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TO: HLZ FROM: HLZ DATE: 1/27/86
name - REPLYING TO
DEPARTMENT PLANT LOCATIONN OEPSATMENTPLANT LOCATION YOUR MEMO OF:

SUBJECT:

MLM suggests that Steve Heffman talk with Charles Ratnmer to encourage Ratner
to organize a small Steering Committee of the Committee on Jewish Continuity.

The plan now is to have each local institution present their ideas to the
large Committee and then to develop a program.

MLM suggests that the small Steering Committee act as a sub—committee of the
commission to recommend grants to each of the agencies to fund approved
programs on a priority basds. A fund could be put together by a gift from
the Federation's Endowment Fund of perhaps $1 million or $1% million. This
would be a challenpe grant put together over a ten-year period and matched

by an equal sum from private sources. The Mandels would be pleased to
participate in this type of fund. A fund of $2 million or $2% million

would make possible grants of $200,000 or more annually for approved projects.
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Mr, Morton 1L, Mandel, February 4, 1986
Premier Industrial Corporation,

4415 Euclid Avenue,

Cleveland., Ohio 44103

U. S. A,

Dear Mort;

It was good seeing you in lsrael and I am confident that
all the meetings, both re. "Torah” and those re. "kemach", were
fruitful,

I am writing to tell you about a private Foundation called
Avichai, which is active within Jewish communities arocund the world
in the field of Jewish education, The founder of this foundation is
Mr, Zalman C, (formerly Sanford} Bernstein ( of 767 Fifth Avenue,
New York, N.Y, 10153), who runs a well-known investment company.
He is a Ba'al Teshuva and a very committed Jew. Our friend, Mr.
Henry Taub, serves on his Board.

Vg im= b aendlmmicincns il wdSE yOU A€ cusneMpracuny
some meetings of private Jewish foundations.

I am locking forward to seeing vou soon,

Meanwhile, best regards,

P 0O.Box 92, Jerusalen 91000, isras,, Tel, 102, 29261 50 91000 ooy 92 10p 438 3711 15900 ‘A



February 7, 1986

MEMORANDLUM

T0: Morton L.

FROM: Henry L. Z

Barry Shrage has in mind that a Central Fund for the Committee on
Jewish Continuity should respond to special requests covering
innovative ideas which show the promise of making long-term
jmprovements in addressing the problem of Jewish Continuity. For
example, the Reform Congregations believe they can get a great deal
more parent involvement in Jewish Education if they have staff to
specialize in reaching out to parents. If they are correct this could
have a permanent positive result on the effectiveness of their Jewish
Education programs.

Barry does not see the Central Fund as a substitute for individual
responses to requests to fund individual agencies. He would not be in
a position to suggest priorities as for example, among Agnon, Solomon
Schechter, and the Hebrew Academy. The personal and political factors
here would continue to play an important role in deciding what to do
for each institution.

It is probable that because of Barry's personal and the Committee's
knowledge of individual institutions and of the personnel involved,
they could give advice to individual donors which could help the
individual donor decide whether and to what extent to respond to
individual funding requests. That would be a plus. It would not,






TO: Morton L. Mandel FROM: Henry L. Zucker DATE: 2/17/86

NAME fuame 4 . REPLYING TO
DEFARTMENT PLANT LOCATION QERARTMENT/RLANT LOC YOUR MEMO OF:
SUBJECT:

I have briefed CKW about the work of the JCF Committee on Jewish Continuity.
I will notify Steve Hoffman and Barry Shrage that CKW will be assisting you
in your work with the Committee. I'll alsc continue to go to meetings and
will keep in touch with CKW.

Do you think that AGK, CKW, you and I should get together to discuss our
assignments in working with you in your community service undertakings.
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Jewish Comnunity Federation of Cieveland

COMMISSION ON JEWISH CONTINUITY

PROJECTED TIMELINE

February 1986
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Jewish Community Federation March 17, 1936

of Cleveland

UPDATE REPORT ON CLEVELAND'S

COMMISSION ON JEWISH CONTINUITY

March 21, 1986
10:00 A.M,

BARRY SHRAGE, PRESENTING

INTRODUCTION

Cleveland's Commission on Jewish Continuity developed in part as
an outgrowth of Morton L, Mandel's international work in the
field of Jewish education and as a direct result of a growing
concern on the part of Cleveland's leadership with the issue of
creative Jewish survival, This concern developed into an
action-oriented process through an initial round of meetings
between Mort, Henry Goodman, who was then Federation president,
and Charles Ratner, a vice president of the Federation, and one
of our key emerging leaders. These leaders viewed the Commission
on Jewish Continuity as a community-wide “think tank" that would

cut across agency lines and bring our best minds and resources



together to work on our most pressing communal challenges -«

Jewish continuity, education and identity.

BACKGROUND

Community-wide studies on Jewish education are not new to
Cleveland., Major Jewish education reports written in 1976 and
1980 stressed the key role that congregations play in the
identity building and educational programs of the community; the
need for considering funding for congregational Jewish education;

and the importance of interagency approaches involving the JCC,

the Bureau, and the congregations aimed at integrating formal and

informal Jewish education, Central to the 1980 Jewish education
report was the idea that Jewish education could be far more
effective if it increased the use of techniques that have the
potential for creating intensive intellectual and emotional
environments for Jewish learning. The report therefore
recommended that programs like parent education, retreat
programs, intensive Jewish summer camps, youth group activities,
and trips to Israel become planned, subsidized, regular, and
normative parts of every youngster's Jewish education, The
reports also touched on a number of other key issues including
the need to strengthen teacher education and recruitment and
increase the number of youngsters receiving a day schoaol

education.



And, in fact, Cleveland has made great progress in creating.the

infrestructure for the implementation of many of these

recommendations:

1)

2)

3)

4)

The Shroder Award-winning Israel Incentive Savings Plan, a
partnership between congregations, parents, and the community
end the Jewish Agency aimed at making a trip to Israel an
integral pert of every youngster's Jewish education, has

reached an enrollment of over 500.

Cleveland's congregations now have close to $100,000 in
additional resources through the Congregational Enrichment
Fund for developing retreats, encouraging participation in
Jewish summer camps, parent education programs, and other

extracurricular activities,

The JCC is in the process of developing a new facility which
will include a conference center for weekend educational
retreats to be used by schools, congregations, agencies, and

youth groups.

_The Community Services Planning Committee is just completing

a youth commission study -- co~sponsored with the
Congregational Plenum -- an umbrella for Conservative, Reform
and Orthodox congregations -- which is recommending a full
time youth work resource center to strengthen and cobrdinate

the outreach efforts and Jewish content of all our



community®s youth groups. The resource center will probably
be h0u§ed and supervised at the JCC with a board composed of

congregational and communal representatives,

While progress has been made, #t's clear that none of these

efforts has reached the "critical mass* needed to change the

direction of declining Jewish identification and increasing

assimilation and intermarriagef31Competent personnel for formal

or informal Jewish education have, if anything, become more
difficult to find; few schools or congregations have found the

resources to significantly increase the availability of powerful

"beyond the classroom™ experiences {(let alone make them an
integral part of every youngster's educational experience);
non-0Orthodox day school enrollment has stabilized after some
initial crowth; and most critica]]yf—deuish education in
Cleveland has failed to attract the kind of top quality lay

leadership who can deal with these compiex challenges.

The programs we have created, however, and particularly the
preliminary interagency cooperation they represent, have, we
believe, created the right environment for new and significant
forward movement. The Commission on Jewish CLontinuity will build
on our past and focus on further developing interagency and
interdisciplinary efforts aimed at strengthening Jewish
continuity, education, and identity. To do this we will organize
our priorities; coordinate our activities; and create an-

environment that enables our agencies and institutions to work



toward our common aims., At the same time, the commission will
work hard to develop lay leadership committed to achieving these

goals., -

THE COMMISSION ON JEWISH CONTINUITY: MEMBERSHIP

PROCESS AND GOALS

The process of establishing the Commission on Jewish Continuity
began by convening a number of preliminary meetings or “"think
tanks® to discuss possible directions for the commission and

potential commission membership.

Much thought went into the Commission membership and it

was recognized that the highest level of Teadership would need to
be involved in order to achieve maximum success. It was also
vital to include new leadership because the commission was to be
a long term process that would function on an ongoing basis to
strengthen Jewish continuity in Cleveland. In addition, in order
to ensure, as we always do, that Federation agencies are built
into the process, agency professional and lay representatives
were also invited to join the Commission. The presidents of the
day schools, academicians, congregational school personnel and
community leadership working in the area of youth were invited to
serve., We also recognized that congregations play a central role
in dealing with issues relating to Jewish continuity and that
creating synergy and cooperation between congregations {nd

commynal agencies could be a central issue of our effort. Rabbis



and key congregational lay leaders were therefore also included

as a key part of the commission membership,

The next step in the process of establishing the Commission on
Jewish Continuity was to determine how the work of the commission
would proceed. The preliminary “"think tank® discussed whether to
begin by reviewing the status of Jewish continuity programming
and analyzing the strengths and weaknesses of our present system.
After some discussion, however, it was agreed that our community
had already spent extensive time and resources studying Jewish
education and identity issues; that much research had already
been conducted; and that the community therefore seemed ready for
new challenges, We 2lso beljeved, based on informal
conversations with our agencies, that they were ready to move
forward with new interdisciplinary approaches, based in part on
the 1976 and 1980 Jewish education studies. It was therefore
agreed to encourage our agencies and congregations to bring their
hopes and dreams for Jewish education, as well as projects aimed
at turning those dreams into reality, to the Commission on Jewish

Continuity.

In general, the Commission will be seeking to encourage projects
that go beyond the goals of our 1976 and 19B0 studies and that
can lead to systemic change rather than projects that test
individual “innovative® Jewish educational programs. FO(
example, in 1976, Cleveland's Jewish Education Fund made a grant

to a Jewish family education program to test a specific approach



to reaching out to young families. The Commission's task will
now be to encourage projects aimed at making organized Jewish

parent education a standard part of the life experience of some

segment of the Jewish community, for example, by funding a

"Jewish Parenting" coordinator for a group of synagogues, or by
developing a Chair in Jewish Parent Education at the College of

Jewish Studies.

The first two meetings of the full Commission on Jewish
Continuity focused on a discussion of some of the larger issues
of Jewish continuity and helped establish a framework for the
commission's continuing efforts., Rabbi Irving Greenberg of the
National Jewish Center for Learning and Leadership {(formerly the
National Jewish Resource Center) and Jonathan Woocher of JESNA
joined us to share their perspectives both of which stressed the
need to create interdiscipliinary programs for Jewish learning
that integrate formal and informal education approaches and that
create total Jewish living environments in which learners can
live out the Judaism they are taught. At the next session of the
commission, our agencies will discuss their concerns, wishes, and
program ideas relating to Jewish continuity. They will share
their views of what the community should be Tike in the future
and how they can help meet these goals individually or through
the creation of new models sponsored jointly with congregations
and other agencies., Anr executive committee of Commission leaders
has now been formed to meet from time to time to guide the work

of the Commission.



We are now ready to move ahead with this process that we hope
will bring unprecedented creativity and innovation to our
community's effort to maintain, strengthen, and transmit Jewish
values and traditions to future generations of Jews. We know
that in order to succeed, our efforts must be community-wide,
interagency, interdisciplinary, and involve top Federation,
agency, and congregational leadership. We think that we have

these components in place and are prepared to move ahead,.

THE TMPORTANCE OF NATIONAL EFFORTS TO LOCAL COMMISSIONS

While local communities Tike Cleveland build bridges and create
concrete program strategies bringing congregations and communal
agencies together at the Tocal level, it's most helpful to have
the notion of cooperation and sharing validated and encouraged at
the national level by groups 1ike this. The more you meet and
produce concrete suggestions for local congregations, centers and
Bureaus, the easier it will be to pull the pieces together at the

locatl level;

UAHC, for example, recently developed a fine new curriculum that
is highly suggestive of opportunities for integrating formal and‘
informal techniques and environments, While congregations may
encourage some youngsters to go to Israel or to a UAHC summer
camp or on a weekend leadership retreat, few rabbis or séhoo]

directors have the time available to make the administrative



arrangements required to make these outstanding educational
environments standard parts of their new educational package.
Centers, however, do have these resources and facilities at the
ready, making a marriage between congregations and JCC's in these
areas mutually beneficial, Centers could for examp]e)provide
campgrounds, group work and recreation ski1ls,for reform movement
camp experiences that could involve entire confirmation classes

in experiences especially programmed by their congregations to

reflect their own educational objectives.

JWB and UAHC could facilitate this process by jointly producing a
"how to" manual for local congregations and centers to gquide them
in creating partnerships that will enable them to develop
curriculae that include both classroom and beyond the classroom
environments., Whatever this group comes up with though, the fact
that this level of leadership is meeting and talking and planning
at the national Tevel is in itself an outstanding contribution.
It's a real honor to have had an opportunity to address this
group today and I‘'m sure that with your help we're bound to

succeed both locally and nationally.
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The Jewish Community Federation of Cleveland

T750 BLCUID AMIANLE « CLEVELAND OHEO 3.511Y « PHONE (2161 566 §700

March 18, 1986

XXX XXX RAXXXXEXXX
XXXX EXXXXX 0EXX
XXXXXAXAXX XXX oKX

Dear XXXXMXXXXX:

In order to ensure that we develop the most effective possible pro-
cess for the Commission on Jewish Continuity, I'd like to invite you
to join a small Executive Coumittee, which will meet three or four
times over the coming year, to belp guide the work of our Commission.
The first meeting of the Executive Committee will be held on:

THORSDAY , APRIL 3, 1986; NOON
at the Jewish Community Federation

The Commission is off to an excellent start, having dealt with our
mission statement and some key definitions, and the main item on our
agenda will now be consideration of a specific work plan for the
Commission. I'm therefore enclosing & draft flow chart that sum-
marizes a few of the ideas that have already been suggested for
structuring the work of the Commission. Please remember this flow
chart is a draft for discussion purposes only. As a key Federation
and/or educational leader inm our community, your attendance at this
meetring will be important to the success of our overall effort.

Please vae the enclosed card or call Judith at 566-9200, ext. 221 to
let us know your attendsnce plans.

1 look forward to seeimg you on April 3rd.

Sincerely,

Charles Ratner, Chairman
Commigsion on Jewish Continuity

C18:A

Presideny « Hon. Milton A. Woll ¢ Vice-Presidints » Morron G. Epstcin ¢ Charles Rarwer ¢ Banbana §. Rusenvhal

Treasurer @ Geonge N Agonolt ¢ Associare Treasunen * Alvie L. Gray ® Execurive Dinccror ® Stephen H. Hoffman
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Israel experiences, retreats) to a secondary role since they view them as
affective rather than cognitive and therefore incapable of conveying "real™
knowledge.

This confusion is particularly unfortunate because in fact, cognitive education
(with many of the attributes of "formal" learning you describe in your paper)
can take place in a camp environment as easily as in a classroom, while
» education {(with many of the attributes of "informal" learning you

in your paper) can take place in a classroom as easily as in a camp

vv wov —everal of your examples, I think that a summer at Camp Ramah really
can produce more cognitive (in your terms “formal") learning for many children,
than several years of two afterncon a week supplementary Jewish education,
while at the same time producing a far more positive affective response. I
believe the same case can be made for a summer at the High School in Israel or
a2 NFTY Israel experience and 1 am not at all sure that fluency in Hebrew or a
knowledge of the history of Zionism needs to be a prerequisite for either of
these programs. In fact, Israel is a particularly good "classroom" in which to
learn Lboth Hebrew and Jsraeli history.

In all these cases, the so-called "informal" envirgnment may actually allow
more intensive contact hours for cognitive learning than the so-called “"feormal®
environment, Moreover, as you indicated Jewish learning is not easily sepa-
rated from Jewish doing and feeling., It is far easier to learn the Taws of
Shabbat while experiencing the joys of Shabbat in a total immersion
environment,

0- *%- hele dLeeofoee T oLt 2 o o us wanlA ha hpttar ~fF digtinnnichinn
b rat... pes of cuucat

p _ o 3 )T settings win camping or Israel travel.
Sidney Vincent was very wise wher ‘eport,
he first distinguished betweenl nyiron-

ments rather than using the “forn

As I noted earlier, these semantic differences have important strategic impli-
cations. T think we can all agree that supplementary schools are the most
troubled sector of our Jewish educaticnal system. I think it is also true that
while we would prefer all Jewish children to receive a day school education, in
fact most children and families will continue to depend on their congregations
to provide some form of supplementary Jewish schooling. This represents one of
our key challenges because currently, congregations spend tens of millions of
dollars providing education--mostly in after-school and weekend classroom
settings. 1In contrast congregations use relatively few of their resources to
provide educational opportunites in "beyond the classroom" settings whether
through movement camps, local retreats, parent education, or Israel experiences.
And yet many experts have pointed out that supplementary classrooms have many
inherent weaknesses (particularly past fifth grade for most youngsters) that
will be difficult to overcome (regardless of variables like teacher training
and pay) including lack of parental support, competition from other
after-school activities, exhaustion, boredom, and acting out among students who
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have already spent a long day in school. Many of these problems can be reduced
or eliminated in "beyond the classroom"™ environments,

The central issue then is, that in the American Jewish educational system,
classroom-centered learning 15 mandatory, heavily subsidized, and normative for
nearly every American Jewish youngster while "beygn( _r : "
activity--parent education, retreat programs, intensive Jewish summer camp g,
Israel experiences, and youth group activity--are far more rare, g

dbstdized, and almost never viewed as an integral part of the Jewi:.n cuu-
cational experience of every youngster. Perhaps, most importantly, almost none
of the planning and curriculum-building energy of our school administrators is
invested in even thinking about these issues, because of the incredible burden
of simply keeping the educational enterprise going on a day-to-day basis. I
would, therefore, argue that our communal goal should be to shift some part of
congregational resources from "classroom® to "beyond the classroom" environ-
ments while helping them “formalize" those “"beyond the classroom" environments
in the ways you describe in your article without, of course, destroying their
informal character. Ramah, I think, shows that this is achievable.

Using Cleveland as an example, nearly every youngster receives some kind of
Jewish education at some point in their lives (most demographers now believe
this is true for nearly every American Jewish community) but fewer than thirty
Jewish Clevelanders per year currently attend Camp Ramah. Fewer than fifteen
percent of our teenagers are currently involved in intensive youth group
activity, and very few of our Jewish parents receive any kind of organized
parent education programming or "intake interview" to help them come to grips
with their roles in creating a Jewish environment. This last reality is par-
ticularly troubling because, as we all believe, the parent and the home environ-
ment is the key to creating a Jewish mileau and also central to supporting both
classroom and "beyond the classroom® approaches. It therefore seems wrong that
sqo few of our resources should be used for this vital and central support.

These basic premises lead to a particular strategic "game plan” in terms of
investment of communal resources. [ certainly believe that classroom-centered
learning is important and that some important learning take place in supple-
mentary classrooms--especially prior to the fifth grade. Even after the fifth
grade, when youngsters begin to change physically and emotionally, the very
fact of bringing youngsters together on a twice-weekly basis has some
importance that I certainly would not abandon. MNevethless as a matter of
communal policy, I would create strategies designed to enhance the quality and
attractiveness of day school education to move as many youngsters as possible
~into that, far more productive, environment, Moreover, I would not invest a
areat dea? of new money in supplementary classrooms mthout first significantly
icreasing the community's investment in "beyond the classroom" activity,
-ovided that the “beyond the classroom" activity is part of the curriculum and
tegrated into the goals of the supplementary classroom., “Beyond the
fassroom™ activities of this sort would, I believe, meet your criteria for

- e 1] s o a
Naly

It is certainly true that according to the Mishnah, "when you are five years
0ld, you study Bible; when you are ten yecars old, you study Mishnah; and when






















































Minutes April 3, 1986
Commission on Jewish Continuity Page 4

would be absolutely crucial to a successful conclusion. It was noted that the
Co ational Plenum was represented on the Commission and on the Executive
Committee Dy Rabbil Kamin, It was further suggested that a formal presentation
be made to the Congregational Pienum at the earliest possible time,

Finally, it was suggested th~* »h-*runs vonammnndstisane ~nma gut of the Commis-
sion on Jewish Continuity be_ ating (~~=ittee so
that they COU]d be ref]ected L W Al e MUIIUIIUIII\-J' PI VY 1 R 10O

ADJOURNMENT

The committee adjourned at 1:30 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Barry Shrage, secretary
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June 3, 1986

MEMORANDUM

T0: Commission on Jewish Continuity

FROM: Charles Ratner, Chairman

Enclosed is a collection of "Readings jn Jewish Continuity and Jewish
Fducation." Reading these articles will give you a good overview of many of
~The ssues involved in this complex figld and also provide us with a 'common

laoguagas for the important discussions we'll be having in the months ahead.
We'll be sending you additional articles that relate to the work of the
Commission as we find them.

