AH: It’s something that is feasible. In other words --

COLEMAN: So I think there are two points to think about. One
point is to think, in terms of thinking about lead communities,
to think about communities in States in which there is a
possibility of a voucher system going into effect. And to have

that be one of the kinds of variables that enters into it =--

SF Does anybody know anything about that yet?

COLEMAN: Well, there’s a lot of incidental information. I have a

guy who is doing analytic review of this. He could probably name

the five or ten states. There’s a Hudson Institute which is in

Indianapolis, Indiana, in which the -- I’m on their advisory
board. It’s a conservative institute -- Lester Lenkowsky is the
head of it. And he has initiated a kind of -- well, he together

with the business community of Indianapolis have initiated
something pushing toward a voucher program. So Indiana is one
possibility. I don’t know about other States. There has been an
initiative in California; there was an initiative in Vermont;
there’s some discussion in Illinois. So there may be 10 states in

which there’s some thought.

So there are 2 issues: one is that, and that is the possibility
of having that be one of the elements in the criteria. Second is
having the Commission entertain the idea of -- that the thing

that they could do that would be most strikingly effective, and
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they would have to decide the pros and cons of doing it, most
strikingly effective with respect to Jewish education is to get
enough political support from teh Jewish community that there
would be some kind of -- see, there 1is going to be a
Constitutional test I’m sure within the next 2 or 3 years =--
Constitutional test of this issue. Once that Constitutional test
comes into being, if it succeeds, then I’11 bet there are 5 or 10
States which would very quickly move in this direction. There’s a
strong opposition to it on the part of the NEA and the AFT, and
then the most organized interest group that there is, but there’s
also very strong support of it on the part of the general

population.

So, that’s a second thing. The first thing is to be prepared to
take advantage of it when and if it comes into being. The second
thing is the possibility the Commission could help it to come

into being.

SF: In continuation before the phone call of Mike’s first or
earlier question about what’s effective -- why did -- in what
areas or for what reasons was the private school more effective

than the public school?

COLEMAN: For a major reason which is a little complex. That the
private school could do more =-- the private school could
establish and maintain and enforce a curriculum of the sort that

the public school couldn’t. And the reason it could was because
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they had the support of parents who had chosen the school and who

would reinforce them.

(Interruption -- following is second part of meeting)

SF: I'm trying to recapitulate my own understanding. We were now
leaving aside a whole bunch of questions that we want to find out
about, ranging from questions that Annette is concerned about --
we’re all concerned about =-- but that she raised about what is
the will of the Jewish community, how much are they ready to
invest, what do they want -- which connect with questions like
the ones you asked -- what is the purpose of Jewish education,
and the purpose both by the people and by their policymakers --
and with the feasibility issues in the background, we were now
talking about the fact that we might have a kind of a check list
of the things that would make an ideal lead community and
understanding that we’re not going to get the ideal 1lead
community tomorrow morning -- and the purpose of that check list,
first of all it could be a rolling check list which would improve
or change as we got, did our work in the field, and as we had
further theoretical deliberation. But let’s assume at this moment
we cut it off and had a list of 50 items on it. We might say that
a lead community is a community that undertakes 30 of them, that
we would work with as many lead communities as we could.
Simultaneously, we would be willing to have a second circle,
which would be people that would undertake pieces of this. And
again, there for the second circle, we might say -- 5 pieces of

the minimal. On the other hand, we might, if we had the energy,
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work with a give school or a given community that would be
willing to undertake some part of the work because it would

inform what we were doing by virtue of what they undertook.

Is that sort of what we were talking about?

MIKE INBAR: Yes, in the ballpark.

COLEMAN: Yes, that sounds very attractive to me. It has another
virtue from the point of view of evaluation and that is that if
there are communities, the second ring that you were talking
about, of communities that were not lead communities but took one
thing or another, or took several things, then you would have to
some degree some natural experiments. And if one did the kind of
general social indicator not evaluation, but baseline for Jewish
education throughout the country -- then one would be able to see

what kinds of things worked and what kinds of things don’t work.

SF: In other words, and then you’d see -- for example a
supplementary school plus a summer camp makes a great deal of
difference; a day school plus a summer camp makes a great deal of

difference; and so on and so forth?

COLEMAN: Yes, right.

SF: Now this leads -- I see you’re anxious to get in?
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AH: You go first; =--

SF: I'm going to move into something else right now.

AH: So then I’ll go back to my question for a moment of this
departs significantly from the notion we had had that we needed
lead communities in order to develop the programs. I would like

to know in this framework, how are those 50 programs going to be

selected?
SF: No it doesn’t depart from it because what you say is =-- to
develop -- to show that you can cure tuberculosis, the minimum

you need is 30 points. To really do a lot, you needed 50 points.

