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Name

COMMISSIONER CONTACT SHEET

Sara Lee

. Mailing

Address

Fax

Comments

educator’'s community.

Rhea Hirsch School of Education

3077 University Avenue

Los Angeles, CA 90007-3796

Assigned to SF

Off . phone 213-749=-3424

Home phone

Telex

Influential. Leader of reform Jewish education. Influential in U.S.

Leader in training, interested in being involved in planning

and implementation of Commission's work.

Date Nature of Contact/Status
7/8/88 SF Visit - Pre 8/1 interview
8/15/88 SF Call - follow up on 8§/1
10/14/88 Educators mtg in Boston
10/ /88 Participated at educators
consultation - Boston
10/25/88 DM Call ~ input on options
10/ /88 AJN Call
12/ /88 SF Visit - Pre 12/13
12/ /88 SF Call - Pre 12/13 interview
12/ /88 SF Call - follow up on 12/13
2/ /8% SF Call
2/27/89 Letter from SL to MLM
3/ /89 JR Call re. denominations

Will see 4/89
Will participate in educators
meeting 4/5/89







"ﬂws n“rﬂﬂll HEBREW UNION COLLEGE — JEWISH INSTITUTE OF RELIGION
3077 University Avenue * Los Angeles, California 90007 = 749-3424

MRS. SARA S. LEE

9311 Texhoma Avenue
Northridge, CA 91325
(213) 886-8662

ACADEMIC BACKGROUND:

Master of Science in Education, University of Southern
California, June 1979

Master of Arts in Jewish Education - Rhea Hirsch School
of Education, Hebrew Union College-Jewish Institute
of Religion, 1977

Bachelor of Arts in Social Relations (Cum Laude),
Radcliffe College, Cambridge, Mass., June 1955

PROFESSIONAL EXPERTENCE:

Director, Rhea Hirsch School of Education, Hebrew Union
College-JIR, 1980 -

Visiting Professor of Religious Education, I1iff School
of Theology, Denver, Colorado, Summer 1984

Lecturer in Education, Director of Tartak Learning
Center, Hebrew Union College-JIR, Los Angeles,
1977-1980

Departmental Assistant, Rhea Hirsch School of Education,
Hebrew Union College, JIR, 1976-1977.

Confirmation Department Director, Temple Ramat Zion,
Northridge, CA 1968-1973.

Religious School Teacher, Temple Isaiah, Los Angeles,
CA, 1962-1964

Education Director, Temple Emanuel of Lowell, MA,
1961-1962.

Assistant Director, B‘nai B’rith Hillel Foundation at
Boston University, 1955-1957.

Regional Field Worker, Student Zionist Organization,
New England States, 1954-1955.

Director of Counselor Training, Camp Pembroke, Pembroke,
MA 1953-1955

¢

FELLOWSHIPS AND AWARDS:

Distinguished Merit cCitation, National Conference of
Christians and Jews, 1988

Lotte Levensohn Award, Southern Pacific Coast Region of
Hadassah, 1982.

Anna Grancell Prize for Scholarship, Hebrew Union
College-JIR, Los Angeles, June 1976.

Samuel Kaminker Award for Scholarship, UAHC College of
Jewish Studies, 1965

Fellow of Institute for Jewish Life, 1975-1976.
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ORGANTZATIORAL AFFILIATIORS:

Association for Jewish Studies
Association of Professors and Researchers in Religious
Education
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development
Coalition on Alternatives in Jewish Education
Harvard-Radcliffe Club of Southern California
National Association of Temple Educators
National Society for the Study of Education
Religious Education Association, Board Member
1987-89

VOIUNTARY LEADERSHIP POSTITIONS

Vice President, Heschel Day School, Los Angeles, CA
1976-1980

Executive Vice President, Temple Ramat Zion, Rorthridge
CA, 1974-1976

Founder and President, Emek Chapter of Hassah, 1973-1975

Regional Conference Chairman, Southern Pacific Coast
Region of Hadassah, 1974

Regional Youth Activities Chairman, Southern Pacific
Coast Region of Hadassah, 1970-1974

PROFESSIONAL PAPERS AND PUBLICATIONS:

"Ieadership by Partnership: Professional and Lay
Leaders in Jewish Education,"™ presented at the
Council of Reform Jewish Day Schools Conference,
Boston, March 1988.