The articles enclosed fall into two broad categories:

1. OQVERVIEW OF ¢ 7777 INVOLVED IN JEWISH EDUCATION AND JEWISH
CONTINUITY

A. The 1980 Report of the Committee on Jewish Education -- This was
a comprehensive review of our community’s strategy in Jewish
education., It particularly stressed the importance of integrat-
ing "classroom" and "beyond the classroom" Jewish education. It
also highlighted issues such as parent and family education; the
importance of day school education; and the need for increased
teacher training.

B. The American Jewish Commi**~e's 1976 Colloquium Proposals for
Jewish Education -- This pruvides a complete overview of many of
the key issues in Jewish education and identity as formulated by
a group of top-flight consultants and speakers participating in
the American Jewish Committee's 1976 comprehensive review of
this subject.

C. "Jewish Education for Naught" -- This paper by Harold Himmelfarb
touches on a number of the tssues that are highlighted in the
American Jewish Committee Consultation and in our own 1980
Jewish Education Report. It also highlights the importance of
community in strengthening Jewish identity as well as the
central importance of the Jewish family,
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D. From Generation to Generation -- This is a report that focuses
on the Jewish identity patterns of Cleveland's Jews over the age
of 50 and their adult children. It contains excellent informa-
tion on affiiiation and intermarriage patterns in Cleveland's
Jewish community while at the same time touching on many of the
attitudes of Cleveland's Jews.

£. "Qutreach to the Marginally Affiliated" -- Steve Cohen's excel-
lent and very recent paper highlTights many of the demographic
myths that have influenced thinking in the area of Jewish educa-
tion and provides some interesting ideas for reaching the vast
majority of American Jewish families and youngsters which he
identifies as "marginally affiliated.”

II. THTECRATTING 6/l ACCONMMIE AMR BERCYNMA TUD Ct ACCONMIN  TELITCU CRIFATT AN

(2] WilaL Leariiinyg 1> Musi WUrLity”™ == 1HEi> Pdper Oy rrovessor wWailter
Ackerman was presented at this year's General Assembly and
focuses on the strengths and weaknesses of formal and informal
Jewish education.

B. Letter to Walter Ackerman from Barry Shrage -- This is a letter
from Barry Shrage, responding to Professor Ackerman's excellent
paper. While generally agreeing with Professor Ackerman's
central thesis, the letter raises a number of guestions about
the definition of "formal" and "informal® Jewish education while
highlighting Sidney Z. Vincent's notion of "beyond the class-
room” Jewish learning.

C. Youth Commission Report -- The report of Joint Federation-
Congregational Plenum Youth Commission provides a comprehensive
Took at the needs of Jewish youth in our community, a central
recommendation of the 1980 Jewish Education Report. It
recommends a plan for increasing the number of youngsters
involved in youth group activity and increasing the level of
Jewish content in youth group activity.

D. “"Jewish Family Life £ducation in the Synagogue" -- This paper
describes a comprehensive approach to parent education in a
congregational setting which provides an interesting model for
dealing with the central issue of increasing parent commitment
to supplementary Jewish education.

I hope you'll find the time to read most of these papers in preparation for
our upcoming meeting and I look forward to seeing you then,

/jaos0385:¢
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The Coll:
identity
Jewlsh e:
the Coll:

The first was a limitation of the sccpe of its investigation
to the educational area impinging cn the formation of Jewish
identity. This limitation intenticnally excludes other areas
of great importance ranging from financial policies to curric-
ular construction.

The second decision was that the Collogquium would review re-
search from the explicit and conscious perspective of initiat-
ing policy recommendations cor proposals for Jewish education.
This decision required that the Collogquium would not sizply
develop resezrch materials which could be made available to
educational or communal leadership which might make use of
them in the formulation of educational policy. Rather, the
Colloquium 1tself, while recognizing tnat research is a peren-
nial enceavor, would aim at the conclusicn of its prescribed
meetings to state those policies relating to Jewish educa-
tion and identity that could, on the tasis of the record,
produce consensus or convergence among the members of the
Collogquium, The Colloquium would assert these policy recom-
menaations to the Jewish community with a view to their dis-
cussion and their ultimate potential as a catalyst and direc-
tive for educational change.
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of convergence in the Collequium papers and discussion. It

is noteworthy that each of theseproposals involves educational
institutions and policies beyond the framework of the elsmen-
tary scnool.

22



As the records of the Colloquium indicate, the examination of
theoretical materials on the nature of Jewish identity and
identity formation involved both the presentation and critical
commentary of the three papers referred to in this repert,

The purpose of the report, however, is not to summarize or to
advance the theoretical discussion but to provide the bazk-
ground and basis for the practical recommendations of the
Colloguium. The Colloquium believed that it could make use of
these materials even while, as in all scientific research,

new data is examined ana revised formulaticns based on new
ideas or new data are developed.

THE COLLOQUIUM PROPOSALS FOR JEWISH EDUCATION

The Colloquium, early in its career, had determined its own
identity as a study group in policy research on the topic of
Jewish education and identity. This determination involved
the Ceollogquium in two decisions.

The first was a limitation of the sccpe of its investigation
to the educational area impinging on the formation of Jewish
identity. This limitation intentionally excludes other areas
of great importance ranging from financial policies to curric-
ular construction.

The second decision was that the Colloquium would review re-
search from the explicit and conscious perspective of initiat-
ing policy recommendations or proposals for Jewish education.
This decision required that the Colloquium would not simply
develop research materials which could be made available to
educational or communal leadership which might make use of
them in the formulation of educational policy. Rather, the
Colloquium 1tself, while recognizing that research is a peren-
nial endeavor, would aim at the conclusion of its prescribed
meetings toc state those policies relating to Jewish educa-
tion and identity that could, on the basis of the record,
produce consensus or convergence among the members of the
Colloquium. ‘LThe Colloquium would assert these pelicy recom-
mencations to the Jewish community with a view to their dis-
cussion and their ultimate potential as a catalyst and direc-
tive for educational change.

The Colloquium achieved consensus on the three proposals,
detailed below, each of which was supported by a high degree
of convergence in the Colloquium papers and discnesinn Tr

is - theseproposals i
dr reyond the framew
< te
I
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In advancing these recommendations, the Colleoguium recognized
the many accomplishments and the severe problems and deficien-
cies of existing Jewish elementary schocls of different kinds.
The analysis of the research, however, led the Colloquium %o
set its pricrities in the post elementary school pericd. This
effort is a response to the prior assertion of the gocals of
Jewish education comprising the Jewish identity formation of
the student, which clearly is involved with activities both
before, during and after the elementary school years. It is
also noteworthy that each of the proposals permits an effort
in either the area of cognitive or of affective education.
This too is a respcnse to the refcormulation of the goal of
Jewish education with a recognition of the primacy of the
questionsof Jewish identity.

T] re~ne=te which are presented as recommnendations
Wo oo comge- #P1__ .., Zor determination of optimal methods ana
strategies for their realization are the following.

A, The Colloquium recommends that it be a Jewish cormmunal
reaponsicility to make possitle, in plural end diverse
waya, e’ e . 7 ' ’
h'l':g;‘l leve vy BLCErrenc

The Sim.lla.r'lty of this Lcuvvimicuuaiewii Lo s dgeeaiow
lament that most Jewish ecducation ends at Bar Mitzvah
should not breed indifference. For, apart from the tra-
ditional and conventional reiteration of the need for an
educational program not culminating at 13, there are
several research grounds for this advocacy and, in the
opinion of the Colloquium, a new social context which
makes the proposal feasible.

In advancing this recommendation, the Colloquium
stressed that it was, of course, not denying the
importance or value of many programs of Jewish edu-
cation at the elementary school level. It believes
there are important opportunities for the improve-
ment of education within that instituticnal frame-
work. It took note of the commonplace that every
soclety gets the schools it deserves and conse-
quently believes that the new demand for better
elemsntary Jewish schools is significant. The con-
siderations that led to the priority of the propesal
for post elementary school education ware the
following.
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The recent studies by Geoffrey Bock®* and Harold
Himmelfarb®* indicate a "threshold" phencmenon

in the correlation between Jewish school and
Jewish identity. Although the research results
of Bock and Himmelfarb differ in details on the
threshold figure, both converge on the conclusion
that there is no independent effect on Jewish
identity from Jewish school attendance unless the
student has attended for a minimal number of hours.
The minimal number is greater than the number of
hours of schooling of the great majority of
elementary school students in Jewish supplementary
schools. It is approached by students of the one
to three day a weex supplemertary school systen
only if they attend over a p<riod of years much
longer than the usual attendance pattern. Dr.
Bock is prepared to examines other ways of augment-
ing the number of hours attended to reach the
threshold including released time plan options,
increased hours of schooling and so on. In Dr.
Himmelfarb's presentation only the extension of
schooling beyond the elementary years crosses

the threshold. On the significant quantitative
evidence of both studies, a serious commitment to
the idea that Jewish schooling should affect
Jewisn identity positively, would call for an
effort to extend that schooling in to the high
school years. The Colloguium asserted that its
proposal for such a policy priority was supported
by the examinaticn of the evidence presented by
both Dr. Bock and Dr. Himmelfarb.

The recognition of the developmental sequences in
the formation of identity, as presented to the
Colloquium in the paper of Dr. Mortimer Ostow,

* Geoffrey Bock's two papers for the Colloquium "The Social

Context of Jewish Educaticn: A Literature Review" and
"Does Jewish Schooling Matter?" provide the documentation
for this section of the report. They are in turn part of
his study on Jewish education, partly sponsored by The
John Slawson Fund for Research, Training and Education
(American Jewish Committee).

Harold Himmelfarb's research materials presented to the
Colloquium are based on research reported in Analysis, no.
51, for the Institute of Jewish Policy Planning and Research.
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is no conclusion regarding the relative weight to
be assigned to formal education with primarily
cognitive goals and to informal education with
Primarily affective goals. On either strategy,
the Colloquium was concerned with the design of
programs that would recognize the elements
required for the promise of achievement of
authentic and integrated identity among young
adolescents. Those members of the Colloguaium

who asserted the existence of good high schools
believed that the implications of this recommenda-
tion should be toward the establishment of other
model high schools.

In this connection, the Colloquium tock note of

the Task Force report suggestion of model Jewish
day schools, patterned after the academically
superior prep schocl or the better Country Day
School. The conception required both excellence

in secular studies, an educational environment

that is non-parochial which is committed to free-
dom of inquiry, and a strong set of Jewish studies
courses, both required and elective on a consistent
standard of excellence.

Those members of the Cclloquium who @ 2re more
pessimistic about the accomplishment of the
existing high schools, such as Mr. Charles
S3ilberman, were concerned in his phrase, about

"the effort at ecreating and fostering

In their view, the summer or weekend camp, the trip
to Israel, or the youth group may provide more
positive reinforcement of Jewish identity in
adolescence than various kinds of Jewish schools.
from the community perspective, the Colloquium saw
these two approaches as complementary, not
contradictory.

Tne social context of Jewish education at post
elementary level has undergone important changes
in the past decade, as reported to the Colloquium.
Some of these changes make possible a much greater
effort at post elementary level education than
seemed feasible a decade ago.

One of these considerations is clearly the develop~
ment in the post war decade of a significant number



of elementary Jewish day scheools. The graduates
of these schools form the natural pool for the
minority of intensively educated students wnich
the comrmunity needs for continuity. The extension
cf the day school system to the high school years
was seen as an important need. Day schools

should examine their role in Jewish identirty
formation which has often been minimized,

A second consideration is the continuing role of
the nopn-Jewish private scnool in the education of
many Jewish adolescents. This is true not only

of prestigilous boarding schools exemplified by
Phillips Academy and Exeter, but also of suburban
residential schools of the Country bDay Scheol

type and of urban residential schools in all the
cities of the country. This consicderation
previously referred to in connection with the
establishment of Jewish model schools led some members
of the Colloquium to conclude that it 1s an anomaly
that Jewish sponsored schools of this quality,
dedicated to various aspects of Jewish curriculum
and guality of life, have not emerged to serve

the same position in Jewish communal or educational
endeavor that the private schools play in general
education. Although the econgcmic and social
conditions for the development of model high
schools exists, recent efforts have remained
abortive.

A third consideration has been the greatly increased
readiness of Jewish communal gencies that deal with
youth to construe their role as one of informal
education. The Jewish comuunity centers that
formerly may have seen their role as recreatiocnal,
athletic, or social now perceive it as an informal
educational one in the formaticn of Jewish identity.
Some random but significant indications of this
trend in youth work in communal agencies that

were once remote from Jewish education include the
sponsorship of the trip to Israel, the use of
Israeli specialists in camps and the place assigned
to Jewish activism on behalf of Soviet Jewry. This
trend, if developed in cooperation with other,

more formal institutions of Jewish educaticn,
provides further basis for the realization of the
policy proposal.

Further, the change in the visibility of college
programs in Jewish studies has significant fallout
for high school Jewish education. At one time,
for the average student who would not involve
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himself intensely in Jewish education, the possi-
bility of a post elementary continuation of any
formal Jewish learning seemed remcte. At the
present time, the existence of ccourses of Jewish
study at more than 330 campuses provide some
incentive for continuity betwesen elementary school
and college for a significant minority of Jewish
students. It serves to assert that Jewish learn-
ing 1s not something outgrown with the cnset cf
acolescence.

Finally, it should be noted that statistics cited
in the course of the Collogquium showed that there
had been an increase in the number of Jewish
students in the supplementary high schools, often
on an inter-congregational basis. Resources cof
staff, institutions, and experience has also been
developed in a large number of informal educaticnal
efforts, particularly in camping, in youth work

and in the use of Israel as an educational resource
for high school ycungsters. The Collogquium believes
that this experience provides the experimental
model and the critical mass for the major new
effort it recommends in Jewish educaticn.

- - - . L] Lo . Lo -+ - ~ .

The analysis of the soclal context of Jewish
education by Nathan Glazer placed emphasis upon
the recently developed framework of opportunities
for Jewish studies at the nation's colleges.
Based on his own cobservation, Giazer argued that
there has been "a revival of Jewish interest
among Jewish youth." On a statistical basis,
Glazer cited the larger percentage of Jewish
youth of college age enrolled in colleges and the
increased enrollment in Jewish studies at colleges.
This movement toward Jewish studies which has
achieved momentum primarily during the last 10-15
yaars 1is a. a crossroads beyond which it can be
retarded or accelerated. Glazer's analysis of
social context indicates that the possibility for
reinforcement and expansion of Jewish studies

at the college level is realistic.

Further, the analysis holds that education at this
level is important. The student of a Jewish subject



at college is not a coerced or compelled student
but a voluntary and self selected student. The
teacher is usually not a part time or adjunct
person but a dedicated professional. With better
student motivation and qualified personnel,
indeed, often outstanding scholarly teachers,
there is greater possibility for the successful
educational achievement which so often is miss-
ing on the Jewish educaticnal scene. The impact
on the image of Jewish education in this country
might well be disproporticnate. This is so since
inclusion on the university and college level
represents a legitimizing process. If Jewish
studies are an appropriate and established
feature of academic curricula at college level,
younger students may more readily value them as
not simply the imposed heritage of nostalgic
parents or the trivia of cnildhoocd to be
inevitably cutgrown.

The intended goal of Jewish studies at the college
level is primarily a cognitive one, i.e. student
mastery of subject matter, a2nd not an affective
one, i.e. emotional commitment of the student to
pro-dewish attitudes or to Jewish ideals and
values. Yet there is an obvious connection
between cognitive mastery and positive emotive
attitude. Further, as Dr. Ostow's analysis of
late adolescence shows, reinforcement by the

peer community of the positive status of Judaism
is a factor in enhancing positive Jewish identity.
The impact of adoption of Jewish studies in
college curriculum upon the Jewish self-image is
an important factor in their priority.

While statistical studies of Jewish educational
expenditure are meager, Marshall Sklare and
Harold Himmelfarb have both recently indicated
that the overwhelming percentage of such
expenditure takes place on the elementary school
level. On a rough cost/benefit ratioc, there
would seem to be a strong case for the college
age priority.

AT the same time, the Colloquium accepted the
caution often asserted by professors of Jewish
studies at colleges, that these programs are not
directed toward identity formation of the Jewish
student., Accordingly, parallel efforts are
required in informal Jewish education at the
college level. The size of the Jewish college
student population, estimated at about 400,000,
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and the receptivity of a significant proportion
of that population to Jewish activities has been
cemonstrated during the past decade. Trends have
been established in student wvolunteerism in poth
political and social welfare areas -- in study
abreoad, and in life style experimentation,
which even the current precccupation with
careerism has not reversed. The bases for
rrograms for college youth have been laid in
the established Hillel foundations, in alternate
student groups of the past decade, 1n a much
better use of Jewish valunteerism and of Jewish
student involvement with Israei. The vulnera-
bility of the Jewish student to conflicting
tendencies that result in erasion of Jewish
identity has alsc been noted., The implications
and possibilities of the particular strengths,
vulnerabilities, and opportunities of the
college environment sketched in the proceedings
of the Collogquium provide additional force for
nl

Ar mr r mad nwd b anmmsiw st paenAReT -
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cepted the historical perspective

on that viewed the contamporary
_________________ 't as different in kind from
Jewish education in preceding generations. The
responsibility for Jewish identity formation had
historically been placed upon the Jewish family,
not the Jewish school. The schocl cannot accept
the responsibility now placed upon it for the
Jewish identity of the student except as it also
becomes inveolved, directly or indirectly, in a

program of family education. Thus Geoffrey Bock's
study indicates:

"Personal Jewishness (such as personal
retigious observances, Jeuish sel f-cateam,
participation in informal social networks
ar
ir

Bock's statistical studies sought to quantify that
assessment:

"To the ezt ichooling tie
important, 18 1.3 to
2.4 tIME8 v e e



It would follow that efforts may well be directed
at educating the Jewish family, which in turn
affects the student. There has been significant
experimentation in using school resources to
augment or improve educaticnal roles which were
traditionally part of the home or family learning.
This crossing of the bounuary line between what
is learned at home or what is learned in a

formal or informal educational environment can
become a method for bringing Jewish education in
a more systematic way to the Jewish family.

The proliferation of programs of Jewish adult
education, as well as recent experimentation in
parent education programs conducted with both
parents and children as students, indicate the
base for an effort in family education. The
Colloquium supports the theses advanced by Dr.
Ostow which suggest the need for differant kinds
of parental involvement in order to deveiop the
sense of Jewish identity of the student.

Changes in family organization during the past
decade as well as the accompanying development
of facilities for children outside the home in
the pre-school years, provide the social context
for new programs in family education.

The movement toward "continuing education" in

the general society provides models for Jewish
adult education to move beyond the passive
audience involvement, that so often characterizes
much of Jewish adult education at the present time.
Further, within the Jewish community, successful
experimentation in replacing passive congregational
groups with active Chavurot suggests the basis for
intensive family education programs. Finally,

it should be noted that adult volunteer activity,
which was formerly largely limited to fundraising
and service with young leadership groups, has
expanded to include an educational program with
Israel, overseas, and domestic, which includes
identity components, particularly with the young
leadership groups. Such programs suggest models
for family education. The willingness of

segments of Jewish leadership to adopt the
attitude that they are a "learning community"

can provide impetus for the realization of a

major effort at extendlng intensive family
education programs in the Jewish community.



Finally, the Colloguium recognized that the evaluation of
priorities and the feasibility of goals in Jewish education
is only a first step. Between that step and the realization
of a better system of Jewish education a series of processes
must intervene. The Colloquium makes public its own results
in the faith that the Jewish community is willing and
prepared to participate in these processes.

AJC/JCAD:1s
‘November 1378

76-750-184

al



e

=k

ANAYSIS

No. 51
September. 1975

Ry

Copyright 1975 by the Institute for Jewish
Policy Planning and Research of the
Synagogue Council of America

1776 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W,
Washingion. D.C. 20036

e Jewish Education For Naught:
ucating the Culturally Deprived Jewish Child

Harold 8. Himmelfarb

1 wie Ameniean Jendh YEGJ’bOOk, 1969, Walter L
Ackerman wrote an article which remains to date the
most comprehensive statement of the problems of Jewish
education in this country. He titled his anicle “Jewish
Education—For What?” Today, more empiricai evidence
to answer the question posed by Ackerman is available
and, unfortunately, it is not encouraging,

Recently I finished a study of the effects of Jewish
education on adult religious involvement (Himmelfarb,
1974). Using a sample of adults in the Chicago, IHinois
area and questioning them about their present religious
involvement and their childhood religious socialization,
this study yielded information on the retative importance
of Jewish schooling compared to the influence of parents,
friends, spouse, youth organizations and summer camps.