AH: But you were going to discover that in a lead community by

doing.

SF: I agree. So the assumption is: I’ve now dropped the -- the

lead community was a maximalist position --

AH: Correct.

SF: Which said you throw everything into one basket. Now you’re
saying -- and that’s part of your deliberation and your research
-- how much is the minimal you need in order to wet the appetite
of the community? How much do you need in order for the community
to be willing to get on board? And you say it’s 30 items. Those

30 items represent the lead community. It might be -- we don’t
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have to go into them -- but it might be that every -- or as many
of the add-on schools would have summer camps with them; all
children would have to go to Israel twice in their educational
career; all the teachers would have to be involved in this kind
of in-service education; etc. Those would be the 30 items that

you would put in there.

You would at the same time -- you would know that there were 50

and you might get it up to 60 as you were working.

MIKE INBAR: I think there is here something we should put on the
table as differentiation. And with the discovery process and the
verification process, what we are talking with Jim now all the
time is about the verification process. And the authority to show

that what we have verified is defensible.

Now, the question 1is what we will verify and what is the
authority for testing something on theoretical grounds. And this
is the issue that Annette is raising and saying: how do we come
and convince or defend in advance that we are going to try these

things on the list, of the 50 list.

COLEMAN: How do we come to learn what -- yes, part of the idea of
the lead communities you’re saying is to teach ourselves what are
the right things to do --

AH: And how to do them.
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COLEMAN: And how to do them.

MIKE INBAR: Or to convince themselves.

COLEMAN: But I think that under the scenario we’ve just been
discussing it seems to me that there’s an alternative way of
discovering what are the right things to do. ANd that is by
having this much more pluralistic framework together with a broad
evaluation which, as Seymour said, shows us that summer school, I
mean a camp plus an add-on school is very effective; that a day

school alone is very effective; and A, B and C together are very

effective.

SF: Look, the model I have in mind and forget -- I imagine =--
supposing we had to start medical research today. I imagine what
would take place, or what did take place, was that there were
different guys in different places who said this is what you
should do to cure this disease, and these are the things you
ought to undertake. And they tried them; and then people looked
at them. What we would be saying is: the lead community is the
closest thing you would have to some kind of a Mayo Clinic.
You’re saying, here I’m throwing everything I have into the pot.
Now how do you know -- you know that there are 50 things -- you
only can put 30 in, because you don‘t have the money, you don’t
have the energy, you haven’t sold it to the community, etc. You
may even change your mind about those other 20 after you start

these 30 on. You may add another 30 here. But that’s your 1lead
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community.

At the same time, you’re willing to take any one of groups of
people whether it be quasi-lead community or a school, attach to

this as your second circle or third circle.

AH: I don’t think so. I didn’t understand it that well. I may be
wrong. But I understood that what you will have is this list of
50 programs. And then you will ask a community to come forward,
if I understood this well, and to volunteer to be part of this
experiment by virtue of taking whatever we determine, or is
determined to be the minimal -- the 30 that have to be done. And

there could be 10 such communities.

SF: Right. Well you’ll take as many as you can handle.

AH: 0.K., 0.K., that’s your first circle?

:

Right.

AH: O.K. fine then we’re in agreement. And the second circle,

they make take fewer and they may take pieces --

SF: Right, and they have a given school in St. Louis that also is

doing something unusual; they’re also plugged into this systemn.

AH: Yes. Now here are two major differences between what we had
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suggested and this.

One is this notion =-- I think you called it natural experiment,
I’'m not conversant with the terms =-- where what you will have is
the communities will be doing their own things with this. And
that’s wonderful; it’s a much more pluralistic, you said, systemn.
It’s a system where we have much less control. It is less of a
controlled experiment, and in a way it is less of an experiment.
It’s much more laissez faire. And then you go and you measure the
impact and you come back with that picture. And you say: this
works better than that. It’s wonderful because it takes away the
impossible situation we are in of wanting to do everything

ourselves, 4 or 5 people who work, and who can’t.

SF: And also another thing. It takes the pressure off the concept

of saying a lead community is the cure-all --

AH: Right.

SF: Because you are willing to say that that one school out there
taught us something that we didn’t think about in the 1lead
community and the lead community idea should have been shifted a
different way. You’re not -- the purpose of the lead community is

to get the Jewish community involved in the enterprise.