"Defining Israel," Compass Magazine, Vol. 10, No. 2,
Winter 198s8.

Symposium on "Jewish Education: What Is Its Vision2?"
(On the occasion of the publication of Commandments
and Concerns: Jewish Religious Education in
Secular Society by Michael Rosenak), Conference on
Alternatives in Jewish Education, 1987.

Symposium on "The Jewish Teacher Today and Tomorrow,"
Jewish Education, Vol. 25 No. 1, Spring 1987.

"Meeting the Challenge of Change: Issues in Reform
Jewish Education," presented at the Biennial of the
Southwest Council of the Union of American Hebrew
Congregations, November 1986.

"Educating for Leadership: The Training of Jewish
Educators, " presented at the Conference on Careers
in Jewish Education, Brandeis University, June
1986.
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"Teaching Jewish Texts: The Perspectives of Curriculum
Theory," presented at the Association of Jewish
Studies, Boston, December 1985.

"The Jewish Educator and the Future: The Challenge of
Self Renewal and Community Change," Thirtieth
Anniversary Volume of the National Assocation of
Temple Educators, December 1584.

"Inservice Education: A Priority for All Seasons", The
Pedagogic Reporter Vol. 35 No. 2, March 1984.

“Working With Board and Committees™, The Jewish
Principals Handbook, Alternatives in Religious
Education, Denver, 1983

"Educating for Identity as a Reform Jew," presented at
the Collogquium on Reform Judaism, Hebrew Union
College, Los Angeles, January 1983.

"Jewish Education®™ in Harper’s Dictionary of Religious
Education, {co—authored with Isa Aron, William
cutter, and Michael Zeldin) - forthcoming.

INSTITUTES

"Perspectives on Torah: Reform Jewish Educational
Ideology" - Boston Area Reform Temple Educators,
oOoctober 30-31, 1987.

"Reform Jewish Education in the Context of Changing
Social Realities™ - Board of Midwest Council of
Union of American Hebrew Congregations, St. Louis,
March 27-29, 1987.

UJewish Education: Purposes, Priorities and Personnel"
Holy Blossom Temple, Toronto, February 19-22, 1987.

"Prophets and Prophecy in Reform Jewish Education” -
National Association of Temple Educators, Toronto,
December 1985 (with Michael Zeldin).

“Spirituality in Reform Jewish Education” - Boston Area
Reform Temple Educators, October 18-19, 1985.

"A Jewish Community in Three Dimensions: American Jews
of the Civil War Period" - National Association of
Temple Educators, Clearwater FL, December 1584
{with Michael Zeldin). ,

"Facing the Future: Jewish Education and the Changing
Jewish Community" - Congregation Beth Am, Palo
Alto, March 15-17, 1984,

"Jerusalem the Metaphor: Jerusalem the Reality" -
National Association of Temple Educators, Costa
Mesa CA, December 1983 (with Michael Zeldin).

"Jewish Classroom Teaching: From Content to
Instruction" - Congregation Beth Israel, Houston,
January 29-31, 1982.
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*Jews Reflected in the Mirror of Their Cultural Milieu"-
Adult Study Institute of the Northern California
Council of the Union of American Hebrew
Congregations, San Francisco, November 6-8, 1981
(with Michael Signer).

CONSULTATIORS (ORGANIZATIONAL DEVELOPMENT)

San Diego Bureau of Jewish Education

San Diego Jewish Community Day School

Congregation Beth E1, La Jolla, CA

Temple Beth Tikvah, Fullerton, CA

Congregation B’nai Jehoshua Beth Elchim, Glenview, IL
Southern Pacific Coast Region of Hadassah



INTERVIEW WITH
SARA LEE

SEYMOUR FOX
JULY 8, 1988, LOS ANGELES

We began our discussion with the question of is it important to have
rabbis on the Commission and éhe felt that it certainly was. I discussed
the three candidates we had considered, Zeldan, Luchstein and Shulweiss.
She agreed with Shulweiss and Luchstein and she thought that an

alternative to Zeldan might be Rabbi Shelly Zimmer of Dallas, Texas.