The consequences of a troubled educational system like
the Jewish educational svstem in the United States can be

enirmmaritad in throa ranarslizatinmr: 1% Tha mramactiae

UL LD analydly Wikl UG LU UCIHUNGLTALE LTdL INESE generainsa-
tions are, like all generalizations, mostly true, to analyze
the reasons why they are true, and to suggest some solu-
tions to the problems.

Current Enroliment Trends

One major problem in discussing the state of Jewish
education in this country, whether regarding enrollment
trends, achievement levels, staffing problems, finances, or
anything else, is the lack of reliable data. Schools and
boards of education either lack the information necessary,
or refuse to answer surveys on these subjects. Neverthe-
less, we can try to piece together information from varjous
sources to estimate trends.

T.ece R S
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of Jewish chiuien sveriving ownes <eWikh educatic
compared to the number in the adult population. There
were, of course, substantial differences between smaller
and larger communities, with a larger proportion of eli-
gible children in the smaller communities obtaining some
Jewish schooling. On the whole, however, the statistics
were hopeful. Ackerman (1969) tells of estimates that
over 80% of Jewish children obtain some Jewish educa-
tion. If one looks at the breakdown by age in some of the
community census reports issued in the 1960's, the es-
timates for those in the youngest age group above 14 (that
is, those just exiting from the educational system} who
had some Jewish education was around 90% (Axelrod,
1967; Goldstein and Goldscheider, 1968). The increase
in the proportion of Jews receiving some Jewish educa-
tion was due primarily to the greater availability of
schools, the increased wealth of the Jewish population,
and the much greater enrollment of Jewish females in
Jewish schools.

On the other hand, total Jewish school enrollment de-
clined in the 1960’s and continues to do so. There was
a 6% decline between 1962 and 1966 in the number of
Jewish students enrolled in Jewish elementary and see-
ondary schools (Lang, 1968). A further declinc of 13.1%
was reported for the years 1966 to 1970, when total en- -
rollment in Jewish schools was estimated at 457,196 pu-
pils (Hochberg, 1972). While no one has ventured a
guess as to the proportion of the decline that is due to

the lower birth rate, it seems clear that a substantial

proportion is not. For example, between 1966 and 1971
in the Chicago metropolitan area, there were declines in
Jewish school enroliment in almost all suburban areas in-
cluding those whose Jewish population increased during
the same time period (Jewish Federation of Metropolitan
Chicago, 1972). Using figures from the National Jewish
Population Study In Chicago (Jewish Federation of Met-
ropolitan Chicago, 1973), it may be estimated that
roughly 30% of all eligible Jewish chiidren between 6
and 18 years of age will not receive any Jewish educa-
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Analysis

representative of national trends. Schifl (1975), for ex-
ample, reports the proporlion of children in the New
York City area who receive no Jewish education as 25%,
which is equivalent to 100,000 youngsiers.

While total enroliment in Jewish schools has been
declining in recent years, the downward trend has not
been uniform in al types of Jewish schools. Enrollment
declined in supplementary schools (i.e, Sunday schools
and afternoon Hebrew schools) but increased in all-day
Jewish schools. Hochberg's data indicate that supple-
mentary and all-day Jewish schools enrolled approximate-
ly 83% and 17% (respectively) of all those enrolled in
Tewish elementary and secondary education in 1966,
whereas the corresponding proportions had changed to
79% and 21% of the total enrollment by 1970. Thus,
while there has been a decline in total Jewish school en-
rollment, there has also been increased movement toward
more intensive Jewish schooling among those who get some

formal Jewish education.
Two other countertrends to the gencral decline in

Jewish school enrollment have occurred. First, entoll-
ment in U.S. Jewish high schools has increased 76% in
the past 15 years 1o a record estimated 75.000. How-
ever, even that growth scems to be levelling off. In the
latest American Jewish Yearbook (1974-75), Hochberg
reporis that between 1970 and 1972, enrollment in-
creased in small and medium-sized supplementary high
schools, but decreased in large supplementary high
schools, vielding an overall increase of 1.3%5 over the
two-vear period. The enrollment figures for day schools
during the same period were more encouraging, with an
overall increase of 12.29%.

Second, in recent years there has also been a dramatic
rise in the number of Jewish studies programs offered
in colleges and universities throughout the United States
and in the enrcllment in those programs. Close to 330
different coileges in the United States are now offering
Jewish studies. Forty universities offer a major in Jewish
studies and 27 offer graduate courses {Maslow, 1974).
Whether these programs attract a substantial part of
those youth who have had no Jewish education or pri-
marily provide an avenue for continuing Jewish educa-
tion among those who have had some formal Jewish
schooling is not known. In any case, the development of
such programs is encouraging.

It seems, then, that there are two opposite trends oc-
curring in Jewish education today. On the one hand, a
growing minority of Jewish parents are not sending their
children to Jewish school at all.* On the other hand, a
growing minority of Jewish parents are seeking more in-
tensive (all-day) and higher level (high school and col-

® The masertion here that a smaller proportion of Jewish children are
receiving some Jewish eduvestion than a decade earlier is based only on
estimales Trom several soucces. However, one thing is certain. On the
average, those altending Jewish schools wday receive fewer hours of
religious instruction than previous generations. Geoffrey Bock of Harvard
University, working with the National Jewish Population 5tudy date
for those 1B and above, calculated that first, second, and third generation
American-born Jews have spent 517, 555, and 627 fewer elnss hours

prespeetivelyy fn Joeon ol

lege) Jewish education for their children. Given that a
great majority of parents sending their children to Jewish
schools today are American born and themselves products
of the American lewish educational system, these op-
posite trends are probably a consequence of the relative
success and failure of the types of schools that the parents
themselves atiended.

Achievement of Jewish Knowledge

The lack of knowledge of Jewish subject matter on
the part of graduates of American Jewish schools is al-
ready folklore. The relevant studies on this matter have
been summarized several times (Schifl, 19667 Ackerman,
1969; Weinberger, 1971). Most of the studies are old.
but we have no others and it is unlikely that more will
be forthcoming. Jewish education today is becoming en-
gulfed by many of the experimental programs that are
being tried in the public schools, and, as in the public
schoots, evaluation of success has become an almost im-
possible matter. Attempts to test students on traditional
subject matter are met with objections that the students
are not learning iraditional subjects, or are not learning
them at the traditional time or in the traditional mant:
These objections are valid. Yet, given the belief of ma:.
Jewish educators that most students are learning very lit-
tle, and the existence of some data to indicate the validity
of that belief, the burden of proof will have to rest with
the experimenters to show that their students are at-
taining some adequate competency in areas of Jewish
subject matter. Of all the educational experiments, the
most Lraditional approach—all-day school education—has
proven to be most effective.

Analyzing the results of a study of New York Jewish
School achievement in Hebrew Language, Jewish His-
tory and Current Events, and Holidays and Observances,
Dushkin and Engelman (1959) concluded that the
achievement of day school students is “very much higher
than in the afternoon schools (the average nine-year-old
in the day schools does much better than the average 13-
year-old in the afternoon schools)™ (p. 206-207}. These
results are probably not completely attributable to the
school. Day school students often come from homes with
more knowledgeable parents and probably are a year or
two advanced in their Jewish knowledge by the time they
start school. The results of a similar study conducted today
when large numbers of day school students are from
homes where there is less consciousness of Jewish cul-
ture would prove most interesting. Nevertheless, com-
pared to their counterparts, day school graduates scem
to be much more knowledgeable.

Ackerman (196%) summarizes the sad facts on student
achievemnent in a few brief, but biting statements;

. . . if knowledge of the traditional Jewish tlexts is
to be the criterion of an educated Jew, then only the
day school graduate has the background and skills to
qualifv {p. 21
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Regparding afternoon schools. Ackerman says:

The three-davs-a-week school charactenistic of the
Conservative movement cannot claim (happy) results.
A tecent study shows that even when pupils complete
the requirements established by the curriculum, they
have no recognizable fluency in Hebrew and cannot
understand more than carefully edited texts based on
a limited vocabulary. . . . Although 50% of the in-
structional time 1s devoted to the study of Hebrew and
Bible, the pupil graduates from the schoot with only
the most infantile notions of Biblical thought and
ideas. and a capability in Hebrew which hardly goes
beyond monosyllabic responses to carefully worded
questions. The study of history is a pious wish, usually
restricted to fess than one hour a week. Understanding
and generalization fall prey to the hurried accumulation
of disconnected fact {p. 21-22).

About Sunday Schools, Ackerman concludes:

When judged by even the least demanding standard
of what it means to be an educated Jew, it is hard to
avoid the feeling that the academic aspirations of the
one-day-a-week school are cither a joke or an act of
cynical pretentiousness {p. 21 ).

There is no doubt that many things have changed in
Jewish schools since these words were written, but it is
very doubtful that the achievement level of the students
in supplementary schools has changed for the better 10
any substantial degree. If the schools are not very effec-
tive in the short run, can we expect much in the way of
long run cffects?

Lonp Range Effects aof Jewish Education

Several studies in recent vears have attested to the
independent effects of Jewjsh schooling (even after ad-
Justing for parental in-puts) on religious behavior and at-
titudes or Jewish identification, variously defined (Lazer-
witz, 1973; Cohen, 1974; Dashefsky and Shapiro, 1974;
Himmelfarb, 1974). That is, they all agree that the more
Jewish schooling one receives, the more likely it is that the
person will be an adult who identifies Jewishly or is re-
ligiously involved. The correlation is low (in some cases
bordering on moderale), but it is there and that is very im-
portant. Of these four studics, only mine considers the im-
pact of number of vears of schooling in evaluating the im-
pact of different kinds of schools upon various dimensions
of “religious involvement™ (ic. Jewish identification).*
When different types of Jewish schools were compared and
the effects of parents, spouse, youth groups, genecration,
age, income, and secular education were removed, these
were some of the findings:

¢ Eight majar messgies of religious invabvement were used in the atudy
which inrluded Loth Laehavior and artstgdes. They weres ritual aharrvance;
lxlief in aml experience of God: having Jewish friemds and neighbors;
orcanizational padicipatien,  rhild-rearing rractires: wtlitudes akout f-
nancial aml moral support ef Istael. interest in Jewish boeks. art and
music: and charitable bhehavier and attitudes. For ~ome parla of the
snalyus & summaled scaie of these vight measures cnlird "total relaniosity™
was used. Thus, what 15 ealled “religious snvolvement™ is lirand enough

:iﬂ iﬂﬂll-l"_‘h \he Lehavior and attitudes genernlly considered *Jewich identi-
cabion,*”

3

a) Supplementary types of Jewish education (Sun-
day schools and weekday afternoon schools) generally
do not increase adult religious involvement bevond
the level obtained by those with no Jewish schooling
unless one has niore than twelve years (an average of
15 vears in my sample) of such schooling,

b) Even all-day Jewish schools generally do not
increase adult religious involvement beyond the level
obtained by those with no Jewish schooling unless
one has more than six vears (an average of ten vears
in my sample} of such schooling. At that level all-
day schools are elfective in producing a hizher degree
of four types of religious involvement: 1) ritual observ-
ance; 23 interest in Jewish books, art and music; 3)
charitable behavior and attitudes, and 4) a sense of
personal obligation to immigrate to Israel.

¢} There are no differences in adult religious in-
volvement between those who had more than twelve
vears of supplementary Jewish schooling and those
who had more than twelve years of all-day Jewish
schooling.

This last peint is very important, because it shows
that supplementary schools can be eflective if students
atteng for long enough. According (o the data. at least
3.000 hours of religious instruction are needed before
Jewish schovling has any lasting impact. Very few Jewish
students et that much religious schooling, Thus in terms
of long range consequences for Jewish identity, these data
indicate that the tvpe of Jewish education received by
over 807 af those American Jews who have received any
Tewish education has been a waste of time,

Some rabbis argue that it is not the intention of their
relipious schools to produce talmidei chachamim (Jewish
scholars}, but rather their schools attempt, and are suc-
cessful, in instilling Jewish identity in their students. Theyv
micht be right. bui based on my findings, it is arguable
that whatever Jewrsh 1demity the school instills in its
yvoungsters does not have any lasting effect. For example.
the data indicate that Sunday schools are successful in
producing one type of religious involvement—organiza-
tional participation. However. the data also indicate that
other factors in the Sundayv school student’s environment,
like his parents, spouse, and income level, have such
strong negative influence on Jewish organizational involve-
ment that the effect of the Sunday schooling is aimost
completely lost. What this shows 1s that schooling interacts
with other factors 1n the cultural environmemnt and the im-
pact of schooling will be enhanced or diminished by those
factors, depending on the direetion of their influence. An
effective school system will take those factors into account
and design its program to coincide or compensate for
them.

The Cultural Deprivation of
Jewish Chlildren

In recent vears some of the most valuable work in
education has resulied from concern over the plicht of
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schools. Many of the factors which have purported to ac-
count for the failure of these children within the school
system (or alternatively the failure of the school system
to educate these children) can be applied tc the problems
of Jewish education in America today.

It may not be immediately apparent that Jewish chil-
dren. who mostly come from upper middle class homes
and suffer most from indulgence rather than indigence,
can be considered culwurally deprived. But the term *
turally deprived” can be more properly applied 1o Jewul
chiuies wil.  mard 1o Jewish culture than io lower class
blacks or other Americans with regard to American cul-
ture, for the latier suffer most from economic disadvan-
tages rather than cultural deprivation per se. Be that as
it may, let us see whether the analogy applies and if the
research can shed some light on the problems of Jewish
education.

Assuming that a child has the ability to learn, there
are muliiple factors in his environment which will facil-
itate or hinder his learnng. We can group these factors
broadly into three categories: family factors. community
factors and school factors.

Al

Family Factors

When individual ability is held constant, the single
most important factor differcntiating between those who
do well in school and those who do poorly is {am
ferences. First, the culturally deprived child, we are told,
comes to school less prepared for what is expected of him
than more advantaged children. He has linguistic deficits,
he is less Tikely 1o know the alphabet, to recognize words,
or to be familiar with the kinds of activities and behavior
that the school deems necessary, Sccondly, as the school
proceeds to teach these new skills, the culturally deprived
child is less likely than his more advantaged agemaies to
be reinforced in schoal achievement at home. Therefore
the child will lack the motivation necessary io excel in his
studies. Thirdly, even if the child is encouraged by his
parents to do well in school, they are less likely to have
the time or the skills to help him with his studies.

A similar set of circumstances prevails for most Jew-
ish children attending Jewish schools today. They begin
school learning about a language and customs that are
almost completely foreign to them. Often parents are
not really concerned about what they are learning in
school as long as they are making sufficient progress
toward their Bar or Bat Mitzvah. And even if the par-
ents are likely to encourage attendance at Hebrew school,
they are unlikely to take the time or have the knowledge
to review with the child what he has studied and help
him tearn and undersiand the facts and ideas which have
been taught. A number of studies show that a large pro-
portion of American Jews fecl that it is important for
their children to know about their faith, but their actions
show a degree of sclf-delusion about what it takes 1o
gain that knowledge. Thev wait until the child is about
eight or ninc vears old to send him to Hebrew school,
thew anrell the ¢hild far the Taqq aamher of davs nnssible

so that he will also have time for music lcssons or base-
ball practicc, they encourage absence from Hebrew school
as the only time for things like clothes shopping or den-
tal visits. and they pressure the school to decrease the
amount of lime spent on subjects not directly retaied to
Bar or Bat Mitzvah preparation. In this type of en-
vironment, it is easy for the child to assume that Jewish
education has very low priority. In fact, it has such low
priority that in one large Hcbrew school on the West
Coast, a substantial proportion of the children had their
tuition paid by grandparents, If not for the grandparents,
many of the parents would have been content nol even
to have a Bar Mitzvah celebration for the child. Studies
of Hebrew school dropouts show that dropping out is re-
lated to the amount of parental encouragement (Jacoby,
1970; Selig, 1972).

Studies of the eflects of schools on values and at-
titudes show that schools are not very eflcctive in changing
students. The main effect that schools have on their stu-
dents is to accentuate existing values and attitudes. In
a national study of Catholic adults (Greeley and Rossi,
1966) . the researchers found that Catholic schools only
had an impact on those who came from very rcligious
homes. They had almost no effect on the others. Cohen’s
(1974) study of Jewish college students and my study of
adults reached similar conclusions with respect to Jewish
schools. They have their greatest impact on those from
highly religious homes and very little impact on the others.
However, in contrast to Greeley and Rossi, and Cohen,
my own research showed that a small proportion (12%)
of those from families who were low in religiosity had
been influenced ¢nough by their Jewish schooling that
they were currently highly religiously-involved adulis.
This small *conversion” eflect, however, only occurs
when there has been very extensive Jewish schooling.

Thus, without encouragement and reinforcement from
the home, it is extremely unlikely that Jewish schools will
have any lasting impact on their students. If the home
provides the nccessary encouragement and reinforcement,
Jewish schoaling can increase the level of Jewish commit-
ment achieved in the home. These two institutions need
each other and the cfforts of one without the other are
Tikely to produce only slight results.

Community Factors

The importance of community factors lies in the
type of cnvironment produced by the community and
whether it reinforces what the schoo! is trying 1o do.
Students who are culturally deprived tend 1o live in com-
munities where their neighbors do not encourage aca-
demic endeavors and where there is a lack of the kind
of facilities which provide expcriences that are conducive
10 academic achievement—high quality schools, libraries
and museumns, elc,

The community faclors affecting the Jewishness of a
child's environment in the U.S. are somewhat diffcrent
but fall into the same broad categories. We live in a
countrv that is nredominant! Christian and ir-- ~irclv
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seculur. Neither condition is conducive to Jewish identity.
Jews have maintained an extraordinary depree of visibil-
ity and impact on the American scene, particularly when
one considers their propertion in the population (now
estimated at 2.6% ). The fact that Judaism is considered
one of the three major religions in this country is some-
what remarkable given the size of the Jewish popula-
tion. One of the main factors contributing to this in-
fluence has been the tendency of Jews to cluster together,
Thus, the US. Bureau of the Census reported that in
1957 Jews constiluted 3% of the American population
but they constituted 8% of the urban population (Gold-
stein, 1971). Three-quarters of the Jewish population
are living in ten U.S. cities, aver 605 live in the east and
30% to 40% live in the New York metropolitan area.
This high degree of geographic concentration has helped
maintain Jewish identity as well as Jewish political in-
fluence. However, the degree of concentration has begun
to decline. Geographic dispersion is not only occurring
regionally but, more important for our purposes. it is oc-
curring communally. With the greater affluence of Amer-
iean Jews as with Americans generally, there has been a
great move to the suburbs. While Jews tend to move to
suburbs that have heavy Jewish concentrations, their pro-
portion in these neighborhoods is generally much Tower
than in older urban Jewish neichborhoods. Consequently,
Jewish children today are less likely 1o have Jewish neigh-
bors or 1o go to school mostly with Jewish children. Thus,
going to Hebrew school is less likely to be reinforced by
friends and neighbors than ever before.

These new suburban communities are not only lack-
ing in the type of informal environment necessary to sup-
port Jewish education. but they are also greatly lacking
in the formal Jewish institutions that add a sense of
vitality to Jewish living. Kosher butcher shops, groceries
and restaurants, Jewish bookstores and gift shops, li-
braries, museums, Jewish homes for the aged, Jewish
hospitals, and quasi-governmental institutions like federa-
tions and family and vocational services tend to remain
in the city, or are among the last institutions to move to
the suburbs. The two institutions that are likely to be
found in the suburbs are the synagogue with its religious
school and the Jewish center. Often, the synagogue at-
tempts to fill many of the funcijons of the other jn-
stitutions by providing a schoo}, a gift shop with a few
books for sale, a library, and some recreational facilities
(particularly if there is no center in the community), but
this is hardly ever as cfective as separate institutions for
these purposes.

It is in pari, perhaps, this lack of visible ethnicity
that attracts many Jews to the suburbs, and increasingly
to suburbs with smaller Jewish populations. But it is also
this lack of visible ethnicity that makes much of what is
learned in Hebrew school irrelevant to the child. Jewish
holidays might be celebrated in the synagogue, in Hebrew
school, and, perhaps even at home, but these seem to be
exceotions. It is pre -on
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celebrating the holiday. Even when families participate in
religious services. their atiendance is much less likely to
have the collective impact that it used to have because
they live in greater isolation from other Jews than they
used to. If Jewish education is to be effective in promot-
ing Jewish identity it must be reinforced at home and in

the community.