AH: Yes, but here -- I’1ll just try and make it one more time and
then I’11 give up =-- but, for now, here is one total turning

around of the one central idea which was to take that nucleus of
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experts who are best, most experienced, who have the top ideas,
who have done the best thinking and involve them in the
development in one site of any one of those 50, or all of those
50 programs. And what I’m concerned about, or what I’m asking as
a question is: what you end up having things exactly at the
current size of what the American Jewish community want. We were
going to be much more forceful and say: just a moment, if this is
nonesense, then in our 50 programs there’s going to be no

nonesense.

SF: 0.K. Well it’s somewhere in between. The first -- the reason
why we got into this trouble is because the idea we both talked
about, a lead community, that you’re reminding us of now, was
finding the Hutchins. So you get a Hutchins and he brings the
team of people; he goes out and he builds that new university or

something like that; and a major investment, experiment is tried

out.

AH: Right.

SF: We don’t have that right now. I’m trying -- as I listen --
over the weeks, we’ve been trying to reduce the ante and the

gamble with the lead community. So it doesn’t mean you go and say

the lead community is more of the same.

You still say lead community means the following things, which do

not exist any place. I could list the 30 items right now -- they
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are very different than what exists in Chicago today or in St.

Louis today.

AH: By virtue of existing, but not by virtue of their content
yet. In other words, you could say we will have to have 1in-
service training and 2 trips to Israel. But, the development of
the best in-service training program possible, and of the best
trip to Israel possible -- you relinguish I think by this a

significant amount of your control on.

SF: No, I don’t relinquish any more -- control, yes =-- but I
don’t relinguish any more of that than I will under the ideal
situation. If I have a guy who has run a great program, if
there’s a great program that’s been developed some place for an
Israel trip -- that will be the program that will be adopted in
your lead community. I will not be able to invent that program if

it doesn’t exist -- because we don’t have the energy available

for that.

MIKE INBAR: If I may, I would suggest one more possibility, to

rephrase it and to conceptualize it.

And to say that this model is I think consenually the most
practical and the best way to do it on the scale which is needed.
At the same time, the idea of having a prototype that you may
want to use shouldn’t be abandoned -- but now it is clarified
that you do not research, do not do research on the prototype.

You do one prototype to convince yourself and then to add
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whatever you have learned in the list among the 50 things. But,
that -- what has been discovered is not the notion of the lead
community as a prototype; but, disconnect the prototype from

research. The prototype should be a little laboratory, you know -

SF: But why couldn’t we still have the research that we talked

about earlier?

MIKE INBAR: Because there is one thing about trying out something
that you create completely artificially from things which are
going on in the field. Although you could have it also, you know,
but the important thing is that you are not any longer trying to
justify the prototype by the demonstrable impact that it has. It
is something with you to fiddle around, to get insight, to get

practice, and nothing more.

AH: 0.K., in other words, in that format, we could take Cleveland

as a lab of the Institute and do there our things. Right?

MIKE INBAR: Exactly. You don’t want to demonstrate anything with

this except to yourself.

AH: I understand.

SF: Well how do you feel about this?
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COLEMAN: Well, the following thing occurs to me. That there are
really two different ways under discussion of changing, the
system changing. One is a way which I can see is much more likely
to arise in the Commission which is made up of captains of
industry. And the other which is more 1likely to arise among

people who are engaged in evaluation.

The one which is more likely to arise in the Commission is to
find a powerful leader who is going to take this firm all the
way. The other is 1like an evolutionary process in which you
changes the terms of evolution. That is, at the extreme you think
of letting 1000 flowers bloom, but now you study the blooms and
see which blooms are really blooming well, and then you pick the
blooms that are blooming well and you develop the system that

way.

So I think we ought to recognize that there are these 2 different
models of change which are being discussed. And it’s not
accidental that they arise in these two different contexts. And I
think change can occur in both of these ways. And it may be
possible to have a program in such a way that you have both, but
I think then you should recognize that you’re doing one in one

site and the other in other sites.

SF: Well the reason why I tilt toward the mix is because of the
way I read the map, one. Two, I would like to keep my options
open; and my options open being -- I’ll1] give the argument for

both in terms of the reality, namely: supposing we put all our
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energy into that Cleveland and it fails, so I don’t want to lose
because of that. Supposing I put all my energy into Cleveland and
it succeeds, I will be facing the problem that we started this
conversation with -- which I knew when I established Cleveland --
all I have is this one company that has made it. And I haven’t
learned too much about how to effect the rest of the world. Which
I knew. But I’ve now said to the world there is a way to make a
lot of money; if you want to do it, do it this way. And the world

certainly will pick up pieces of it.