We agree about the Commission and its role. Sara Lee presented her case,
which is that as important as teacher salaries and benefits are as a
necessary condition, the crucial question as far as she is concerned is a
cultural one. The way the Jewish community looks at educators,
particularly teachers, the way educators look at themselves, and what
would be necessary to change that situation so that teachers could feel

that they can make a difference.

She referred to some research being carried on by Ron Reynolds of the
Board of Education in Los Angeles, Ysa Aaron and Hanon Alexander. Where
the data gathering has been completed, the analysis has not been
undertaken as yet. She bemoaned the fact that there was no research and
we really don't know anything about what the clients want. That is, the
parents or how they feel about teachers or what they would be willing to

do about status.
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She referred to the synagogues and the fact that they would have to change
their culture if Jewish education was to make any impact. Jewish
teachers, she kept repeating, feel that they have no impact on policies,
that decisions are made someplace else, at best they are technicians of a
low level. The lay leaders and the rabbis are the ones that make all cthe

decisions.

In describing the work of the Wexner Foundation, she said Wexner, as
important as the contribution they were making, did not consider what
happened to this Wexner Fellow once he entered the training institution or
what happened to him once he graduated. She claimed that as the Holmes
and Carneglie reports had indicated about general education, that Jewish
education even more so, the people who are entering the field are not the
very best people and unless they are empowered with some possibility of
making a difference, she believes they are going to continue to get the
wrong people. She, therefore, feels that the task force, if there should
be one, on ambiance, that is, what it would take to change lay leadership,
becomes a very, very important one. I believe she would like to

participate in that task force.

In talking about status, she described the fact that we refuse to
recognize wvhat our competition is, that our young people can choose law or
business administratien, and that if we want to get those people into

our field, it's going to take the kind of cultural change she talked

about.
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Then she moved on into what she called "meta issues” of Jewish education.
She really asked, and I'm quoting her, "What is the Piadeai of Jewish
education?" She suggested that we, once and for all, tell the truth about
what we think can happen with formal education, informal education,
camping, the Israel experience, ete. Only when everyone knows what is
likely to happen in each of these institutions are we likely to introduce

serious change.

She pave examples of the limitations of the supplementary school and
indicating rhat the supplementary school at best could probably be only a
socializing institution and the people ought to know if that's where they
send their children, that's what they're going to get and ought net to

pretend that they can get something else.

She argued strongly for, not enly clarifying what we think can happen in
these institutions, but for demonstration centers where we see what could
happen if an institution were carried to its very best. She says she
knows of succezsful schools in North America where a vigsionary educator
created or found a supportive environment and did great things. She spoke
about a school in Tulsa and, again she kept emphasizing reports of the

school culture.
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She introduced the whole question of a whole series of sociological issue
and the importance of getting data or research about it. For example, she
spoke about what does Jewish education mean for fourth generation Jews,
for the large number of inter-married or mixed marriages. She argues that
this kind of research is very crucial. She also wanted discussion about
what is our concept of success, some kind of interception between the

ideal and the real. C .

She also brought up the great possibility and importance of early
childhood education and she agreed with the conception that the change in
education would take place from the top down. I had then told her about
Gottschalk and what he thought and she repeated her pet formulation, if
you send a gifted educators to a supportive community, then great things
can take place. In other words, this was a strong argument for senior

educators.

She then began to talk about the importance of considering a smaller
community. She said that she wants the sociologist to look into this.
The Jews are moving away from where they lived before and that its no
longer going to be education in the larger communities. This then forces
people to understand that, if you're going to live in a small community
which may not have a day school or not a good day school, that there are

limitations as to what may take place.
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As far as the task forces were concerned, she suggested that they meet for
longer periods of time, even if they have a two-day meeting with one night
in between. This would be the approprilate way for task forces to work, 1
asked her for staff as well as for members of task forces and she said

she'd send some of that Information to me.

Additional missing research as far as she was concerned were -ethological
studies. She bemoaned the fact that we have none of the day school at

all. She alse salid she'd send me a list of research issues.