Sc¢hool Faclors

The school must also accept some responsibility for
its ineflectiveness. The culturally deprived child is more
likely than his relatively advantaged fellows to attend a
school that is financially handicapped; he is likely to
have teachers of poorer quality; the curriculum is often
irrelevant 10 the child’s past experience and he is not likely
to see its relevance to his future; and the intellectual cli-
mate in the school and the classroom is not conducive
to academic achievement. Similarly, Jewish schools sui-
fer from financial, personnel, curricular and climatic
problems.

Finances. Jewish schools, like many other institutions
in our society, have been suffering from financial prob-
lems. Inflationary pressures have caused budgets to soar
even as envollments have becn decreasing. With a larger
number of students attending all-day schools, total funds
needed for Jewish education have increased drastically.
In a rceent nationally stratified sample of Orthodox day
school principals, rabbis, and federation executives in 32
citics outside New York City, Irving Fried (1973) in-
quired about school funding problems:

Of the respondents, 63.2 per cent reporied serious
financial concerns while 28.7 per cent report more
moderate concerns. Thus a total of 91.9 per cent of
the respondents rteported the existence of financial
problems (p. 169}.

To relieve some of the pressure from inflationary
costs, which have been rising at least 109% annually,
tuition fees and allocations from communal funds have
increased. Yet it seems that both of these approaches have
been insufficient,

A seven year rcview of federation allocations to
Jewish education by 83 cities reveals that allocations
more than doubled by 1973—from $6.92 million to
$15.73 million. (Council Reports, 1975).

This statement, from a report of the Council of Jew-
ish Federations, exaggerates both recent federation effont
with regard to Jewish education and federation impact on
the financial problems of Jewish schools. Thus, while the
actual dollar allocations to Jewish education have
doubled in the seven-year period 1966-1973, the percent-
age of federation local budget support increased by only
4.3% (from 16.8% in 1966 to 21.1% in 1973). Furth-
ermore, if allocations to day schools are indicative of the
impact on all Jewish schools, the picture is more bleak.
While actual dollar allocations to day schools rose, they
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share of the (day) school budgets in 1970-71 (13.3 per-
cent) than in 196%9-70 (13.9 percent)” (Hochberg, 1972,
p. 209). Thus, with federations allocating more of their
local budgets for Jewish education but having little im-
pact on budgetary problems, two important questions
must be raised: what is the limit of federation responsi-
bility to subsidize Jewish education, and, where else can
funds be obtained 10 mect budgetary deficits?

Ackerman (1969) estimated that over $100 million a
year were spent on Jewish education. A rough estimate
of 1973 1otal expenditures for Jewish education is about
$150 million. This is twice the total amount of moncy
available in the 1973 federation budgets for local spend-
ing. In other words, if the federations were to strive
for 50% subsidizing of Jewish education (as recom-
mended by an American Jewish Committee report on
Jewish education in Chicago}, the entire naiional federa-
tion budget for local spending would have to go to Jewish
education. Obviously this is impossible. It is not a simple
case of distorted priorities in communal allocation, al-
though that is indeed part of it. A greater eflort will un-
doubtedly have to be made on a natien-wide basis to find
funds for Jewish education in addition to funds collected
for other local and overseas needs.

Personnel. The culturally deprived child  attends
school where there is likely to be a larger proportion of
substitute teachers than in schools where more advan-
taged chiidren attend. He is likely to have teachers who
have cultural values different from those of most of the
students. The culturally deprived child is also more likely
than more advantaged children 1o have teachers who are
less knowledgeable academically, particularly Tacking in
verbal skills. Similarly, most teachers in Jewish schools
tend 1o be part-time and their major occupational com-
mitment is not to the school and often not even 1o Jewish
education. Last, but certainly not least, a substantial pro-
portion of the teachers lack Jewish knowledge.

Since Jewish education is mainly a supplementary
type of schooling for its students, it is naturally a sup-
plementary activity for its teachers. However, even in the
all day schools most of the religious studies tcachers are
not employed on a full-time basis, although this has been
changing somewhat in recent years. Where faculty are
employed on a full-time basis, a large proportion of
teachers {and principals) maintain two positions to sup-
port their families adequately. Some schools encourage,
and even arrange for, dual employment, since they can-
not provide a living wage {Hochberg, 1972).

The financial prablems of teachers are well known. In
this country teachers have always been underpaid. The
growing strength and militancy of teachers’ unions have
reduced the problem somewhat in recent vears for public
school tcachers, but not for Jewish school teachers. Hoch-
berg showed that median salaries for full-time all day
school teachers in 15 cities wcre $2.000 less than the
median salarics of public school teachers in those cities.
For full-time afiernoon school teachers in 26 cities, lhe
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that “contrary to the prevailing practices in public edu-
cation, Jewish schools generally failed to provide their
teachers with adequate fringe benefits™ (p. 212).

However, even if Jewish school teaching offered com-
parable financial rewards to public school teaching. there
would still be problems in altracting talented individuals
to teaching careers. The financial rewards of public school
teaching are attractive to many women who consider their
income as supplemental to their husbands’, but for many
men the income from school teaching is often not suf-
ficient to support their families in the manner they would
like. Three-quarters of male public school teachers work
during summers to supplement their income and the num-
ber who hald second jobs has been increasing in the last
decade, even while tcachers™ salaries have been improving.
The occupation provides few avenues for social mobility.
There is not much of a hierarchy to climb, so that those
who want to stay in education and advance themselves
move out of teaching into administration.

Thus, public schoal teaching is an occupation that at-
tracts middle class women and working class men. Jews,
who are today primarily upper middle class, would be
hesitant to choose teaching as an occupation, particularly
male Jews. But there is an advantageous side to teaching
in a Jewish school that should be considered. The finan-
cia) rewards might not be better, but the working condi-
tions are often superior. Teachers in Jewish schools do
not have 1o worry as much about violence to themselves
and their students, their classes are often smaller, the ¢hil-
dren are often more inteliectually curious and there arc
fewer burcaucratic restrictions hampering innovation.
Those who are willing to forgo some financial rewards
for work satisfaction might find excellent working condi-
tions in Jewish schools,

The largest poel of such individuals is likely to come
from the yeshivoir. These men have both the knowledge
and the dedication for such a career, but they also have
problems working in non-Orthodox schools. Tsraelis com.
prise another group from whom Iewish schools have
drawn personnel. Ackerman (1969} comments on both
of these types of teachers:

All too often both bring an attitude of cynical dis-
dain bordering on arrogance to their work in schools
whose approach differs from their own particular con-
ceptions of Jews and Judaism. However, the veshiva
graduate at his best is a genuine religious personality,
steeped in Talmudic learning and dedicated to a way
of life consanant with the Jewish law; the Isracli, at
his best, is a fervent nationalist consumed by a love of
land and language which would embrace all within its
reach. The former is at home only within the small
enclave of his immediate community; the latter’s per-
ception of himself as a transient permits only the most
tenuous lies with the society he serves. Obviously,
both are worlds removed from their students, making

eflective communication difficult.
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their students. they cannot but alienate the voungsters

from their own families and backgrounds (p. 11}).
Thus, like teachers of culturally deprived children in pub-
lic schoals. ofien the teachers in our Jewish schools have
different backgrounds and values from these of the stu-
dents and these cultural differences have negative educa-
tional effects. .

There has been a tendency in recent vears to move
away from hiring Israelis. Many school administrators
found that the only qualification for the job possessed by
their Israeli teachers was a knowledge of Hebrew. But
given the lack of adequate personnel for Jewish schools,
there has becn a prowing tendency to hire a new tvpe of
teacher—a person trained only in general education—and
here the effects are perhaps just as detrimental. In a re-
cently published survey of Jewish high schools, Hochberg
(1974-75) reports that only 28% of supplementary
tchool teachers and 40% of day school teachers have a
degree in Jewish education. On the other hand, 69% of
the supplementary school teachers and 75% of the day
school teachers had a college degree in general education.
It seems, then. that training in general education is be-
coming the essential qualifieation for teaching in Jewish
schools. It would be reasonable to be flexible on Jewish
pedagpogic credentials if general cducational credentials
were coupled with sufficient Jewich knowiedge. but it is
likely that they are not, In fact, Hochberg (1975) con-
cludes: . .. it seems questionable whether a large pro-
portion of the teachers in the supplementary (high)
schools have received a college-level Jewish cducation™
(p. 252).

Not only should the teacher be knowledyeable, but a
religious school teacher also ought to be committed to what
he is teaching. Students not only pick up information
from teachers but they also pick up subtle attitudes, I a
teacher has to teach a language he never uses, about a
God he does not believe exists, about holidays he never
celebrates, and abour customs and rituals that he never
practices, it is very unlikely that he can instill in his stu-
dents a feeling that what they are learning is important. It
is on the criterion of Jewish commitment that many of
our teachers are weakest.

All of this is not 1o say that our Jewish schools have
no teachers who are dedicated to their jobs, culturally at-
tuned to the background of the children, pedagogically
trained, knowledgeable about and committed 10 Jewish
culture. There are many and we ought to trv harder to
give them the public recognition and material rewards
that they deserve. There are, however, many who de not
have these qualities and we ought to try harder to weed
them out and attract those who do.

Curriculum, The basic dilemma of Jewish education
is that there is too much to learn and too listle time jn
which to learn it. To some extent this can be said of every
type of education but it is more true of Jewish education.
Even a rudimentary knowledge of Judaism requires a
iarge investment of time, yet the average American Jew
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spends less time learning about his religion than he does
learning other simple skills like arithmetic, for example.

The United Synagogue of the Conservative movement
has set six hours of weekly instruction and five years of
study as a minimum requirement for graduation and for
Bar or Bat Mitzvah. On the assumption that most of these
students will attend school for 40 weeks during the year
(perhaps a slightly inflated estimate). then the average
student in a Conservative congregational school will ac-
quire a total of 1.200 hours of instruction before ending
his Jewish schooling. This is equal to less than one year
of public schooling. How much would we expect a child
to get out of one year of elementary school? My own
study shows that Jewish schooling does not begin to have
an impact on adult religious involvement until there have
been at Jeast 2.000 hours of schooling and the amount of
impact is not statistically significant until 3,000 hours of
schooling havc been obtained. A recent survey by the
United Synagogue’s Department of Jewish Education
revealed that almost a third of their schools do not even
adhere to their already 100 lax minimum standard. This s
a terrible situation. for my study indicates that fewer than
1.000 hours of Jewish schooling might even decrease re-
ligious involvement.

The culturally deprived child is often faced with a
school curriculum that seems unrclated to his past, pre-
sent, and {uture Nife experiences. Moreover, he is forced
1o deal with thi< material in a language or dialect with
which he is unfamiliar, Similarly, Jewish school students
are required to learn about people, times, and cusioms
that seem unrelated to their experiences and they are
asked to do it, in part, in a foreign language.

In muny wavs it is unfortunate, however, that Jewish
students spend so little time in Jewish schools because,
unlike the schools that their parents attended, there are
some exciting things being done in Jewish education to-
day. Jewish educators, iike educators generally, have put
their greatest efforts for reform into the areas of cur-
riculum and methods. Thus, in surveving the “Roundup
Of New Programs In Jewish Education,” published an-
nually for the last several years in The Pedagogic Report-
er, one can only be impressed by the amount of innova-
uon and experimentation taking place in individual
schools around the country. With respect 1o curriculum,
there is a move toward subjects of more coniempaorary
relevance. Holocaust courses and malerials abound; there
are also new courses and materials dealing with Israel,
Soviet Jewry, and the Amcrican Jewish community, There
are new programs for teaching the old subjects too: Bible,
Fewish History, Sabbath and Helidays, Modern Hebrew
and even Biblical Hebrew.*

With regard to methads, there is a trend toward in-
dividualizing instruction and experiential programs (Ack-
erman, 1972). Thus, for better or worse, we can find
pracuically every new idea that has hit the general field

* The Molion Rewearch Center of The Jewish Theolagiral Seminary is
sponsoring the development of a Biblical longuage program by e, Shieme
Haramati of lsrael,
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of cducation at work in some Jewish school: open class-
rooms, contract learning, programmed lessons, learning
modules, mini-courses, socio-dramas, field trips. retreats,
volunteer work in Jewish agencies, slides, movies, video-
tapes, audiotapes, and many more. Undoubtedly, many
of the programs are peculiar to one school and, undoubt-
edly, many of them will fail, as have their counterparts
in the public schools. But then again, traditional pro-
grams in both Jewish and public schools have also fajled.
What is important about all this is that there is a continu-
ing recognition that Jewish school programs must be
made “attractive,” “cnjoyable,” and “relevant.” There
are still problems in this area, though, and they merit
discussion since they seem to have been substanually
neglected in all of the reform that is taking place.

First, the work in curriculum reform secms disjointed.
While we might be developing adequate programs in
Bible, the Holocaust, and lsrael, etc., as an entire pro-
gram of Jewish education, they are probably not aimed
in the same direction. In other words, there has not been
enough atlention paid 10 the entire curriculum and to
how specific programs fir in.

Secondly, there seems 10 be very little attention paid
10 Jewish philosophy. We deal very little with guestions of
what it means to be Jewish and why a person should be
Jewish, These are questions that people are asking and to
which they do not have the answers. In a study of Reform
congregants, Leonard Fein and associates (1972} con-
cluded:

Like many, perhaps most Jews in America today.
they are highly uncertain as to what it is that being
Jewish implies, involves, demands {p. 142).

... In short: The people we have deall with call
themselves Jews, and their Judaism matiers to them.
But they are vastly uncertain, in the main, regarding
what calling oneself a Jew or caring about Judaism
means of is supposed to mean: meanings seem rarely
discussed, at least in ways that help (p. 144).

Fein's point is not an attack on Reform ideclogy but
rather on the absence of ideological discussion. He faults
the congregations for not doing more in this regard, but
one can also fault the schools. The problem of “meaning”
is surely not a problem facing Reform Jews only. To some
extent, it faces all Jews and their education is not coming
to grips with it.*

Thirdly, the schools, except for the day schools, have
not paid enough attention to the behavioral aspects of
being Jewish. Children have to learn when and how to
pray, what 1o do in a synagogue, how to conduct a Sab-
bath meal and a Seder, and they should also learn where
10 go in the future to find out anything they might want to
know about Jewish life . The educated man is the one
who knows where to find the information he needs. Our

" Subsequent to Fein's report. the Union of Ameriean Hebrew Cangrega-
tions attempled to deal with this problem, with the publication in %74 of
Why Judaism? A Search for Meawning in Jewish Identity, a texibook by
Rabbi Henry Cohen.
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children ure verv uneducated in this regard. If we cannot
familiarize them with all the necessary texts in the few
vears thal they are in school. we ought at least to fa-
miliarize them with the fact that the texts exist and can
be found in a language they will understand when theyv
are motivated to learn more. In short, we must make
Jewish children “functional Jews.” Too many do not
know how to function in Jewish surroundings, so that
when they atlend a sypagogue or a seder, for example,
they are “turned off” by the strange environment.

Climate. Studies of culturally deprived children have
found that the backeround of fellow students has a
very important effect on how much a child learns. Social
scientists have explained this by arguing that the studem
body creates a certain climate or atmosphere in the school
and in the classroom that varies in the degree to which
it is conducive to learning. This climatic effect is one of
the most important predictors of variation in individual
achievement, even more important than teacher quality.
but somewhat less important than parental effects. In
fact. one studv found that the brightest students in a
schoo! will adopt the scholastic norms of the majority
school culture, regardless of whether it is intellectual or
anti-intellectual and regardless of what their individual
preferences might be (McDill, 1967).

The climate in most afternoon and Sunday schools
leaves much 1o be desired. The lack of seriousness on the
part of the students about what they are doing sicms
largely from the supplementary nature of the schools. the
lack of parental and communal encouragement (dis-
cussed earlier), and the fact that classes meet at the end
of the day when children are fatigued or on Sunduay when
most other people sleep late or take part in recreational
activities. 1n addition, problems of curricula that have to
be of short duration, enjovable, yet substantially infor-
mative all lead to an atmospherc that is not conducive
1o learning. Thus, even those parents who take their chil-
dren's Jewish educalion seriously will find it hard 1o
transfer that interest to their children if there is a contrary
climate in the school. It might be more important for
parents to inquire about wha the other students arc than
who the teachers are and what they are teaching. before
making a decision about where 1o enroll their children.

This issue has become particularly pertinent to day
school education. The day schools, the majority of which
are Orthodox in orientation, have been attracting a large
number of non-Orthodox children in recent years. In
many instances this is not out of a parental desire for
more intensive Jewish education but out of desirc to
avoid the deteriorating public schools. This growing reli-
gious heterogeneity in the background of day school stu-
dent bodies has caused concern on the part of Orthodox
and non-Orthodox parents alike. The former are con-
cerned that the atmosphere of the schoel is “deteriorat-
ing™ (in other words, becoming less religious) and the
latter are concerned that the schools are not accommo-
dating enough in religious orientation for their children.

-
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Research is necded to determine the proportion of student
mix that maximizes educational results for both Orthadox
and non-Orthodox students.

An Agenda for Action

For the social scientist it is much casicr to offcr an
analysis of sacial problems than it is to suggest solutions.
Whilc the data arc somctimes clear on the causes of a
problem, they are much lcss clear on solutions. Fre-
quently, scveral alternative solutions can be inferred from
the analysis of causes, but frequently, also, none of the
possible alicrnative solutions has been tried, and there-
fore no one can be surc whether any or all of them
will work. Any action program would have to take into
account not only the need to alter the environmental fac-
tors of “cultural deprivation” so that Jewish schooling
will 1ake root in the early stages, but also the need to
increase the amount of schooling in order to overcome
such environmental obstacles as remain.

1) One thing has been tried, however, and for the
most part it works—intensive Jewish education. The data
here are clear. Jewish schooling has no lasting impact un-
less a minimum amount of it is obtained. Therefore, as-
suming effectivencss is desired, the minimum requirement
for graduation from a Jewish school should be 3,000
hours. In practical terms that means that a child should
attend Hebrew school approximately eight hours a weck
for 9V% years. Since it would probably be easier in many
cases for the child to attend a day school. more day
schools should be established so that there are a variety of
schools available with alternative idcclogical orientations
from which 1o choose. The point is. however. that while
it is not preferable, it is possible 1o get a satisfactory Jew-
ish education in a supplementary school if the teachers
are of good quality, the climate is conducive to learning
and the child attends for cnough vears.

The main difficulty in implementing such an idea is
that Bar Mitzvah comes at age 13 and afterwards students
drop out. Schools must do whatever they can to encour-
age Jewish school attendance into the high school vears
by postponing graduation, confirmation, or whatever else
legitimates finishing school befere a sufficient minimum
number of hours and years is obtuined. Personal persua-
sien, tuition allowances and attractive programs are all
means that should be emploved to encourage attendance
after Bar Mitzvah. It will probably be many years before
it can become normative for Jewish children to continue
their religious education through high school. A first step
toward that change must be the refusal of the school to
grant Loo early any type of certification of completion of
Jewish studics.

2} Intensive Jewish education, even day school edu-
cation, is unlikely 1o have any lasting impact on Jewish

identity unless supported by the family, Therefore. the
schools must hegin parent education  programs. There N

W—a foW Such programs deseloping in recent
years ¢ of them under the sponscrship oI he rnm_-::'
ﬁm&ml of Jewish Fegeratioms—
and Welfare Funds.

Generally, the programs take on two forms. In one
type. the parents are involved in some form of adult Jew-
ish education classes sponsored by the school. In the other
type of program, often called “family education pro-
grams,” the parents and the children are involved in the
same class. We need to research the effectiveness of dif-
ferent types of approaches 1o parent education and dis-
cuss the conditions under which parents can be induced
or obligated to take these classes. If the programs develop
on a wide scale, we will have to invest funds to develop
the proper curricula to keep the parents interested and in-
volved. It is important that the programs offer courses
that progress on a continual basis and not suffice with an
eight week “quickie course” on Judaism.

3} To kecep both students and their parents interested
in their Jewish education the schools must continue to de-
velop a “relevant curriculum.” There should be greater
attempts for an overall eurriculum design, rather than a
piece-meal approach. The schools should continue de-
veloping programs on contemporary subjects along with
the traditional subject matter. They must discuss the
meaning of Judaism, and help students and parents de-
velop the undcrstanding necessary for mainiaining an al-
legiance 1o their people and their faith. Finally, the
schools need to place greater emphasis on the practice of
Judaism in order to produce, if not scholarly Jews, at
least functional ones.