If I work with the mix, what I'm doing is I’m moving up the whole
system, sometimes gradually, sometimes with skips, etc. If I
played both of them in there, I really have kept my options open.
But I’ve got another reason for playing both of them, which is
what I was going to come to next, if I can skip and just add that
in as well. The way the thing would run if you did the mix would
be that the central office that was running the CIJE would now be
a place that would try and be catalyst-facilitator to all the
good things that it could get off the ground. In other words, it
would be helping St. Louis with a day school and would connect
them with 4 other day schools =--

End of side of tape

-- of good ideas and would be a matchmaker between good ideas,

funding and places. That’s its major function.

It would have a sub-group, if it could get it, that would pick up

this city, this community, and it would almost be a separate
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entity that would be working at that very intensively to get that
separate city going. That could go one of several ways. It could
be Mike’s old idea of us having a lab in the United States; it
could not get going too quickly; it could take these 40 people
that we’re building and find amongst them those that are going to
undertake it. In other words, it gives you a lot of options and
you could show results fairly quickly by virtue of -- no, you
could show results in some things without having to show all your

results in the lead community.

MIKE INBAR: Yes, you have a security net.

AH: Yes.

COLEMAN: Yes. That sounds to me to be really very potentially

very good.

AH: We have then 2 major tasks and they are the following -- and
I’'d like to know how big, how massive are they -- to develop that
list and much more so, the definitions of those 50 programs --
that has to go very quickly =-- and what’s involved in that? I
don’t know if we have to address that now, but I think that’s one
task. And the other is to set those conditions that will give us
a relative security that what will happen in the field will be

somewhat quality=-controlled.

SF: Well you have a bigger assignment than that. First of all,

you have to change the way of thinking of the Commission in the
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sense that they have to know that this is the plan and not the

original plan.

AH: Easy, easily because you can present this in your way as the
first circle being 1lead communities, and they want 1lead

communities.

SF: Yes, well 0.K., but it won’t be so easy. Well forget whether
it’s easy or not. I don’t think it’s going to be so easy. But

that’s not important.

The assignment of developing the 50 items we had, whatever way we

went.

AH: True, true. But it was not -- it’s a XXX question. We have to
work it out. Now we’re going to have to present it. We had to

work it out in the sites.

SF: Well what difference does it make if you work it out? You’ll

still work it out.

AH: Because we now have to make a much more theoretical

statement.

SF: 0.K. I never avoided =-- I never thought that we could avoid

that step.
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What kind of people are needed on the evaluation, on the research
side? Supposing some outfit wound up taking this, what would they
specify for what they needed to do this? I’m not talking about

the intervention side, I’m talking about the evaluation side.

COLEMAN: Well I think what you need is somebody who had a lot of
experience in educational evaluation, somebody who both in terms
of -- well somebody who had experience in educational evaluation
and at the same time, had the kind of flexibility of not simply
applying what he had done. Because the problems here are enough
unique and different, in particular the fact that you don’t just
-— you have to measure the character of the program, as well as

measuring the character of the output. And there’s a XXXX

SF: We need to get an intellectual leader to this evaluation
side. That’s what we need. And we don’t expect the intellectual

leader to give us lots of his time. In other words, we haven’t

come to ask you to leave the University of Chicago -- and to come
to our place. We really -- being quite serious for a moment now -
- we would be willing -- it would be a great thing if we could

either send people here, or find one of your students who could
take a central role. What we need is the guidance on two levels:
one, the kind of conversations that we’re having here; and
secondly, setting the research team that would undertake this in
this country on the right track, and even deciding where it
should be and who it should be, to designate the following 3
people that should work to decide what the dimensions of the

research team is.
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And the question is whether we could entice you to take some

piece of this for us?

COLEMAN: I think it would be better ~-- I think first of all it
would be better to find somebody who has some experience in
Jewish education. Because there’s a lot of coming up to speed
that a person doesn’t have to have if he has some experience. And
I think it certainly is quite possible that I could find -- that
I could work with and find somebody. But I don’t think I’m the

right person.

SF: We didn’t mean -- I mean we’re not far away from =-- our
suggestion is not far away from what you’re talking about, at

least if I hear it properly.

We would 1like to find the person with you who would be the
director of -- whatever we would call it, I don’t know what the
title would be -- we would like to have a quality control person,
an advisor, a consultant, we haven’t come here with the thought
that you would be the person, or be asked to, even if you were
ready, because we think there are just a lot of important things
that you are doing that we shouldn’t be competing with, if we

could, even.

We’re talking about -~ let’s assume there was a person sitting

right here who had had the proper academic training, and a
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certain amount of experience, or would be launched on you ---

end of discussion
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AH: This conversation concluded with the suggestion that a person
like Dr. Gammoran -- whom JC knows well -- would be the Director
of Research. In such a case, JC would be pleased to serve as
advisor, quality-control, guide and to lend his name to the

research involved.
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