Then she returned back to early childhood education and connected it to
family education as being another area where she felt we have to work at,
and that we do not have any research. I think that Sara Lee is going to
be an important member of both the Commission as well as of the task

forces.






Premier Industrial Foundation
4500 EUCLID AVENUE
CLEVELAND, OHIO 42103

August 31, 1988

Dear Ms. Lee:

I am pleased to send you the enclosed set of three tapes
of the first meeting of tl
il'l North America. DGn't LTeL LT o DPELED LLLUW FuUd ULf-

When you are finished with them, I would appreciate your
returning them to me. I hope you find them useful.

Program Officer

Mrs. Sara 5. Lee

Rhea Hirsch School of Education
Hebrew Union College

3077 University Avenue

Los Angeles, CA 90007-3796

Enclosures
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Morton L. Mandel FROM: Arcthur J . Naparstek DATE: 2/28/89
D34 PBAT T RAE MY L AN LS AT 4 /}'Aﬂ\ REPLYING TO
" EYF FANER T RAY ML piv N VA'II' . ] YOUR MEMO OF:
SUBJECT: COMMUNICATION WITH SARA LEE

I was asked to check with Sara Lee with regard to developing a plan of ocutreach
to the reform movement. As a background for our discussion, I forwarded to
Sara, Syme's letter to you, your respense and his response to you.

Sara's assessment of the correspondence is that Syme Is asking that UHAC be
represented on the Commission through its department of religious education.
She believes that they would like Howard Bogot, the director of that
department, to serve on the Commission. She also believes that Syme and Rabbi
Alex Schindler do not understand the rationale that guided Commission
appointments; she feels our criteria for selecting commissioners should be
brought to their attention.

She did go on to say that the reform movement should have input from a
congregational perspective, and she recommends that you speak with Syme to
determine whether Alex Schindler or Alan Goldman, who is the chair of the UHAC,
should be invited to serve on the Commission. According to Sara, either would
be appropriate.

I followed up that discussion with a conversation with Seymour Fox teo seek his
input. Seymour felt that, if we did invite Schindler or Goldman to participate
in the Commission as members, we would have to offer a similar invitation to
the congregational heads of the conservative movement.

My recommendation is that this should be taken up at our policy advisors
committee meeting on March 30th to determine how to deal with the
congregational movement of each denomination.

72752 (B/B1) PRINTED 1N U.5.A.
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cc: Arthur J. Naparstek
Virginia F. Levi

TO: Morton L. Mandel FROM:

MarE

Henry L. Zucker / DATE: 3/9/89
o/ REPLYINGTO

OFPERTREMNT PLANT LOlATIHN CFSmw TRAEMNT B A% LonfaT :7 YOUR MEMO OF:
SUBJECT:

Sara Lee's February 27th letter fo you is excellent. I would like to comment
on two points,

g

She suggests convening a special task force to investigate the question of
personnel and to report back with recommendations, presumably within six months
to a year. 1 think this is a very good idea, especially if we designated one
person to take the lead in preparing a paper on the subject for the
consideration of the task force. Unless that is done, we will not be able to
get a report back in six months. It is very important to keep on our timetable
for the work of the Commission which should conclude its work and make its
report by late spring or early summer, 1990.

I like very much her idea about finding communities which would be laboratories
for program experiments and for communal leadership development for Jewish
education. We have one community in Cleveland clearly on the way to
undertaking this already. The idea also relates closely to the Fox/Hochstein
"ii" idea with the added advantage of placing the emphasis on local community
development rather than on the national component. By combining the
Fox/Hochstein thrust with the Sara Lee idea, we may very well be on the road to
satisfying the need to deal with the programmatic aspects as well as with
personnel and community.

I believe this subject belongs on our agenda for the March 29-30 meetings of
the Commission planning group and Commission policy advisory group.