4} The schools must create incentives to attract and
maintain compefent teachers, This can be done in numer-
ous ways: a) Offer coilege scholarships to students in-
terested in pursuing a career in Jewish education. b) Offer
incentives to teachers who go back to school for further
training.* c¢) Offer full-time jobs with salaries and fringe
benefits competitive with other fields of similar training.
d) Offer opportunities for summer employolent in camps,
or in schoo! helping to develop curriculum materials. ¢)
Offer distinguished teaching awards on a fairly wide-scale
basis so that good teachers will reccive public recoanition.
f) Crcate ranks for teachers to allow for promotion in
status as well as salary. g) Encourage teachers 1o publish
their ideas. This will provide individual teachers more
public recognition and will add an element of discourse
and professionalismn all too lacking in Jewish education

* Middie size and smali Jewish commurities And it partice'atly diffcult
to attract pualified tenchers. One ¢ondition of the schatarhip procinms
sucgested here could be to require a certain humber of senrs of tesching
in surh 3 community.
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today. h) Involve congregational rabbis and seminary stu-
dents in the schools. It is very difMcult to find knowledge-
able personnel for our schools and those who are most
knowledgeable are busy with administrative matters. Sem-
inary students can be made (o serve internships in Jewish
schools (many already teach to support themselves while
in seminary) and rabbis can be encouraged by their con-
gregations to fulfill their teaching obligations.

5) Who is going to finance all of thesc reforms? The
irony in Jewish education is that the least wealthy Jews,
the Orthodox, because they are more interesied in inten-
sive Jewish education for their children, are carrving a
heavier educational financial burden than wealthier Jews,
There is little doubt that many parents who are choosing
not to enroll their children in a Jewish school. or who
choose to enroll them in the least expensive program, can
well aflord to pay more for the Jewish education of their
children, Their financial complaints may be interpreted
as an indication of the low priority that Jewish education
plays in their lives. Whether parents really cannot afford
intensive Jewish education for their children or whether
they do not want to afford it, the burden for finaneing
seems (0 be moving in the direction of the community.
If the community has an interest in providing Jewish edu-
cation for a maximum number of Jewish children, then
the community has to create the conditions, financial and
other, to attract students to Jewish schools.

As discussed earlier, federation funds and tuition fees
are hardly enough to meet the financial burden of the Jew-
ish education svstem as it stands today, let alone enough
to support a much more intensive school system. Thus. a
fund must be established specifically for the purposc of
Jewish education. The goal of this fund should be to sup-
port approximately 255 of Jewish educational costs. In
current dollars that would be roughly between 340 million
and $50 million a year for our present educational system.

Where would the money come from? It is unrealistic
to think that individuals are going to donate much more
money than they do already, nor can the popular base of
donors be expanded much more. However it seems that
many people are willing to invest money for long periods
of time, even if it means little monetary gain on their re-
turn. Three billion doliars warth of Israel bonds (with
about half redeemed) had been sold in the U.S. by the
end of 1974; they pay a rate of interest (5%2%) sub-
stantially less than can be obtained from a bank on long
term deposits. Similarly, a nafional fund could be estab-
lished for financing Jewish education. This fund would
solicit money on which it agreed to pay a specified inter-
est rate and, in turn, would invest the funds to generate
income which would support Jewish education.*

* In an article in the Chicage Sentined., Rabbi Irving Rosenbaum of the
Chirago Loop Synagogue suggesis thal we begin & Bonds For Jewish Educa-
vun Campaign.
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Would this 1ake away money from lsrael? It is most
uplikely. In 1973, the vear that the Yom Kippur War
broke out. over $502 million worth of Isracl bonds were
sold here—twice the amounts sold in 1871 apd 1972—
indicating that there are funds available. It is only neces-
sary to convince Jews that Jewish education is the right
cause and the crisis in this area is indeed great.

6) The problems of poor people in this country can-
not be solved by reform on the educational front alone;
there is need for reform in the residential and occupation-
al spheres too. Similarly, Jewish schools alone cannot
solve the problem of transmitting Yewish identity. There
has to be work in other areas too, One of those areas. as
pointed out above, is the community. Jews must make a
greater effort to keep Jewish neighborhoods intact and
stem the growing geographic dispersion of the Jewish com-
munity. For this purpose, Jewish communities, through
their synagogues and federations, should consider pro-
grams of community planning and offer incentives for
Tews to stay in, or move into, “Jewish neighborhoods.™

: Cleveland Federation offers very desirable small lnans

soung couples buyving houses in certain neizhborhoods

‘he city. More local federations qught to begin similar
types of programs,

7) 1t has been suggested that there are other institu-
tions which might be more effective in promoting Jewish
identity than schools—summer camps and vouth organ-
izations. for example. My data indicale that day camps
have 2 negligible mpact on adult identity and overnight
camps have a small impact which becomes negligible if
not coupled with extensive Jewish schooling. The role of
camps, then, is probably to support what is learned in
school or to encourage children to begin school, but not
to substitute for schooling.

Jewish youth group participation, on the other hand,
does have an impact that is independent of Jewish school-
ing, particularly during the college years. In my study,
Jewish organizational participation during the college
years was found to be one of the four most important
agents of religious socialization. (The others were: par-
ents, schools and spouse). Therefore, Jewish organizatinns
and local federations should increase support of programs
for college age Jewish youth such as Hillel Foundations,
Chabad Houses, and Jewish Studies programs. We are at
the peint where more Jewish children get some college
gducation than some Jewish education. With some 80%
of eligible Jewish youth attending college, many away
from home, it is important that the Jewish communits
maintain a presence at this point in their lives. This is the
time when many persons pick their mates, and my stud\
found that the religiosity of 2 person's spouse is the singie
most important influence on his adult religious involve-
ment.

One approach to the problem of Jow college student
affiliation with college Jewish groups would he an annual
request to synagogues, Zionist groups, B'nai B'rith Youth












there is no single, right way of learning, Recent research teaches tha: eash

of us learns -- that is, interprets the environment in which we find ourselves
—-- in a uniquely singular way. Each of us "receives" the messages which come

to us from the environment in a highly personal and individual manner.

Wnen learning is thought of in this way, the formal classroom is neither
the only nor the most effective setting for its occurrence. Moreover, we now
know that there is no specific age which is the right time for learning -- we
learn in different ways at different times of our lives. A whole new body of
knowledge -- androgogy as opposed to pedagogy -- teaches us that older people
can continue to learn but do so in ways which are different than those which
Characterize younger students. This knowledge is the ground uporn wnici
programs of continuing education have been built around the world.

There is yet another reason which explains the attentic re now gi—
informal educat*~1., I refer to the events of the 60's in this and othec
countries, Thuse Were tumultuous and exciting years and they have left an
indelible imprint on patterns of behavior in the United States and other
places., One of the leading motifs in the world of education of that time was
the idea of alternative modes of learning. The criticism of traditional
scnooling ~-- whetner justified or not is beside tne point here -- led to the
creation of a wide variety of new and novel settinas for learning. Within thic
context informal education was granted a long denied legitimacy and a new
respect,

And last put not least -- I think we now pay more actention to inforia.
education in the Jewish world because we have a sense that formal education has
fallen snort of aciieving its goals. That feeling is particalarly acute when
we assess the work of the two—day-a-week or three-day-a-week afterncon school.

Tne inadeyuacies of that form of schooling -- structural dsficiencies if YO
#1ll -- pave spurred attempts to create new fraleworks ana develop new SeLtlngs
for Jewish learning.

‘_-.__________.—-- - T - - _‘__'_“--.H‘

™ - newly won significe "_777 7" education raises many important
yuestioa3; not the least of tnam ar. ciocee { €0 with the allocation of

resources. Federation allocation committees, synagogueé educational committees
or other bodies assigned the responsibility of "cutting up the pie" will nave
to determine the degree of support available to informal or formal educations?
activities.

Let me be even more specific and by example sharpen the issue. The
responsibility of distributing limited resources permits a particular
guestion: Which form of education promises the Jewish people the greatest
return on its investment? Should we invest in scholarships for trips to
Israel? (As an aside I would add that we would be viclating a fundamental
principle if a youngster were denied the opportunity of spending time in Israel
because his/her family was unable to cover the cost:; in such a case the
community must accept the obligation,) Or should we, instead, support the
development of a curriculum in history!

The juxtiposition of Israel or history is not accidental. Trips to Israel
are tnhought to pe an unusually effective way of developing identification witrn
the Jewish people, History is taught in schools all over the world for the
VEry Same reason -- not so much to teach youngsters what happened in the pastc

but rather to inculcate loyalties and shape commitments.

Where shall we put our money?
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Attempts to assess the relative effectiveness of formal and informal
education are generally limited to a single continuum —- the affective and
cognitive proponents of informal education talk of feeling; champions of formal
education emphasize thinking. Talk of this kind leads to a bifurcation between
the head and the heart,

That division has no basis in reality; human behavior is not so easily or
neatly categorized. I hope that all of you have had the experience of reading
a moving book. Reading is perhaps the most intellective of all activities and
yet its impact is described in terms of emotion. I hope alse that all of you
have known the extraordinary pleasure that comes from mastering a difficult
problem or idea; the thrill that comes from knowing that something very
difficult hnas suddenly become clear and manageable. How do we separate between
thinking and feeling?

The division between affective or cognitive and thinking and feeling makes
little sense., Worse than that -- the false dichotomy obscures important
differences between formal and informal education and prevents us from drawing
significant distinctions. And those distinctions are necessary if we are to
make intelligent decisions regarding the allocation of resources.

A far more helpful way, I believe, of understanding the differences
between formal and informal education is to examine them systemically. Eacii of
them has certain attributes which result in different experiences for tne
learner, An understanding of these attributes is a necessary first step for
the development of sensiple programs.

In metaphorical terms the difference between formal and informal education
is not unlike that between Yavnheh and Jerusalem, Let me explain...

Tnere is a wonderful pasuk in Samuel II. The occasion is the return of
the Ark to Jerusalem; the verse says:

"
NY41323Y ©°EINa YIY 202 9 v39% prpnep YrUET D3 YD1 V1NN
®,..p0°93%32% O*yay3pay OWEPR3Y OUP3I5N

*and David and all the house of Israel played before the Lord with all
manner of instruments made of cypress wood, and with harps and with psalterie:
and with timbrels, and with sistra and with cymbals®.

Imagine the scenei David and those around him have abandcned themselves
tc unbridled joy. The dance is fluid, spontaneous and open -~ the choreography
is individual! This is Israel in an early period of its history; some scholars
think the event essentially pagan. The verse carries an air of freedom.



Yavneh, the metaphor of the rabbis, stands in sharp contrast:

"aeponn p3ac vh yam

*Give me Yavneh and its learned men”

Yavneh is the center of learning that was established after the siege
Jerusalem and the destruction of the Temple, It is the place which to this dav
remains the sympol of rabbinic thought, It represents the idea of sacred text,
reasoning, mastery of detail and a pattern of debate or discourse defined by
rigorous heremeneutic rules.

The symbolism of Jerusalem and Yavneh captures some impertant differences
between formal and informal education.

Formal education in the manner celebrated by Jewish tradition places
content at its center. The pattern of teaching and learning which has
characterized Jewish schools over the centuries and around the world is
testimony to the belief that there are certain things a Jew should know. Our
dedication to tne 1dea of scihooling draws from the biblical imperative whicn
declares that to be a Jew is to be educated in a very particular way.

The Mishneh in Pirkei Avot is quite explicit:
",,.R303% 799y eon }3 Aalezh MLy 13 KApe? wom 13"

"At five one 1s to learn Bible; at ten Mishneh, and at fifteen Gemarra"”

That is a curriculum -- striking in its simplicity and clarity -- for
every Jew, wnether he lives in Jerusalem, New York, Washincton, Buenos Aire: o
Capetown. A knowledge of sacred text is the ground which shapes the image oI
the educated Jew, The prescriptive dictum of the Mishneh leaves little room
for personal choice in the design of a course of study,

Informal education, almost by definition, places the learner at its
center. The needs of the learner rather than the needs of the culture
determine the nature, range and scope Of the activities. Informal education
concerns itself less with what the learner should know and more with what
he/she might be. The emphasis on becoming, which is a signal strength of
informal education, demands the freedom to promote and encourage individual
aptitude and interest.

Formal education is planned. The design of a curriculum must consider
placement, seguence and articulaticn —— when to teach what, what comes first
and what follows afterward, what is the relationship between one element or
another. Informal education, by contrast, can tolerate a lack of long-range
planning., It can live with loosely drawn boundaries and function without
limitations in the range of its reach. That looseness and flexibility
encourage a spontaneity which can translate this morning's headlines into this
evening's activity; the content of the program is derived from matters of
immediate concern to the participant.



The pattern of relationships in each setting is also different. In foriw.
education the teacher is the master and the pupil an apprentice; the function
of the former is to initiate the latter into the symbolic life of the culture.
The relationship is hierarchical; the authority of the teacher is drawn from
the knowledge he/she has acquired and the subordinate position of the pupil is
a function of his/her lack of that knowledge. Informal education carries the
promise of more symmetrical, or even egalitarian relationships. Because there
is no particular knowledge by which it is defined nor any specifi¢c body of
information which is essential to its successful conduct, inforinal education
can allow equal status to all. That condition is more conducive to meaningful
learning than the tight structure of formal settings,

Relationships in the two settings are also affected, in subtle and not
always distinct fashion, oy tne fact that formal education, in the sense of
schooling, is compulsory and informal education is voluntary. The law requires
that children of a certain age must attend school. Thne Jewish community does
not have the power of legislation; but when a congregation stipulates that a
youngster cannot celebrate becoming a Bar/Bat Mitzvah without a certain number
of years of school attendance, it introduces a degree of compulsion. Recent
research indicates that the very fact that one is required to go to school
Ccreates a situation which complicates the work of the teacher. Informal
education is essentially voluntary. Belonging, participation and coming and
going are matters, of choice. Parents can "force® a child only up to a point
-- ultimately he/she will decide whether or not to go to camp or join a youdtn
group. The freedom of moving in and out, of remaining only so long as
individual purpose i1s met, adds an imporrant dimension to the nature of tne
activity,

The difference between formal and informal education may be understood in
yet another way. Schooling is training in the postponement of gratification.
All of us, I'm sure, rememver wondering why we were reguired to learn tiiis or
that. The standard answer to the question was, and still remains, "It will b=
important later on! Wnen you grow up, you will regret not having learned it.*
We go to school as children to acquire the skills and knowledge which will
serve us as adults. Informal education, by contrast, can provide immediate
payoffs -- because there is no prescribed curriculum and activities can be
geared to tne felt needs of tne participant, the promise of gratification in
the present is much stronger. That is a significant attraction.

One more point. I would argue that formal education, particularly as it
is undertood in Jewish terms, is an invitation to become a member of a

collective. Infc- " " ' ‘on, despite its characteristic emphasis on group
belonging, pe t subjr~ties f-djyidesriem The mastery of a

traditional text Juiie wuc 1@8INEL wo a o wwenVEloaciun wiarch began centuries ago
and brings membership in a society which knows no limits of time or space, 7o
be at home in the Bible is to forge a link with literate Jews all Over the
world. The experiential emphasis of informal education can prevent such a
joining -- the manner in which each of us interprets a particular event or
translates a significant occasion into meaningful constructs is highly personal
and often so private as to deny the possibility of sharing with others. The
distinction drawn here must be understood in all its implications for that
sense of union which is critical to the idea of peoplehood.



I have tried here to offer an analysis of the attributes of both formal
and informal education. I have drawn the distinction between the two rather

sharply -- perhaps too much so —- in order to demonstrate that consideration of
the relative effectiveness of each cannot be couched in terms of either/or.

. leSt understand that‘.\-._h. . R T FOpSS RS JE R A
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ach, separately or in concert, cepends upoOn tne goals we set,

v

Jewish education in our time must contend with the freedom of choice which
is a hallmark of modern, open and democratic societies. Judaism, no matter ho.
interpreted, must compete in the free market of ideas with other ways of
looking at the world and differing conceptions of how life is to be lived. &
youngster growing up in America at the end of the twentieth century is faced
witn "...a near inconceivable expansion of the areas of human life open to
choices.® Wnen understood in all its bluntness, that statement means that one
can choose not to be a Jew.

The issue of choice, among other things, distinguishes between education
and indocfrination. To indoctrinate is to limit choice; to educate is to
expand the range of choice. "Indoctrination limits freedomn by closing the
imagination to any but the ideas which have been indoctrinated; ...education is
to present th. individaal witl, & varietly of possipilities -- judgment iz
possible only as a variety of possibilities are made available.,®

If we mean to educate rather than indoctrinate we must see to it that our
children acquire the skills and knowledgs without which responsicle,
lntelllcent and morall, aui2ndiile ChOLCe 1S 1MDos310i€. ReE&l ratuel Tian
imagined choice demands that we know — I emphasize the verb -~ something about
tne options before us and that we use tna:t knowledge in a certain way.

When education 1s understood in this way, the role of formal schooling
becomes yguite clear. Schools are "...uniquely equipped t0O make youngsters
aware of the constant bomwardimnent of facts, opinion and values to which they
are subjected; to help them question what they see and near; and ultimately tc
give them the intellectual resources tney need to make judgments and assess
significance.” This perspective neither denigrates informal education nor
denies its importance; it simply differentiates function and declares that the
strength of informal education lies in areas different from those better
handled by formal education. The particular province of the school cannot be
replaced by other forms of education.

The point we make here admits any number of examples; let me choose one.
A trip to Israel — a major expression of informal Jewish education —— is todi.,
happily considered an intrinsic part of our efforts to educate a new generation
of Jews. The effort, energy and expenditure necessary to such a venture is
justified and explained by reference to "the impact of Israel.” All of us
heard that phrase used earlier this morning, I must confess -- and I'm not
trying to be snide or facetious —— that I do not know what those words mean,
What is supposed to happen to a youngster as a result of time spent in Israel?
Wnat i3 the measure of a successful Israsl program?



For many youngsters, going to Israel is an "approved" way of getting away

from family and being on one's oWwn -- a not unimportant consideration for young
people of a certain age. Sponsors of such trips are all too often somewhat
less than clear about their purpose —— time in Israel (how much?) 1s variously

thought to heighten identificatien with the Jewish people, contribute to the
formation of a Jewish identity or to make one feel good about being Jewish., As
an educator I would submit that we are being less than authentic if we do not
conceive of a trip to Israel as a presentation of an alternative and the
creation of an opportunity to confront the youngster with a choice about where
and how he wants to live as a Jew.

1f that youngster, howaver, is to make a reasonaole, intelligent, moral
choice he/she must know certain things. He/she must know Hebrew -- you do not
live in the country nor can you really understand it unless you know the
language. He/she should know something about Jewish history. He/she should
learn to read Zionist texts and understand their analysis of the Jewish
condition, The option of ¢hoice brings with it the right to reject; that
denial, however, should be rooted in knowledge and not in ignorance. The items
cited here -- language, history, thought —- are conditions of meaningful
cnoice; they are best learned in school,

Baving said this, I will also argue that the attributes of formal
education, as I understand them, are not by themselves adequate to the task
that all of us have undertaken. The school experience must be expanded,
enriched and variegated by the limitless possibilities inherent in informal
education. We ougnt to look at the two not as separate spheres put as Lwo
settings which reinforce one another and contribute each to the other,

v
The foregoing has, I believe, implication for policy and practice,

Jewish schoolmen, the representatives of formal education, and center
workers, major spokesmen for informal education on this continent, have never
really worked together. At best, relations between the two resemble an uneasy
peace; at worst, each view the other's "turf™ as some unknown, even hostile
territory. We cannot really afford to go it alone any longer. We need
mechanisms of cooperation which Jjoin together in shared effort all those
cormmunal agencies which are potentially educative,

We need, I believe - 7ew ¥ind of rractitior=- .Programs for the traininc
and development of professiona. perso....l mu__ _x . _ _eyond the boundaries of
this or that form of education. Tne complexity of our task requires people wno
have knowledge and skills which permit easy movement from one setting to
another.

The idea of moving from one setting to another, back and forth and in and
out, applies to learners as well. The total educational experience ——
hopefully life long —- should be considered a process which consists of
different elements -- school, camp, retreats, Israel. At one point in life,
school may be most important; at another stage, some form of informal education
may be more appropriate. We should be able to move easily from one to the
otner; we need also to understand how each forin of education relates to and

affects the other.
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There is much that we know; there is also a great deal that we do not
know. While there is some research on Jewish education in this country, it is
inadequate to our needs, sporadic and short-term., The Jewish community — CJF,
Bureau of Jewish Education and other agencies -- does not sponsor serious
research in Jewish education. We know little about the reasons for our
failures and even less about the conditions of success, This must be changed;
ve need a serious commitment to research. Research 15 not a panacea; it does,
however, provide the information without which remedies and solutions are
unlikely.