72752 (8/81) PRIMNTED IN U.S A,
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TOWARDS THE THIRD COMMISSION MEETING

INTERVIEW OF COMMISSIONERS

COMMISSIONER NAME: MS. SARA LEE

INTERVIEWER: PROF. SEYMOUR FOX
DATE: APRIL 2, 1989
PLACE: NEW YORK, NEW YORK
Summary:

Annette Hochstein accompanied me at this meeting which began at
the Mavflower Hotel and continued with a tharnughly enjnyahle
brunch. We had a very intense discussion on the work of the

Commisaion.

We did not have to review with Sara Lee the history of the work
of the Commission; she is very much involved, has kept herself
informed and did not have to be reminded of what was taking

place.

Annette and I feel that Sara lee’s suggestion for establishing a
task force in the area of personnel, which she suggeated in
writing to us earlier, is worthy of very careful consideration
and that she could play a leading role, possibly Even serve as a

co=chalr for such a task force.

We had previously discussed the concept of demonstration sites so
it was easy to move in to the connection between the declslons of
the Commiseion on December 13th and the possibility of

establishing some version of a demonstration site.

She quickly understood the significance of the need for an









Mr. Artbkh~vr Naparstek
Page twc
April 13, 1989

encouraging me to =*ay on for the meeting !
k forward to seeiny yom in June. Of course

assist in any way I ..n to carry forward
mmission.

. irector
Rhea Hirsch School of Education

SSL/£3

Encls.
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TO: Morton L. Mandel FROM: _Arthur J.,Naparstek DATE: _6/23/89
) ﬁ W REPLYING TO

OFPESH TR NT/PLANT LU ATHIN LIE r‘ﬂF“MINT(fRHN‘l!N R YOUR MEMO OF:

SUBJECT: TELEPHONE BRIEFING BY SARA LEE ON JUNE 19
CAJE PLANNING MEETING 1N LOS ANGELES

The following is an interim report as Sara lLee will be providing you with a
full report on the meeting of June 19. She reported to me that she mer with
Joe Grishaver, Stewart Kellman, past chair of CAJE, and a third person whose
name she could not recall but whose wife will be the conference chalr in
Seattle. Mark Lainer was unable to attend the meeting because of an illness
in his family.

The planning group would like you to speak to the plenary, with your remarks
organized so as to give the conferees a view of how you came to regard Jewish
education as important, why you formed the Commission, what are some of your
expectations and concerns for the Commission, and how you see the Commission
focusing its work. The planning group also felt that you could make a real
"mitzva" by letting the educators know how much you value them and their work.

Following your presentation, the group suggests having two practitioners on a
panel. The names suggested are Josh Elkins and Sara Lee, Sara made the peoint
that it’'s important to have a woman on the panel as an overwhelming number of
practitioners in Jewish education are women.

After the panel presentations, the large group will be divided into 15-20 small
groups. They suggest the groups be divided homogeneously so that supplemental
school teachers will meet together, principals will meet together, day school
people will meet together, etc.

A questionnaire will be developed which will focus on issues of personnel.

Each individual in the small groups will be asked questions such as, why did I
become a Jewish educator; why have I stayed in Jewish education; why do I do it
on an avocatlienal basis, ete.?

A discussion guide will also be prepared and that will focus on the aspects of
personnel with which the Commission is dealing such as recruitment--how did I
get into the field; what needs to change in order to bring more people in;
retention; why should T stay in; what are some of our needs that need to be met
in order for me to stay in; what de you think will really make a difference?

Recorders will be assigned to each of the 15 groups. Following the group
meetings, each recorder will then meet with you and the other commissioners who
are at the meeting to discuss the dominant themes and the implications that
evolve from these themes. The entire focus will be on personnel and with
specific foci on what are the interventions which will make a difference.

Finally, Sara indicated that the planning committee would like you to write a
letter to the commissioners telling them that thls is in the works and inviting
them to participate in the meeting in Seattle. T hope this is helpful and
serves as a backgrounder for the full report which I expect you will receive
from Sara Lee in the next few days. It sounds like Sara did a great job at the
meeting.

72752 (B/B)) PRINTED IN L.S.A,



MEMO TO: Seymour Fox, Annette Hochstein, Virginia Levi, Henry L. Zucker
FROM: Mark Gurvis

DATE: October 11, 1989

Last winter I had an opportunity to participate in a focus experience for
a collaborative project of the Hebrew Union College and University of
Judaism in Los Angeles. The project, funded by the Milken Foundation,
focused on how the two institutions could best prepare Jewish
professionals for a changing Jewish community.

I recently received the enclosed summary of the project report from Sara
Lee, and asked her if I might share it with a number of people. There may
be some value in looking at the full report, particularly its conclusions,
to see if there are ideas of interest to the Commission.

Feel free to contact Sara directly for any further information related to
this project.
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TO: Virginia F. Levi FROM: Morton L. Mandel DATE: 10/10/89
MNAME rARMI
DEPARTMENT/PLANT LUCATION [ R EPLYING TO
UECAHTMENT/PLANT (OCATION YOUR MEMO OF:
SUBJECT:

This will summarize a conversation I had with Dr. Fred Gottschalk in New York
on September 29. We met for lunch, and were together from about 12:30 to 2:30.
During that time, I brought Dr. Gottschalk up to speed on the activities of the
Commission, and he was quite interested. Regrettably, he will not be able to
attend our meetirng on October 23, because that is the same day as an all-day
meeting of his Board.

The general thrust of our discussion was how we best could interface the Rabbis
in the movement, particularly with regard to those who are interested in the
Jewish educational aspect.

At the outset of our discussion, Fred felt that we were doing pretty well

working with him, but as the conversation progressed, he agreed that it might
make a lot of sense to convene a group of about ten, who would represent the
various aspects of the reform educational apparatus, as well as the appropriate
members of the rabbinate. This work group would, of course, include Rabbi Dan
Syme. We agreed that such a meeting would be held most appropriately in December,
January or February, and that he and I will coordinate as to when we would do

this.

Essentially, this meeting would be an opportunity to bring this group up to date
with regard to the Commission, and also give them the opportunity to input their
ideas to the Commission. It was hoped that, by this connection, we will at least
get them feeling that we are concerned with their reactions, and want to enlist
their assistance.

As a further idea, we thought it might make sense for me to contact Rabbi Alex
Schindler directly, in view of his leadership position with the Union of American
Hebrew Congregations.

Fred was extremely supportive of the Commission work, and wants to do everything
he possibly can to facilitate our objectives. He is solidly behind all that we

are doing.

FOZHEOZ09wEITOO HO—=H"THO-HE 2 —

72752 (8/81) PRINTED IN U.S.A,



INTRODUCTION

Over the past year the Milken Foundation has fostered a unique
interchange between faculty and students and alumni of the
University of Judaism and Hebrew Union College as the leadership
nad alumni of both institutions have joined hands to deliberate the
issues confronting us as we prepare professionals to contend with
a changing Jewish community.

JOINT FACULTY PLANNING COMMITTEE

A Jjoint faculty planning committee was impaneled by the two
institutions. Dr. Alvin Mars, Vice President for Academic Affairs,
University of Judaism, and Ms. Sara Lee, Director of The Rhea
Hirsch School of Education, Hebrew Union College, co-chaired the
comnittee with the assistance of project coordinator, Rabbi Naomi
Levy. The committee consisted of three faculty members from each
institution, representing the rabbinic programs, the schools of
education, communal service and administration:

Dr. Isa Aron, HUC

Dr. William Cutter, HUC

Ms. Gail Dorph, UJ

Dr. Elliot Dorff, UJ

Dr. Leslie Koltai, UJ

Dr. Bruce Phillips, HUC

The committee met regularly throughout the year attempting to
refine the goals before us. The committee's tasks fell into three
areas: a) identifying questions to be addressed by the project;
b) helping in the planning of the focus experience; and c)
evaluating the outcome of those experiences.

INVITED EXPERTS

In order to properly explore the issues of a changing Jewish
community, experts were called upon to take part 1in our
d__iberations from the following fields of expertise:

a) ministerial education; b) sociology; c¢) institutional change:;
d) professional education; and e) Jewish thought.