The Mishneh tells us:

r2% 5ox%pa Yy &Y L..a390 nseYpan T3p oi1vav
*aior Yw3ab 1v9in 13 anx &Yy

"The day is long, the task is great...you are not expected to complete the
work and yet you are not free to desist,...®
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New Directions in Jewish Identity and Culture
I. Introduction

Sigmund Freud once wrote to a close friend who was thinking of abandoning
Judaism in favor of a less stigmatic identicy: “If you do not let your son
grow up as a Jew, you will deprive him of those sources which cannot be
replaced by anything else. He will have to struggle as a Jew and you ought
to help him develop all the energy he will need for that struggle. Do not
deprive him of that advantage!"

Despite this early warning by the founder of modern identity theory, too

few hel] ° thelr children develop é}l the energy they would need for the
struggl hroughout the first sixty years of this century, the primary
concern -. Americam Jewry has been to promote and facilitate the smooth

assimilation of Jews into American soclety rather than the promotion of
Jewlsh identicry. Only recently does 1t appear that the pendulum may be
swinging in another direction.

Moderno American Jewry has been successfully integrated into American
society ac the expense of the integrity of Jewish Culture and
civilization, ~ oY oo - - -

of a ronsci

cat :__,he 4
Jewish to the sensitivicty to social 1nJust1ce and the conscientiOus
==sulf o ma hr- »n behalf of Jews and non-Jews alike. The birth of

wsrael rekindled an awaireness of collective and mucval responsibility for
Jews and paved cthe way for the establishment of the Jewlsh community as an
organized political farce.

1= - - - -

These successes did little to conceal th~ '
idenriry among the children of those whose cOuavluvusicas wan DuApEU L1l LG
the Holocaust and the birth of Israel. The children who came of

age in the sixcies and seventies did not have the same grounding in the
=% -1ess of the Jewish experience in this century as did their parents.
t, Jewish youth who were raised in the universalist and socially

~.—___ous mllieu of the past ¢ " cades did not ofren ldentify their
social compitments with Jewishn or many, social virtues were severed

from the Jewish experiences whi... ..awned them and, paradoxically, were
turned against Judaisam which many saw as parochial and anachronistic. It
was difficulrt for many to understand the emphasis on the Holocaust and
Israel during the Viet Nam and Civil Rights era. In a world which had so
much devastation served up daily on television and in the streets, there
was little room for attending to Jewlsh sorrows,

Most Jewlsh schools, ar this time, could not have seemed more remore from
experlence. The nostalgic recollections about ancesteors and ancient sages
intoxicated by God appeared to be as inapplicable to life as Greek
mythology. Attempts atc 1ndocur1nating 1mpressionable young mlnds with the

it mm e bma L o= ~ - -
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interest in Jewishness and identity is growing in many positive ways which
were not evident until recenctly. We live during a_unique historical

a time in which it may be possible to address some of the

moment
fundamental issues in Jewish life, such as: the role of religion, the

effectiveness of Jewlsh education from childheood through adulthoed, the
high rate of Jewish illiteracy and the decline in Jewlsh identificatlon
and commictment. Many of these 1ssues defy easy solution and cannot be
addressed without considering a universe of complex and interrelated
issues. Others are amenable to solutlons however complex and elusive they
may be. It 1s the conclusion of the study group that planning for Jewish
continuity must be divided int¢ near—~term and lonp-term approaches.

; v Meneloet an

strategles for improving Jewish educational effectiveness., At the present
‘here 1s no systematic program for rrainine Tndadiralle

capable of implementing the edue________ _____ __ _._

in supplementary schools, day schools, parent and family

education, youth groups, and retreat and conference centers. The primary
tive Jewish education today is the ~=*-*--*

s both locally and mnatiomnally, L. ..

lucational goals, There is not, at this time,

a program tor recrultment and trairing of such personnel nor is there a

6lessional fleld in which people ¢_. Tind meaningful careers, The time
has never been more propltious for addressing these 1ssues but the window
of opportunity for developing creative solutions will not remaln open
indefinitely,

JUIRSLNE — -} LI CELY L L UEIIIS A LD L B R PLwyiuc WHRPUWL LWL LLED LWiL LEaLLLT L LLAaLILLLE
while, at the same time, deal with many of the cruclal issues outlined in
this paper.
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TO: Mortom L. Mandel FROM: Carol K, Fmﬁen DATE: 7/11/86
e c NN REPLYING TO
CEPARTMENT PLANT LOCATION DEPARTMENT ALANT LIEATIN YOUR MEMO OF:

SUBJECT: HIGHLIGHTS
COMMISSION ON JEWISH CONTINUITY — MEETING OF FULL COMMITTEE
JEWISH COMMUNITY FEDERATION - JULY 10, 1986

We agreed that I would provide summaries of the meetings of the Commission on
Jewish Continuity and 1ts Executive Committee. At the July 10, 1986 meeting
of the full commission, Chairman Charles Ratner introduced the three authors
of the "Report to the Commission on Jewish Continuity of the Jewish Commmunity
Federation," who then made the following remarks:

David S. Ariel - Cleveland College of Jewish Studles

Ariel noted that collaboration on the paper had afforded an opportunity for three
people with different backgrounds {(education, group work, and Judalc studies) to
share their dreams and hopes, and to 'brainstorm" on new ways for their agencies
to act in concert. Thelr discussions have led to specific proposals pertaining
to both formal and "beyond the classroom" Jewish educatiomal initiatives, as a
means of assuring Jewish continuity.

They found themselves in agreement in two critical areas:

1. If education is seen as a means of transmitting cultural heritage across
generations, then we haven't succeeded "enough."

The {(relative) lack of success reflects a measure of confusion, In Jewish
families and in the Jewish community, regarding what it is that we want to
transmit to the next generation. This calls for decisions and choices

regarding those elements that we want to pass on.

2. They acknowledged the successes that had been achleved in the areas of
integrating formal (classroom) education and "beyond the classroom" education:
shabbatons, Israel trips, Jewish camping, day schools, etc. They expressed
concern, however, about the viability of such programs, given the lack of
trained perscnnel-—the right human resourcges.

Trey determined that new efforts were needed in order to improve the personnel
Plcture:

a. Recrultment

The reservoir of potential professionals in the field of Jewish education
has not been fully tapped.
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b. Training

There 1s no adequate training program for specialists in beyond the
classroom education, day school teachers, leaders of Israel crips and
weekend retreats, etc.

c. Professionalization

There 1s no "profession” for Jewish education/Jewish continuity workers:
ne certification process, no quality control, no system to measure
effectiveness.

d. Retention
There has been too little effort to retain those who are already in the
field, to foster thelr career advancement, to provide them with adequate

salary and benefits, etc.

The need for qualified personnel in Jewish educational life will demand a comprehensive
approach to the personnel problem.

David P. Kleinman - Jewish Community Center

Kleimman noted that the new approach implies a broadening of the definition of
Jewish education and a redefinition of the term "Jewish educator.”

1f the goal Is ensuring Jewish continuity, then "beyond the classroom" education
must not be seem an ancillary, but rather as integrated with formal Jewish
education. All disciplines are worthy, and none are superior/subordinate.
Agencies must play complementary and supportive roles.

Kleinman noted that 1f we work with the congregational world and the Center world,
we will "capture" most Jewish people at some point in their lives. He believes

it is feasible to reform the system.

Alan D. Bennetr — Bureau of Jewish Education

Bennett stressed the role of the synagogue as an absolutely integral partner
in the effort to ensure Jewish survival.

He also made the important point that, just because agencies are cooperating or
collaborating, that does not imply that funding can be reduced.
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Questions - Answers — Comments

Charles Ratner raised a provocative question about the issues on which the
three authors could not reach agreement. In response to that question,
David Ariel noted a key difference between social service and education:
while there are many standards by which one can measure the effectiveness of
soclal service programs, it is difficult, if not impossible, to evaluate

ef fectiveness in education.

A dramatic moment occurred whem Rabbi Stuart Gertman stated his fundamental
disagreement with the tone of the paper. In his view, it provides a negative
assessment of the status of Jewish education and Jewish life. He believes,

on the contrary, that the survival of the Jewish people is not threatened,

and that if there seems to be "failure,”" it is because we have raised our level
of expectation regarding what comstitutes an educated Jew.

There was not adequate time for people to respond to Rabbi Gertman's objections,
but the comment was made that "both the best and the worst are true': while
there are some very fine and creative people entering the fields of Jewish
education and Judaic studies (witness: David Ariel), by and large the
practitioners are people who receive insufficient training and inadequate
support.

Future Steps

Charles Ratner explained that the next task of the Commission on Jewish
Continuity would be to identify three to five issues for more focused study.
After the issues are selected, a task force will be organized to examine
each one. In order to identify the critical issues, Commission members were
given a rating sheet (attached) and asked to return it by July 24, 1986 with
their responses.

Ratomer urged Commission members to keep in wmind the following question: How
can we make a difference?















Jewish Community Federation of Cleveland July 10, 1986

RATING SHEET FOR CHALLENGES
TO BE ADDRESSED
THROUGH COMMISSION OM JEWISH CONTINUITY TASK FORCES

In order to address the broad range of issues already generated by our speakers
and readings in a manageable and productive fashion, the Executive Committee
has recommended that we break into issue-oriented task forces. The task forces
would further define each issue, provide any research data needed, and
recommand specific courses of action for the commissicn. In order to help us
decide which 3-5 issues need to be addressed first, we developed this rating
sheet which provides examples of issues that may be selected. They are not
meant to define "in concrete™ the work of the task forces, but rather to help
clarify the kinds of issues that we may want to deal with, Please rate each
issue from one to five (with "1™ being the most important) and feel free to
change, correct, or elaborate in the space provided. Also feel free to add and
rate any issues you think we may have missed in the $paces provided at the end
of this list,

le The challenge of educating pre-adolescents and adolescents, It's been
suggested that the challenges of Jewish education and continuity intensify
for most youngsters at around the fifth or sixth grade. This suggests a
need for a comprehensive look at the issues that touch on educating
adolescents and pre-adolescents including personnel, classroom management,
and beyond the classroom experiences (i.e., intensive Jewish summer
camping, retreats, Israe! experiences, and youth group activity). Youth
group activity has already been studied through the Joint Plenum --
Federation Youth Commission,

RATING: Average Score: 2.10 = 4th Priority
COMMENTS:

Integrating classroom and beyond the classroom Jewish education. The 1976
and ]980 Federation Jewish education studies suggested that certain “beyond

J#H\ the classroom® environments (Israel, ‘camp, retreats, youth group

i

activities) may be more conducive to Jewish learning and identity formation
than traditional classroom environments, Since it's clear that these
aren't used nearly as much as the classroom and since most schools don't
have the resources to truly integrate these activities, this might provide
a good focus for discussion and action. Of special interest might be
collaborative ventures between congregations and communal agencies since
congregations provide classroom settings for better than two-thirds of our
children.

RATING: Average Score: 1.90 = 2nd Priority
COMMENTS :
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Day school education. Increasing the number of youngsters receiving a day
schoo! education, and particulariy increasing the proportion of
non-0rthodox youngsters, has been a key communal concern, An analysis of
this issue might include the cast of day school education, the question of
quality in both secular and Judaic studies, and the concept of marketing
day school education,

RATING: Average Score: 2.95 = 8th Priority
COMMENTS :

&

Yy 778
Papent Education. Making "every parent a partner in the Jewish educational
process” has been identified as a key challenge by nearly every national
and local Jewish education study. This includes a whole range of concerns
including the intake and orientation of new parents, the development of
organized and targeted parent education programs, and a variety of other
suggestions for bringing parents into the educational process. Perhaps
even more importantly this might include programs to make parents
themselves more deeply involved in organized Jewish religious and civic
Tife so that they can serve as true models for their children's
identification and participation,

RATING: Average Score: 2,04 = 3rd Priority
COMMENTS :

5-

Personnel. The development of personnel for formal and informal Jewish

education has increasingly become a major overall communal priority as high

quality staff become more difficult to find in both congregational and
communal settings. This work group would need to focus on a number of
interrelated issues:

a) Recruitment
b) Pay scales
¢) Training

d) Education
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e) Part time verses full time career paths for supplementary school
teachers
f) The future of a supplementary teaching "career.”

RATING: Average Score: 1.64 = lst Priority
COMMENTS: ~

6. Clarifying the agenda of Jewish education - curriculum development. It's
been suggested that youngsters and aduits require a far more well reasoned
approach to Jewish religion and culture than most currently received. Many
have difficulty answering the question, “Why be a Jew?" in adult terms,
Dealing with this issue would require investigating existing, curricular
material and then discussing the interaction between curriculum and
classroom and “beyond the classroom™ delivery systems,

RATING: Average Score: 2.54 = 5th Priority
C OMMENTS :

7. Resource development. What needs to be done to develop more resgurces for
Jewish identity programs? Do we need more resources? How should priority
decisions be made?

RATING: Average Score: 2.98 = 9th Priority
COMMENTS:

8. Human resource davelopment Excellent lay leadership has been viewed as 2
key to excellent programs, 1Its been suggested that lay leadership
development activity could be most useful in Jewish education at all levels
- agency - congregation and community, How could the Commission be helpful
in this process?

RATING: Average Score: 2.63 = 6th Priority
COMMENTS:




-

9. Structural change in_Jewish education. It's been suggested that all the
issues listed are symptoms of a broader problem requireing basic shifts in
the organization of Jewish education, This might require a complete
reevaluation of the role of such institutions as the Bureau, the College,
the JCC, the communal schools, the congregational schools, and the
Federation planning process.,

RATING: Average Score: 2.76 = 7th Priority
COMMENTS:

ISSUES NOT MENTIONED ABOYE THAT YOU THINK NEED TO BE ADDED:

10. Synagogue Relations -- mentioned as separate issue by

two individuals,

RATING:

11,

RATING:

12.

RATING:
Name:

ndd/bs :6 {optional)
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RATING SHEET FOR CHALLENGES
TO BE ADCHESSED
THROUGH COMI4ISSION ON JEWISH CONTINUITY TASK FORCES

In order to address the broad range of issues already generated by our speakers
and readings in a manageable and productive fashion, the Executive Committee
has recommended that we break into issue-oriented task forces. The task forces
weuld further define each issue, provide any research data needed, and
recommend specific courses of action for the commission. In order to help us
decide whizh 3-5 issues need to be addressed first, we developed this rating
sheet which provides examples of issues that may be selected. They are not
meant to defing "in concrete"” the work of the t:sk forces, but rather to help
clarify the kinds of issues that we may want to deal with. Please rate each
issue from one to five (with “1" being the most important) and feel frz=e to
change, correct, or elaborate in the space provided. Also feel free t3 add and
rate any issues you think we may have missed in the spaces provided at the end
of this list.

1. The challenge of educating pre-adolescents and adolescents. It's beer
suggested that the challenges of Jewish education and continuity intensify
for most youngsters at around the fifth or sixth grade., This suggests a
need for a comprehensive look at the issues that touch on educating
adolescents and pre-adolescents including personnel, classroom manage-ent,
and beyond the classroom experiences {(i.e., intensive Jewish summer
camping, retreats, Israel experiences, and youth group activity). Youth
group activity has already been studied through the Joint Pienum --
Federation Youth Commission.

RATING: 4
COMMENTS ¢

2. Integrating classroom and beyonc the classroom Jewish education. The 1976
and 1980 Federation Jewish education studies suggested that certain “beyond
the classroom" environments (Israel, camp, retreats, youth group
activities) may be more conducive to Jewish Tearning and identity formation
than traditional classroom environments. Sincé it's clear that these
aren't used nearly as much as the classroom and since most schools don't
have the resources to truly integrate these activities, this might praovide
a good focus for discussion and action. Of special interest might be
collaborative ventures between congregations and communal agencies since
congregations provide classroom settings for better than two-thirds of our
children.

RATING: 2
COMMENTS :




Day school education. Increasing the number of youngsters receiving a day

schoal ednca-ion, and particularly increasing the propartion of
non-Orthodox youngsters, has been a key communal concern. An analysis of
this issue might include the cost of day school education, the question of
quality in both secular and Judaic studies, and the concept of marketing

day school education,

RATING: 3

COMMCNTS @

Parent Education. Making "every parent a partner in the Jewish educational

process" has been identified as a key challenge by nearly every national
and Tocal Jewish education study. This includes a whole range of concerns
including the intake and orientation of new parents, the development of
organized and targeted parent education programs, and a variety of other
suggestions for bringing parents into the educational process. Perhaps
even more importantiy this might include programs to make parents
themselves more deeply involved in organized Jewish religious and civic
life so that they can serve as true models for their children's
jidentification and participatian.

RATING: 3
COMMENTS ; (Fairmount Temple is now doing a pilot program.)

Personnel. The develapment of personnel for formal and informal Jewish
education has increasingly became a major averall communal priority as high
quality staff become more difficult to find in both congregational and
communal settings. This work group would need to focus on a number of

interrelated issues:

a) Recruitment
b} Pay scales
¢) Training
d) Education



— 3 -

g} Part time verses full time career paths for supplementary schoal
teachers
f) The future of a supplementary teaching "career."

RATING: 1
COMMENTS :

6. Clarifying the agenda of Jewish education - curriculum development, It's
been suggested that youngsters and adults require a far more well reasoned
approach to Jewish religion and culture than most currently received. Many
have difficuity answering the question, "Why be a Jew?" in acdult terms.
Dealing with this issue would require investigating existing, curricular
material and then discussing the interaction betw2en curriculum and
classrpoom and "beyond the classroom" delivery systems.

RATING: 1

COMMENTS : Investigating existing curricular material is fine, but a prior

step must be to address the question: '"What does cone need to know, in

order to be a thinking Jewish adult?" Then explore the current offerings.

7. Resource development. What needs to be done to develop more resources for
Jewish identity programs? Do we need more resources? How should priority
decisions be made?

RATING: 4
COMMENTS :

8. Human resource develgpment Excellent lay leadership has been viewed as a
key to excellent programs. Its been suggested that lay leadership
development activity could be most useful in Jewish educaticn at all levels
- agency - congregation and community, How could the Commission be helpful
in this process?

RATING: 2
COMMENTS ¢




g. Structural change in Jewish education., It's been suggested that all the
issues listed are symptoms of a brcader problem requirzing basic shifts in
the organization of Jewish educazion. This might require a complete
reevaluation of the role of such institutions as the Burcau, the College,
the JCC, the communal schools, the congregational schools, and the
Federation planning process.

RATING: 1

COMMENTS : It is essential to examine the role, the constituencwy, and the
effectiveness of each coumpenent in the system, =5 wzll as the
interrelationships among the parts. Perhaps z SASS profescional
could assist a task force in studying Jewish education as a "service
delivery system.” This process might sugze<t ways to achieve
systemic changs.

ISSUES NOT MENTIONED ABOVE THAT YOU THINK NEED TO BE ADDED:

10.

RATING:

11.

RATING:

12,

RATING: e Cr ot w%_/

(optional)
m44/bs:6
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COMMISSION ON JEWISH CONTINUITY

PROJECTED TIMELINE

| i | | | |
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1 Plenum} |
| |
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| [ { | I b
| Executive Committee | | Presentation | Full | | Executive Committee | Full Commission | | Task Forces
| begins meeting to {..] by Agencies ... Commission | ... meets to recommend | .., Reviews and | .o formed for |
| help steer the process | | on Key Issues | rates | | Key Issues from | Finalizes 3-5 | | key issues to |
| | in Jewish ] Potential | | from among issues | Key Issues | | discuss and ]
] Continuity | Issues | | rated and suggested | ] | develop specific |
] | based on | | by Full Commission | | work plans |
| Experts and | | | |
| Readings |
I
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July 14, 1986

MEMORANDUN

TO0: Commission on Jewish Continuity

FROM: Charles Ratner, Chairman

On Thursday, July 10, the Commission on Jewish Continuity heard a
most interesting report from David Ariel, David Kleinman, and
Alan Bennett based on a paper each of you has already received.

In addition to this presentation, we also reviewed our progress
to date and outlined our future direction. A1l those present
agreed that we should move quickly into task _forces that can deal
with specific issues and develop plans for addressing the chal-
lenges we face as a Jewish community. In order to help us select
the specific issues to be addressed by the task forces, we're
asking each of you to complete the¢ iclgsed rati~~ sheet, - using
the information in the papers you've already recc.ved, the infor-
mation we've gotten from our speakers to date, and your own
feelings and opinions. Once we receive your ratings we'll call
another meeting of the full commission to decide which issues to
address first. Please complete your form and return it to us in
the enclosed return envelope by July 25 at the Tatest, Of course
you can feel free to call Barry Shrage at 566-9200 if you have
any questions about the form or about any of the other information
you've received to date.