THE FOCUS EXPERIENCE

The medium selected for the collection of data was the focus
experience. Two focus experiences, the first in January and the
second in April, were conducted over a 24-hour time period at the
University of Judaism's Conference Center in 0Ojai, California.
The focus experience brought the faculty planning committee
together with expert consultants, alumni of both institutions

i




(rabbis, educators, communal service workers, and administrators),
and students training for these professions.

THE EVOLUTION OF CUR THINKING

Initially, our project's goal was to deliberate how Jewish
professionals might be better prepared to deal with
disenfranchised, non-normative populations (i.e. the singe parent,
the blended family, the intermarried, substance abusers, battered
wives, etc) However, when the planning committee was convened it
quickly became clear that we could not address the particular
concerns of any grocup, however large, however pressing, without
examining the subtle and quite obvious shifts in the larger
structures of the Jewish community. Basic assumptions had to be
unearthed and reassessed. Ultimately, our project arrived at the
following statement of purpose:

This Project Seeks to Address the Questions of Change And:

1. The professional's ability to identify change.
Such change may include: demographics, technology,
morality, peolitical and economic factors, patterns of
leisure, social, and conceptual transformations.

2. Its impact upon professionals and the institutions which they

serve.
How does change effect the professional's self
perception, role and function.

3. How the professional develops a capacity to evaluate change
and respond to it, or initiate it.

We seek to examine the skills, knowledge, and attitudes

that professional must possess in order to evaluate

change and respond to 1it, recognizing that the

maintenance of the status quo is an appropriate response.

4. How '~ e professional as an individual responds and reacts to

change.
How the individual chooses to set personal priorities.

5. The Jewish tradition.

How does Jewish tradition plays a critical role in all
facets of this process.

ii



FOCUS EXPERIENCE #1

our first focus experience brought together the following experts:

Dr. Ian Mitroff, Distinguished Professor of Business Policy,
The University of Southern California; Co-Director of the
Center for Crisis Management.

Dr. Arncld Eisen, Associate Professor of Religious Studies,
Stanford University.

Dr. Seymor Lipset, Caroline Munroe Professor of Political
Science, Professor of Socioclogy, and Senior Fellow at the
Hoover institute.

The January focus experience was aimed at defining the types of
changes that are taking place within the Jewish community, and at
examining the magnitude of those changes. Only then could we begin
to assess how communal change might be leading to a redefinition
of the role of the professional in the Jewish community. The
following issues emerged from the conference (as excerpted from
conference transcripts):

10

The ethos of American culture is hostile to the very notion
of tradition. Jews are among the least religious groups
within this country, tending to identify with secular high
culture.

Our community's sense of ethnicity is closely tied to belief
in two folk myths: anti-semitism and Israel. Each of these
folk myths is gquickly declining as current events challenge
them. Given that these myths may be central to Jewish
identification, we are facing a crisis of great proportion in
the coming generation.

The institutional structures--the Federation, the synagogue-
~-which emerged in their current forms in the 1950's, no longer
correspond to the current realities of the Jewish community.
This lack of correspondence may threaten the basis of the
institutionalized Jewish community in the near future, yet our
institutions are quite unresponsive to this problem.

Judaism itself has shifted from an all-encompassing life
system to a part-time recreation. Our community has evolved
from a people who adhere to structures of community to a
population of consumers of things religious. They are less
adherents to community than consumers within the community.

iii



5. The rate of intermarriage is steadily rising, while the rate
of synagogue affiliation stands at 50%.

6. The concept of "problem solving" may be an inappropriate term
for discussing organizational crisis containment. In reality,
organizations "manage" crises at best. Thus an ideal design
is not a flawless model; rather, it is a paradigm in which one
set of problems is exchanged for another. Ultimately we must
ask the following question: Which set of problems are we
willing to live with?

Given the overwhelming force of the changes mentioned, the
following points were made: First, we cannot afford to deny the
realities taking place in our midst. We cannot return to old
patterns or to old solutions. How do these changes affect the role
of the Jewish professional? At what point must professionals
refuse to yield to contemporary realities? At what point must they
begin to radically reevaluate their most basic assumptions?
Obviously, if the community has changed, so must the Jewish

professional. For example, we can nc longer work under the
assumption that we possess a commodity that is inherently
meaningful. Thus we must begin to take a hard look at the

institutions we serve. Should professionals be working to sustain
these institutions, or should they be attempting to serve as
catalysts for change within the community? Given the types of
changes that have emerged, the education of Jewish professionals
must be assessed and reassessed. The implications of these shifts
in Jewish communal life may have profound effects upon the training
of Jewish professionals.