Please disregard this memo if you were at the meeting on July 10
and have already returned the form you received at that time,

Thanks so much for your ongoing help and support.
BS:set:53:9

Enclosures



Bavy Shrage

MEMORANDUM

TO: Executive Committee DATE: §/22/86
of Joint Federation/Plenum
Commission on Jewish Continuity

RE: Change of Date for Next Meeting

Please note that we have had a change of date
from that previously announced in our recent
meeting notice.

Please mark your calendar to reflect this NEW DATE.

We're sorry for any inconvenience this may have
caused,



September 22, 1986

MEMORANDUM

T0: Joint Federation/Plenum Commission on Jewish Continuity

FROM: Charles Ratner and James Reich, Co-chairmen

As you can see, the Commission on Jewish Continuity now has a new
name reflecting our new relationship with the Congregational
Plenum., The leadership of the Federation and the Executive
Committee of the Commission on Jewish Continuity all felt that it
was important to strengthen the partnership between thne
Federation and the congregations if we were to have real success
in dealing with the Jeweish continuity agenda in the years ahead.
Congregations educate 70% of our children directly and have an
enormous impact on families and children through their critical
growing-up years. We look forward to working with the Plenum to
find answers to the many challenges we face.

The next meeting of the Joint Federation/Plenum Commission on
Jewish Continuity will be held:

THURSDAY, OCTOBER 2, 1986
7:30 p.m. at the > {
Temple Branch "
26000 Shaker Boulevard

The meeting will be used to review the results of the survey you
recently completed and to consider which issues to begin with in
our task force deliberations. If there is time available, we can
begin to discuss, and refine some of the critical issues before
passing them on to the task forces for further work.

Enclosed, to help us in our discussion, is a copy of the guestion-
naire you received several months ago along with the results of
your ratings., As you can see, the results clearly point to two
over-arching priorities among a number of important issues to be
reviewed by the commission.
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1. The recruitment, training, and education of line and
supervisory personnel for formal and informal Jewish
education (from Issue Na. 5 on the enclosed list), and

2. The development of a comprehensive plan to help better
integrate classroom and "beyond the classroom" Jewish
educational techniques for all our children (combining Issues
Nos. 1, 2 and 4 on the enclosed list).

We look forward to seeing you on (ctober 2.

BS:set:58:5

Enclosures
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REVIEW OF SURVEY RESULTS

Mr. Reich reviewed the preliminary results of the survey. The recruitment and
training of staff for the classroom, for informal settings, and for parent edu-
cation, seemed to be the number one priority for most members of the commission
and the Plenum delegates generally agreed that this should be a fuocus for the
task forces. The next set of issues seemed to cluster together, and seemed to
be a very high priority for aimost everyone, each scoring within a half point
of the other. These were: integrating classroom and beyond the classroom
Jewish education; the challenge of educating pre-adolescents and adolescents;
and parent education. These issues all have a common thread and a common his-
tory since all generally came from the 1976 and 1980 Jewish education studies.

Mr., Reich indicated that past these two general areas of concern the list of
priorities was open. However, an important segment of the committee clearly
believed the issue of structure should be the next commission prigrity. The
issue of structure would include issues !ike: What should the role of the
Bureau be? Should we have communal schools? Is there a better way to create a
more effective system of Hebrew education? Should we have the kind of commu-
nity high school we have? OQthers wanted to deal with the question of what
should be taught and answer the question: Why Be A Jew? Still others wanted
to talk about expanding non-Orthodox day school enrollment.

DISCUSSION

In the discussion that foliowed, Mr. Bennett indicated that the ratings provi-
ded an excellent starting point for dividing up the work of the commission. He
suggested that the personnel issue would be a good focus for the first task
force. A number of members of the commission then suggested that it would be
important to separate the next three issues which had been clustered together.
The commission therefore agreed that the second task force should focus on the
development of a comprehensive plan to heip integrate classroom and beyond the
ciassroom Jewish educational techniques, including both the challenge of educa-
ting pre-adolescents and adolescents and the overali issue of integrating class-
room and beyand the classroom Jewish education.

Those present then agreed that a third task force should focus on parent educa-
tion because of the importance and priority attached to this issue and the need
for a complete discussion of implementation strategies. A number of members of
the commission also stressed that while the focus of the parent education
issues should be on strengthening the ability of the family to transmit Jewish
identity to children, issues such as family and life-long Jewish education
should also be included. Similarly, the use of informal educational strategies
for 1ife-Tong Jewish learning was also stressed as an extension of integrating
classroom and beyond the classroom Jewish education.

David Ariel then stressed the idea that it would be important to tackle those
issues that lend themselves to solutions at this time. He stressed the person-
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nel issue would be a key focus and the integration of classroom and beyond the
classroom Jewish education would also be important because of both the challen-
ges and opportunities available in this area. He noted the committee would
need to begin by considering why we haven't been able to implement the strate-
gies that most agree would be useful in terms of retreat programs, intensive
Jewish camping, Israel programs, and other beyond the classroom mechanisms.
Dr. Ariel stressed his belief that personnel would be part of the challenge in
this area along with other factors.

The commission then turned to a discussion of whether a task force should be
formed around the structural issues and around clarifying the agenda of Jewish
education, 1In the discussion of structural issues, some members of the commit-
tee felt an in-depth discussion of structural issues would amount to “spinning
wheels." Others felt concrete progress could be made in exploring the total
structure of Jewish education in the community. Others stressed that the issue
of structure would and should emerge in each of the task forces and structural
issues would need to be considered in studying the personnel issue; devising
ways to integrate classroom and beyond the classroom Jewish education; and also
in addressing the need for family education. Mr. Bennett stressed that structu-
ral issues needed to be tied to specific goals to be effectively addressed.
David Kleinman suggested each task force be authorized to deal with structure
and funding issues within the context of its own subject matter.

Finally, Henry Zucxer summed up the discussion by suggesting three task forces
be formed -- one on personnel, one on family education, and one on beyond the
classroom education, [t was further agreed that an exploration of life-long
Jewish education would be possible within the context of each of these task
forces. It was also suggested the issue of telecommunications be included
under the general heading of beyond the ciassroom Jewish education.

Finally, most members of the Execufive Committee seemed to feel the issue of
structure would be an extremely difficult one to deal with and structural
issues could be discussed in the context of each of the task forces. Some,
however, suggested there was a need for at Teast one task force with an open
agenda to be able to brainstorm and develop new ideas and concepts, some of
which could be structural in nature.

ADJOURNMENT

The Executive Committee of the Commission on Jewisn Continuity adjourned at
1:3U0 p.m., and agreed to submit its report to the full Commission on Jewish
Continuity at its next meeting.

Respectfully submitted,

Barry Shrage, secretary.

BS:set:87:14
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T0: Morton L. Mandel FROM: Carol K. Willen DATE: 9/24/86

NAME NAME
REPLYING TO

CEFARTMENTPLANT LOCATION DEPARTMENT/FLANT LocATiON YOU R MEMO 0 F .
-

SUBJECT: EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE OF THE JOINT FEDERATION/PLENUM
COMMISSION ON JEWISH CONTINUITY

SEPTEMBER 23, 1986-HIGHLIGHTS OF MEETING

1. The Commission on Jewish Continuity now bears the name ''Joint Federation/Plenum
Commission on Jewish Continuity." Since congregations educate 70% of children
directly, and have a major impact on famflies and children during the growing
years, the Commission on Jewish Continuity has strengthened the partnership
between the Federastion and the congregations in this endeavor by bringing the
Plenum into the process as a full partner.

Jim Reich has Jjoined Chuck Ratner as Co-Chairman of the Commission.

2. The Executive Committee discussed the results of a survey to which 25 members
of the Commission on Jewish Continuity responded. (Attached.)

The subject that ranked highest was the need to develop persomnnel for formal
and informal Jewish education in both congregational and communal settings.
The personnel topic encompasses such interrelated issues as recruitment,
compensation, training, education, career path, etc.

3. The subject on which there was the greatest divergence was that of structural
change in Jewish education. Some respondents felt that the role of existing
institutions requires reevaluation, while others felt that to disrupt the
existing network of institutions and the curremt "product loyalties" would
not be productive. The Executive Committee ultimately concluded that while
the subject of structure per se would not be studied by a task force, all
task forces would be encouraged to address structural issues in the course

of examining their assigned content areas. Similarly, the funding

implications of programs will necessarily be dealt with by all task forces.

4. The issue of parent education was recognlzed as another key area for study.
It was suggested that the Commission not restrict itself to "parent"
education, but rather see the family as a totality.

5. Some respondents felt that the 1ssue of Jewlsh continuity should be regarded
as inclusive of, but not synonymous with, Jewish education. However, it
is clearly the desire of the Commission to focus on the education of
school—age children as the principal vehicle for emsuring continuity.

72752 {(8/81) PRINTED IN 2.5.4.
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While the greatest opportunity for impact may be in the development of
programs to involve the families of children entering the educational
system (particularly in congregational settings), it was recognized
that the needs of people at other stages of life (for example, im the
twenties and early thirties, before one has school-age children) must
also be met. Lifelong learning experiences are consldered desirable,
but do not emerge as a top priority.

The Commission places a high value on integrative activities that bring
together (to use Alan Bennett's phrase) "a variety of methodologies and
modalities of learning." Telecommunications, both 1n the classroom and
in the home, represent a fertile area for exploration.
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Dr. Ariel also noted however that there are great areas of potential and that
all three directors are most interested in the use of "beyond the classroom”
technologies like Israel experiences, retreats, summer camping, and youth group
activity as weli as increased day school enrollment in order to better transmit
Jewish continuity and identity. Dr. Ariel noted that while none of these ideas
are new, they have enjoyed limited success because they have never been truly
integrated as a standard part of the educational process., Or., Ariel reported
that whatever success has been achieved could well be in jepoardy because of
current persgnnel limitations., He noted however that there is a great reser-
voir of young Jewish talent who could, potentially, be recruited for Jewish
education but that accomplishing this goal will require an adequate training
program here in Cleveland in "beyond the classroom” as well as classroom Jewish
educational technigques. He also stressed the need to create a real profession
For Jewish educators including quality control and a system for measuring pro-
gram and teacher effectiveness. He stressed that there needs to be a comprehen-
sive approach to the problem of recruiting, training, and placing personnetl.

Following David Ariel's presentation, David Kleinman spoke on the importance of
“beyond the classroom" Jewish education. He noted that "beyond the classroom"
Jewish education has been on the agenda of local and national studies for some
time and that intensive Jewish summer camps, retreat programs, parent educa-
tion, youth group activity, and Israel travel have Jong been viewed as having
significant potential for upgrading Jewish educstion. He also suggested, how-
ever, that there were important differences between previous approaches and the
direction in which the Commission seemed to be headed and that the directors of
the three agencies had been discussing for the last year.

Mr. Kleinman noted that the current efforts seeks to redefine the professional
concepts of teacher and group worker and to encourage the development of a new
professicn that encompasses both classroom and "beyond the ciassroom” educa-
tional skills. He stressed that a Jewish educator must be more than a teacher,
Second, Mr., Kleinman noted that the current dialogue has moved beyond the dis-
cussion of turf that has freguently been raised in the past. ATl involved seem
to accept the fact that there are more than enough challenges to be solved and
that all agencies must work together if solutions are to be found. Mr., Klein-
man then stressed that Ybeyond the classroom" Jewish educational experiences
are no longer viewed as extra-curricular, but rather as an integral part of the
Jewish educational experience. This in itself, moves the discussion of class-
room and "beyond the classroom" Jewish educational experiences to a new level.
Fourth, he noted that the new approach views classroom and "beyond the class-
room” activity as mutually supportive and complementary rather than competi-
tive, allowing each component to work together in a unified system. Fifth, and
most importantly, Mr. Kleinman suggested that the new approach implies a signi-
ficant degree of collaboration between congregations and the Jewish Community
Center. He noted that bpetween the Jewish Community Center and the congrega-
tions, almost every Jewish family in the community is touched and that the JCC
could play a significant role in reaching totally unaffiliated families while
at the same time working closely with congregations to develop mutual strate-
gies for reaching already affiliated families by combining the skilis and know-
ledge of the congregation and the Jewish Community Center within congregational
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settings. He noted that this would allow for significant new creative
opportunities.

Following David Kleinman's presentation, Alan Bennett outlined some of the key
educational elements of the new approach discussed by the three directors. He
stressed that the new approach would be interdisciplinary and will therefore
create new service patterns which will, in turn, create a broader conception of
Jewish survival. He echoed the key points made by the previous speakers by
stressing the importance of inter-agency cooperation and the need to pool
skills among the various agencies involved., He also placed great stress on the
need for all efforts to be coordinated with synagogues who are, and must be, an
integral partner in the process of Jewish survival. Mr. Bennett concluded by
discussing the need for increased funding levels to be addressed if the system
is to function appropriately.

DISCUSSION

Following the presentation by the three speakers, Charles Ratner, chairman of
the Commission, asked what issues remained unresolved among the three agencies.
It was noted that there were differences of opinion among the three in their
assessment of the success or failure of current Jewish educational efforts. It
was suggested that while mechanisms exist for measuring success or failure in
the social service delivery system, measures for the effectiveness of Jewish
education are much less clear. David Ariel noted however that many students
have expressed dissatisfaction with their own level of Jewish awareness and
knowledge in a number of studies. He noted that in the Federation survey of 13
- 29 year olds, for example, only 36% felt they had a good Jewish education,
with 17% finding their Jewish education unsatisfactory, and the balance only
somewhat satisfied with their educational experience. Dr. Ariel stressed that
while this dosen't mean that Jewish education has failed, it does mean that
there may be a need to raise Jewish knowledge and awareness above the leveal
achieved by most 13 - 15 year olds which is when most end their formal Jewish
educatiaon.

N. Herschel Koblenz then asked about the role that congregations had in the
plan outlined by the executive directors. He questtioned whether congregations
would need to change along with the agencies, or whether the three speakers
expected them {o remain essentially the same. In reponse, it was noted that
all agencies and institutions would need to strengthen and improve their
efforts including congregations. It was also noted, however, that congrega-
tions were viewed as having a very fundamental role in the Jewish educational
process with Alan Bennett noting that synagogues are the "guardian of the spiri-
tual fuel that keeps the whole enterprise going.” He stressed that while all
aspects of the educational enterprise can be excellent, it will inevitably fail
if there is no ideological or spiritual underpinning for the effort,

Rabbi Gertman then raised a number of concerns regarding the tone of the paper
developed Dy the three directors. He commented that the paper didn't suffi-
ciently reflect the positive results of the Jewish educational process. He
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noted that there is a great deal good about Jewish education and that the
Jewish educational product is much improved. He suggested that the alienated
youth of the 60s and 70s are now themselves parents of Bar Mitzvah aged
youngsters who are involved in congregations. He requested that the focus
shift from repairing a terrible system to a consideration of how to enrich and
strengthen a system which is essentially working. All present agreed that the
tone of the discussion should be positive and that the focus should be on how
to stretch beyond the basics to new levels of identity and attainment,

Michael Diamant stressed that he's proud to be part of the current process and

that the focus should certainly be on raising the current level of educational
attainment,

THE FUTURE OF THE COMMISSION ON JEWISH CONTINUITY

Charles Ratner then outlined the future steps to be taken by the Commission on
Jewish Continuity. He recommended that future meetings be held in the evening
to give speakers more adequate time and to allow more time for discussion,

Mr. Ratner then noted that a rating sheet would be distributed to all the mem-
bers of the Commission which would be used to determine which specific topics
to focus on. He stated that the Commission would then break into task forces
to study each issue. He asked those present to complete their forms after care-
fully reviewing the comprehensive material they had already received and to
mail their rating sheets back to Barry Shrage within two weeks. He then stated
that the Commission would meet again as a group after the summer to select the
specific issues to be addressed by the task forces of the Commission on Jewish
Continuity. He also asked the members of the Commission to consider the basic
question of how we as a group can really make a difference, and significantly
upgrade the ability of the community to ensure Jewish continuity. He noted
that he had no easy answers to these questions and further suggested that it
would be important for the entire Commission to struggle with this issue
together.

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 1:35 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Barry Shrage, secretary,

BS:set:54:9
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MYTHS AND PACTS POR CAMPAINIRS AND PLANNEZRS®
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That statistics can distort reality is a truism. OQur concern here is not
with distortion but with the degree to which statistics and other kinds of
research can, inadvertently as well as deliberately, create myths about our
society which then take on a life of their own. Myths are very important to
every society. They help support it and its underlying ideclogies,
However, when these myths are built on a false foundation they may mislead
us, or help to maintain ideologies which need re-examination, or be
destructive to society. Today's social myths tend not to be built on poetry
and folk tales, but on the pseudo-scientific base which impresses us -
charts, tables and statistics based on "research." Should reports of these

research efforts find their way into The New York Times, they then became

enshrined as fact and become the building blocks for myths about

* Based on a paper presented at the Conference of Jewish Communal Service,

1986,



society., A number of those myths affect the Jewish comunity and can

seriously mislead planners and campaigners in their efforts to build

effective programs,

We will illustrate the point by taking an example, not from Jewish
society, but from the general society in the United States. We often read
that our Social Security and Medicare systems are doomed toO bankruptcy
because the aged are so much larger a percentace of the total pooulation
than they used to be. People argue that while there were once ten able
bodied adults for every person 65 or older in society, by the year 2000
there will be barely more than two able bodied adults for every person
over 65. Therefore, it is argued, there will be fewer working people
called on to support more dependent people, and our support system will be
bankrupt. This myth is based on a rezlity - the growing number and
percentage of elderly in our society. But it ignores several other
things. It ignores the increasing numb2r of women in the work force which
increases the nurber of contributors to the Social Security and Mediczre
systems. It ignores the improved health and working capacity of the
elderly. Most important, it ignores the fact that along with the growth
of the elderly population has come a concomitant decline in the birth
rate, and therefore in the number of dependent children per 10C adults.

It turns out thar if one combines the nuber of children between the ages
of 0 and 16, and the number of adults 65 and over, and takes the totzl of
these twé, one finds that in 1900 there were 8; su:; people far each 100

adults between the ages of 1& and 65, but in 1950 there were only 69, and



in the year 2000, we expect that there will be only 64. There are
actually proportionally fewer dependents that the working people in our
society will need to support (privately and publicly) in the year 2000
than there were 100 years ago. Thus does a myth develop - the inability of
society to support its dependents. It is a myth based on fact. But
without the suitable analysis and background it is actually false.

For now we're concerned about such myths in the Jewish community, which we
fear abound. We will deal with several of them, and discuss what seem to

us to be their fallacies, and their ideological underpinnings.

)
H
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mvth of American Jewish disinterest in Israel

One can pick up an editorial in the Anglo-Jewish press, listen to a
speaker on the Jewish circuit, or sit in on a planning discussion and hear
hat adults from only 16 percent of American Jewish households have ever
visited Israel. Tne myth is baszd on the findings of the National Jewish
Population Study of 1971, and was propaply accurate in 1971. But 1971 was
a long time ago. Each year more American Jewish adults visit Israel, and
consistently the population studies that have been done of various Jewish
conmunities and nationally in recent years suggest that by now 40 percent
or close tc 40 percent of American Jewish households have an adult who has

visiteq Israel at least once. This is a remarkadbly high proportion, onz

in wnhich we can take prids, But the 16 percent mvth persists.
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Row this myth is particularly instructive on two counts. FPirst, what
difference does it make? We want to encourage more people to visit Israel
anyway, and if we are just a little bit hyperbolic about how bad the need
is, what harm is there? Well, the harm can be very great. Depending on
whether 16 percent or 40 percent of American Jewish adults have visited
Israel at least once, one might undertake vastly different marketing
strategies for more tourism by American Jews. If the lower figure were
true, one might want to pound away at American Jews, playing on their
guilt, doing everything possible to get those people to begin a
groundswell of Israel visitations. If, however, the higher figure is
true, one might want to develop a marketing strategy based on "get on the
bandwagon, ™ "join your friends who've done this,® "make a second visit,”®
etc, In other words, for planning purposes, it makes a great dezl of
difference if we allow ourselves to be tied to a myth which has no base in

reality.

Te second point that this myth illustrates is the ideologiczl basis of
myths. It is no accident that in spite of the availability of evidence,
of letters of correction that have bean written, the Israel Ministry of
Tourism and some leaders in the Jewish corrmunity continue to believe in
and spread information using the old 16 percent figure. (Most recently,
the Minister of Tourism was quoted as saying 25 percent.} Myths die

hard. Tney die hardsr when there is a large group with a stake in then.,

In this case, many Israelis have a need to b=lieve that diaspora Jewry
Po 3

doesn't really care about Israel. Tnerefore, their instinct is to go with



the lower figure. But mythology supverts our efforts at effective

planning and we must rise above it.