Thus our first Focus experience led to a recognition of the need
for the reassessment of professional educaticon in light of the
changes that have taken place in our community. The committee soon
began to set the stage for the April focus experience, whose
purpose was to examine the implications of change for the education
of Jewish professionals.

FOCUS EXPERIENCE #2

The April focus experience attempted to address the more practical
implications for the education of Jewish professionals of the
changes we had identified in the course of our deliberations. Our
first focus experience opened our eyes to those changes. Our
second conference explored the ways in which the education of
professionals must be enhanced so that we can train professionals
who will be both able and knowledgeable to contend with this
transformed community.
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The April focus experience brought together the following scholars:

Dr. Joseph Hough, Professor of Christian Social Ethics,
Professor of Religion, Professor of Ethics an¢ Public Policy,
Claremont College

Dr. Egon Mayer, Professor of Sociology, Brooklyn College;
President of the Association for the Sociological Study of
Jewry

The following issues emerged from the conference (as excerpted from
conference transcripts):

1.

The role of the Jewish professional must encompass much more
than the particular tasks at hand. The professional is both
a professional, and a representative of a religious system.
Thus, for example, the rabbi must be able to respond to the
perceived needs of the congregation while advocating for
greater understanding of and involvement in Jewish life.

The focus should not be merely on what Jewish values and
tradition must be transmitted, but rather, on how that
information is communicated and distributed.

The sharp separation between theory and practice which exists
in our respective institutions creates a great strain for the
professional. The two realms must be brought inteo relation
by exploring alternative means of education. Perhaps some
subjects are best taught in the classroom, while others are
best learned in the field.

Academic institutions are essentially conserving institutions,
focusing more or less on ideals, whether in terms of the ideal
professional, or world, or community. Communities, on the
other hand, are more in flux by definition, because their
conditions are rapidly changing. Therefore their focus is not
on the ideal but on the practical way to develop responses and
solutions to the day-to-day problems that they encounter.
Thus the professional education program needs to take this
strain into account as it prepares Jewish professional to
enter into Jewish communal life.

There are multiple self-~definitions involved in the

institutions that train Jewish professionals. They include:
a) Defining oneself as the academy or university where
the preeminent value is research and the main purpose is
conducting research;



b) Defining oneself as a seminary, where the purpose is
to purvey the religious tradition and prepare others to
do the same;

c) Defining oneself as a professional school where the
purpose is to prepare professionals for a given field.

Common to all three models is that each has a definition of
community service; however, each defines it differently. Most
of our institutions see themselves as comprising all three of
the above and are never sure at any given moment which they
embody. But this attempt to balance these various self-
definitions often leads to confusion over what our core values
are.

6. Alumni may be the most important bridge between the community
and the academic institution, for they represent the nexus
point between theory and practice.

What might that mean in terms of the ongoing relationship
between academic institutions and their alumni? What
responsibilities might ensue from that relationship? Should
we institute advanced study for our graduates after they have
been out in the field? How do we take the knowledge that they
have acquired in the community, as it is informed by
theoretical understanding, and bring it back into our system
as a means for evaluating what is taking place in the acadeny?
How do we help alumni to serve as agents of change in the
community? Are they the most important conduit for such
impact? Clearly, the potential impact of recent alumni on the
communities they serve is enormous. And so, the challenge we
face in the preparation of future professionals cannot be
emphasized enough.

CONCLUSION

The project enabled both institutions to create a deliberative
model for the investigation of their programs of professional
education. In the process of examining these issues, the project
became a model for bringing institutions possessing divergent
ideologies to transcend their differences in order to address
larger issues confronting them both. Thus the process was
extremely valuable in itself, and served as a catalyst for internal
institutional change and introspection, for it forced us not only
to look outward but to turn inward in evaluating change and its
impact upon the role of professional education.
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