2. The myth that “"the well is running dry”®

Based on secondary analysis of the Boston population studies of 1965 and
1975, Steven Cohen and Paul Ritterband raised the gquestion of "will the
well run dry.® They noted that there seemed to be a decline in the
proportion of those people who reported as entrepreneurs and an increase
in Jewish professionals. Since entrepreneurs are normally the bast givers
to Jewish philanthropy and the source of the super-rich, perhaps we were
seeing a levelina of Jewish wealth in North America. As a result,
Federations would have to retool their carpaigns for a more broad based
level of giving, and perhaps we ought to recognize that there were fewer

resodrces that we could count oOn.

This interesting bit of investigation was irmediately seized on by
everyone who was looking for an easy rationalization for poor campmaign
results, and we began to see in the first paragraphs of papers "in this
age of shrinkinc resources® or ®since resources are leveling off®. The

speculation quickly becams accepted as fact. Nothing could be further

from the truth,

First, the apparent decline in entrepreneurism in the Boston survey from
1965 to 1975 coulc be largely due to the decline of "mom ané pep® stores

rather than any decline in the super wealthy.



Second , Jews continue to be disproﬁortionately represented among the
entrepreneurial and super-wealthy groups in America. One need only look
at the recent list of the Forbes 400 to be convinced of that. Thirdg,
Federation penstration of this super-rich group is so small
percentage—wise that even if that group had declined, there would still be
a vast fundraising job ahead of us before we exhausted the potential or

the "well ran dry.*

Pourth, family fortunes do not disappear. The professors and the
professionzls who are the children of the super-wealthy still maintain anZ

manage the family foundations and fortunes which their elders earned.

Pifth, the surveys themselves may be misleading. The person who reports
as a manager on a survey rather than as an entrepreneur may be the senior
partner in an investment banking firm doing lots of entrepreneurial work
and esrning $8 or $10 million dollars a year. The person who reports as a
lawyer may receive 90 percen* of his annual income from his real estate
holdings and the person who reports as a doctor may receive 90 percent of

his anual incame from his part ownership in a medical supply house.

Now none of this suggests tha: there are not serious prodblems in
campzigning. The super-wsalthy Jews may be differsnt from the
super—wealthy of a generation ago, more nnb;}e, not the sons and daughters
of the families we know., Thesz problems could be discussed at lengt%.

But the well is pot running drv, ang te focus on this is to misunderstand

our protlern and therefore to fail to come up with the proper solutions.



The myth becores the first refuge of the inadeqiate and incorpetent
ca—paigner. Bere, dgain, we soe where there was a pseuvdo—scientific base
to the myth, and a good {declogical reason (that {s to explain away poor

carpaigns) to acdopt it, and thus do myths become "facts®.

3, The math of the mass of Jewish uneducated and unaffiliated

We have all heard repeated, perhaps even disseminated, these myths: "Half
or more of Jewish children receive no Jewish education®. °About half of
the adult population is unaffiliated®. These mwths, too, have their roots
in sound data. At any given point in time, there are probably no more
than half of the Jewish children 6 to 17 receiving a Jewish education.
Porral synagogue affiliation at any point in time may also include less
than 50 percent of Jewish housenolds. But these facts can be very
deceptive as Steven M. Cchern pointed out in his excellent recent article,

*Outreach to the Marginzlly Affiliated: Evidence and Irplications for

Policymakers in Jewish Education®™ in the Sournal of Jewish Commmnal

Service. Most Jewish teenagers do not receive a Jewish education and

many Jewish children do not begin their Jewish education unt.il they are 7,
8 or 9. So if you take a snapshor at any given moment, you may catch only
50 percent of the children in Jewish educational programs., Owver tinme,
however most studies show that at least two-thirds, ang in soms
comrunities B0 to 90 percent, of the Jewish children do cross the

threshald of some Jewish educational institution at some point in their

ch1idnanoc.



Now this is not to suggest that everything is wonderful in Jewish
education. Jewish education may be shallow, may turn many children off,
and it may even be true to say that 50 percent or more of our Jewish
children grow up Jewishly illiterate. But whatever the quality of

the educational experience, there is a vast difference in planning
strategies depending on whether you have a "hign affiliation” or a "low
affiliation® perspective. If half of our children never cross the
threshold of a Jewish educational institution, we have to focus on
outreach and recruitment. If on the other hand 80 or 90 percent of our
crildren are enrolled in school at one time or another, we may want to
focus on the quality of the education they receive, on programs that make
parents partners in the educational process, on retention, or on expanding

the impact of the educational experience through informal educational

opportunities.

™e same general principle applies to Jewish affiliation. An examinazion
of congregational memdbership patterns shows low affiliation among families
without school ace children but relatively high levels among those with
children in school. While on the whole, congregational affiliation may o=
below 50 percent at any moment in time, it clearly corresponds to life
cycle events such as the birth of a chilé or school enrollment so that
over time far more than 50 percent of Jewish families affiliate with 2
conaregation. If one looks at affiliation in the Jewish COmMUnity as a
whole, whether it be with B'néi é'rith, Hadassah, & synasogue, o any
Jewish institution, the figure is still higher. While affiliation may be

low in certain comunities or among specific subgroups of the Jewish



population, and while in some cases that affiliation may be very shallow
or, in Cohen's terms, marginal, it may very well be that on the whole over
85 percent of Jewish adults do affiliate with some Jewish institution over

their lifetime.

These divergent ways of looking at the demodraphic data also produce
radically different community planning strategies. The low affiliation
scenario, might dictate community-wide outreach strategies that focus on
the unaffiliated and that involve "knockinc on doors®™ — an extrenmely
labor incensive, and expensive approach. On the other hand, the high
mzrginal affiliation scenario suggests focusing corminity resources on the
mercinally affiliated and on those institutions that most frequently serve
as gareways to Jewish life for this group — primarily congregations an3
JCCs. Wnatever the preferred stratzqv, the fact is tha- most Jews do
affiliate, and we have been convinced by l:ttle bits of data to believe
differenzly. That too fits the ideclogy of the doomsavers — those who
fe=]l that North American Jewry is going to hsll in a baskes. It is most

destructive to sound planning.

4. The myth that a little Jewish educziion is worss than nons

in the 70's, som= studies were popularized which tended to demonstrate
that people who had no Jewish education were at a low level of Jawisr
identity while people with over 1,000 or 3,000 hours (dependince on the

study} of Jewish edacation tended to be highly identified Jewishly. Bu:,

paradoxically, these studiesz also seened to show that if one received lecss



than 3,000 or 1,000 hours of Jewish education totally, not only did Jewish
education do no good at all, but the people who had that small amount of
Jewish education appeared on the whole to be less identified Jewishly than
those who had no Jewish education at all. Even though this finding flies
in the face of reason it became highly popularized. It tended to feed the
rationale for the then new Federation funding of day schools since day
schools seened to be the only institutions which gave the kind of quality

Jewish education which made a difference.

It turne out on re—examination that it may be that common sense had more
to sav to us than these findings. Among those counted may have been many
traditional womnen, who in their youth, had no formal Jewish education.
(In prior generations, many girls were not given formal Jewish
schooling.) Wwhen one eliminates this grour it turns out that no Jewish
educazion is the lezst effective, that a2 lot of Jewish education helps
Jewish identity & lot, and, of course, a little Jewicsh education helps
Jewish identity a little. This ie a verv crucial findinc because we &
not write off the great middle group of Jewish children who do get a
limited Jewish education. Wnile day schosls continus to provids optimal
Jewish education, we should not gespair of irproving the guzlity, time and

content of Jewish supplementsry schocle to where theyv do 2
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good than they are doing now, It is not hopeless, and our reliance on

limited date may have led us astray.
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5. The mvth of exaogerated Jewish poverty

We approach this with some trepidation. We certainly would not want to be
misunderstood as argquing that there is no Jewish poverty or tha:
Federations should not help the poor. The "rediscovery® of Jewish poverty
was helpful to the Jewish comminity. But neither should it be exaggeratad,
The fact is that most Jewish poverty is concentrated among the elderly.
There is every indication that the elderly in surveys tend to underraport or
not repert incame fram entitlements, fram investments, and from children.
Similarly many elderly are in cne—person households and may be harecwners.

A single person with a paid up mortgage and an inccme of $9,000 a year is
not rich, but is not pocr in the same sanse that a rent paying, apartment

dwelling, family of 3 ar 4 is poar with that same income,

surprisingly, when this issue was discussed with someons in a large city
Federation, he said "What's the difference if we do exagaerzte? Don't we
want to encouragds our leadership to do something abou: Jewish povarsy?"
Of course we do, but straying from the truth may even be
counter-productive in that regaré. If the problam is so vass ans
overwhelming, then we may have to throw up our hands and hopz for the best
from government. If the probler is really smell ensugh to be managsable
then the Federations may be motivated to do more rather than less for the
Jewish r. Qur comitment to the truth really is what sho212 motivaete
us here rather than o;r reliance on mythology or our desirs to ioin the
game of ethnic groups in America, each vying to see how oppressas they can

prove tney are. Generalizing about Jewish poverty mav also retard helpful



programs because Jewish communal poverty seems to be linked to the
specific economic challenges facing particular groups like the frail
elder}y, the chronically mentally ill, the mentally retarded, the
handicapped, single parent families and the white collar unemployed. Each
of these challenges obviously reguires its own specialized study process
and attention to meet the very different needs of each of these target
populations, Each of thase categories tend to be masked in most
population studies because each individual component tends to be

statistically insignificant, and therefore ignored.

Exaggerating Jewish poverty may also be a way to avoid the chzllenges that
grow out of Jewish wealth. Most Jews today have and, if current trends
continue, more Jews twenty years from now will have sianificant economic
resources and will increasingly choose services based on personal
preference., This will create major new challences for our system of
service. In this environmen:t, agencies must find wavs to deal with the
challenges of weaith ag well as poverty by pricing ané marketing services
for those who can afford to pa2y for service while at the same time
marketing and targeting services for those who are unable to pay for
service. Marketing only to those who can't afford to pay for service will
eliminate an importan:t segment of the Jewish corrmnity from accese to
agency services; it will leave an important group (probadly & significan*
majority of the American Jewish commnity) separated from the community
building role that our agencies can and must play; it will also reduce the
potential income to social agsncies and raise per capita costs ultimately

undermining the quality of agency service. Learning to serve all well,



without excluding the poor, will require great resources on the part of
Pederation agencies and an understanding of the dynamics of wealth as well
as poverty in the Jewish community. Lay leaders have to learn to identify
with community building as a Federation and agency goal. Our carpaigns
need to market the value of contributing to pervices for all. How to do
this while not neglecting the poor and near poor, and how to serve the
lower middle class, are the real challenges to our future., Myths that we
are like every other American group may distract us from this task and

impede the quality of services for all Jews,

6. The various myths about the Jewish birth rate

Here is a case where we have seen mythology on both sides of the fence.
When Elihu Bergnan's article appeared in Midstrear in 1977 sugagesting the
possibility of only 10,000 American Jews remaining by the year 207€, the
sheer drama of the projection led to its being picked up and quoted in The

New York Times and becoming the kind of "fact® that it becomes very

difficult to shake. We were among the first to criticize these provhecies
of doom. 1In some of the above material we have alsc indicated that we do
not believe that American Jewish society is quickly dying. But the

current push towards an overly optimistic projection of our demeographic
future may be equally groundless and may be an egually destructive myth.
Calvin Goldscheider and Steven Cohen have suggested that our numbers may not
be decreasing at all, that the Jewish birthrate may be at or above replacement

levels., This is not the place for a detajled and lengthy



rebuttal, Bowever, planners and campaigners should know that most serious
students of demography feel that this notion is groundless and an exercise
in wishful thinking. Even the data from which Calvin Goldscheider makes
his optimistic projections really indicate a fertility rate of 1.9, not
disastrous, but still below replacement level. Briefly, the American
white fertility rate since the early 1970's has been below replacement
level and the American Jewish birthrate has generally hovered at about 70
percent of the American white rate. Also, in Canada where we do have
statistics on Jews, the fertility rate is clearly below replacement.
Certainly, the popularit’ of child bearing in one's thirties will help
some. But there is simply no evidence that this will bring us to or over
replacement. For planning purposes, one has to assume that beginning in
the 1930's, as the bulge in the cohort of World War I1 babyboomers passes
beyond their child>»earing years, we will be faced with a gradual decline

in the North American Jewish population.

The ideology here is a little more subtle. It is easy to understand why
some Zionists and Orthodox Jews have a need to predict Goom among those

who do not share their ideclogy. There is no salvation outside the

church. But there is also an ideological basis to the optiﬁistic
projections. They tend to came from those who for ideological reasons are
reluctant to exhort people in matters of persconal lifestyle and choice. If we
can prove that there is nothing we can do about fertility, or if better vet,
there is no problem to begin with, then it will be unnecessary or unfruitful
to bother people about their family life and styles of living. Well, we'ra

afraid there is a problem, and there may be things we
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can do about it -— but that's the subject of another discussion. The
irportant point here is that the optimistic scenario on Jewish fertility
mist be viewed as a myth, and that we are at a fertility rate below

repiacement levels,

7. Intermarriage will increase the Jewish pooulation

The current controversy over intermarriage's impact on the future of the
Mmerican Jewish commanity mav also relakte to a reluctance to confront
matters of personal lifestyle and choice. Charles Silberman's excellent

and moving book, A Certain People is at the center of this debate,

Silberman's mein theses on this subject are:
A. The intermarriadge rate among Jews under age 35 was probably

about 24 percent in 1981 -—~ lower than many other estimates,

B. About 20 percent of the non—-Jewish spousss ultimately convert

to Judzism.,

C. 1In those marriages remeining mixed, the largest grolp is made
up of families in which the Jewish partner (in mos: instances
the wife) retainc a stronc Jewish identification. Silberman
speculates that "if these couples raise their children as they

say they will® there will be a significant increase in the

namber of American Jews. He further agserts that even if only
hazlf follow through there will still be only a 13 p2rcent

reduction in the number of actively committed Jews.



D.

The fact that so many Jewish spouses seem to retain a strong
Jewish identity is due {n large part to a new acceptance and

op=nness to intermarriage among American Jews,

Therefore, between conversion and children being raised as
Jews, the Jewish comminity can remain stable and may even grow

in number with intermarriage,

It's true that the worst case scenarios on intermarraige tend to overlook

the fact that not all intsrmarried Jews are lost to Judaism. Bui, questions

of the quality of their Jewishness or halachic issues aside, there are

reasons why the Silberman thesis may prove overly optimistic.

CJirrent intermerriage rates mav be significantly hicher thas

H i)

24 percent.
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The Jewish Comunity Federation of Cleveland's demoaraphic
Gepartment has pioneered in the use of a question on

intermarriage patiterns among chilérer of resoondants in

survevs conducted in Pittsburgh, Richmond and Cleveland with

some surprising results., In each case, guestions on children

of respondents provided oatz on 2 broaagsr sample of youns

merrieds than traditional stucdies and showed significantly

more intermarriazs, particdlarly among Jewish women, than data

on of the same age cohort. These studies
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suggest that many Jewish comural surveys may miss a
spignificant number of intermarried Jews — especially women.
The proportion of "children of responients,® under 40 living
in Cleveland and married to an unconverted non-Jew for
example, was 50 percent higher than among *respondents® of
about the same age, Similar results were found camaring
"children of respondent® and "respondent® patterns in
Pittsburgh and Richmond. These results cast at least some
doubt on current intermarriage data, which suggests a need to
test the "children of respondents® technicue in other cities,
and then to reevaluate national estimates based on the new
findings. The limited findings to date support the estimates of

those who feel that the intermarriage rate is well above

24 percent,

The Jewishness of children of non-conversionary interrmarriage

may be very low.

Almost the only data available (data that, to his credit,
Silberman himself cites), suggests a gloomy picrure.

Eaon Mayer's longitudinal study of the chi;dren of
intermarriage showed that "B4 percent of the children of
conversionary marriages considered themselves Jews, compared

tc only 24 percent of the offspring of mixed marriages.

Moreover, 70 percent of the former group, compared to
18 percent of the latter, reported that "being Jewish is very
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important to me', Pully 85 percent of the children of
conversionary marriages, but only 20 percent of those born to
mixed-married couples, had received a Jewish education. Of
the 37 respondents who were married, 92 percent of the
children of the mixed-married couples, compared to 36 percent
of the offspring of conversionary marriages, had married
non=Jews.," Based on Mayer's data, the children of

conversionary intermarriage are as Jewish as, or more Jewish

than the children of born Jews. There is, however, little
suppert for the idea that the children of non-conversionary

intermarriages have much chance of growing up as Jews.

Mayer's data 1s somewhat dated and his sample may even be
flaw=d but there is little hard evidence to support any
alternative thesis. Nor do we know much about children of
mixec marriages now being raised as Jews in terms of the
quality of their Jewish experience. Will Jewishness heve any
real content or meaning in most of their lives? What kind of

Jewish identity will they be able to transmit to their

children?

Openness to non-conversionary intermarriage may actuzlly

promote intermarriage more than it encouraces identity with

the Jewish comunitv.

The recent study of Cleveland's Jewish population err age 50
anc their married children generated some very interesting
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{though hardly conclusive) data sucgesting a possible
connection between liberal parental attitudes towargd
intermarriage and increased intermarriage rates. Only

22.6 percent of families surveyed who had a married child and
who believed that *having children and grandchildren marry
Jews® is "very important® had a child intermarry (without
conversion) while twice that percentage (close to 4€ percent)
of families who have a married chilé and who believe that
*having children and grandchildren marry Jews" is "rmoderately
irportant® had experienced a non—conversionary intermarriage

among their children.

Cause and effect are difficult to separate., It's possible
that families attitudes becone more liberal as a result of
their children's intermarriage. This interpretation seems
urlikely however in liaght of the fact that the proportion of
farilies who believe that "children and grandchildren marrying
Jews® is "very important,® "moderately important,® "moderately
unimportant,” and “totally unimportant® is virtually identical
among those who have married children and those whe don't have
married children. If attitudes becams more liberel as &
result of intermarriage, one wouléd expect that farmilies with
married children would have far more liberal attitudes than
those without married children since at least a third of them
have already experienced an intermarriage. In fac:t, this was

not the case,
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Of course this data is merely Buggestive — parental attitudes
toward intermarriage may mask & range of other parental
attitudes and behaviors that may be even more predictive of
intermarriage among children. 1It's also important to stress
that there's obviously no one=to—one relationship between
parental behavior and intermarriage since even the most
camitted families experieance intermarriage in this very open
socisty. But it’s also incorrect to suggest that parental
attitudes and behavior don't iniluence intermarriage rates at
all since every study shows that Orthodax Jews have fewer
intermarriages among their children than Conservative Jews,
and Conservative Jews fewer than Reform, while unaffiliated

Jews have far more than any of the above,

In surrary, the intermarriage rate mey be higher than some have suggested;
the children of mixed marriages may be sicnificantly less Jewisnh than some
have asserted; and greater acceptance of intermarriace may well lead to
even greater increases in the level of intermarriage in the futire. The
added danger is that the myth that intermarriage actually increasess the
Jewish population could add fuel to the fire by, in effect, saving to
parents anc tneir grown children alike: ®"You can marry a non-Jew Who

even havinc Jewish grandchildren.™
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Wnile a complete discussion of policy implications is impossible here, a
possible strategy would include a continuing comrmnal stance in opposition
to intermarriage {based on a full understanding of the dangers that
intermarriage continues to pose for the American Jewish community)
combined with a systematic and targeted approach for outreach to
"rarginally affiliated® couples who are already intermarried, and full
acceptance of and encouragement for the conversion of the Gentile spouse.
A careful study of trends and an in-depth consideration of policy
alternatives may well bz essential to the creative survival of the
American Jewish community. An easy acceptance of the comforting myth that
intermarriage "may provide a moch needed spiritual boost to Judzism® will

not help to promote such study.

We've discussed seven myths which we have adopted because of the scientism
revalent in our society., If somethinc shows up on draphs anc tables, it
almost has the ring of religious truth, Qur job is te resist this
idolatry and to maintain a hezlthy Jewish skedticism - to examine and
analyze data, to accept valuable inpuc, but to understand tha: input is

not revealed truth.

Finally, there are three general points about research data:

1. Often a community se=ke information winich doesn't lend itself
to a survey. It might be more valuable to get a dozen people

in a room and interview them. Somehow this strikes people as
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being less "scientific® or "researchy” than a survey. We need
to understand that research is simply an organized effort to
study and gain knowledge. At this moment, when the Council of
Jewish Federations is starting a North American Jewish bata
Bank largely cdevoted to quantitative research, we would urge

all planners and campaidners not to forget that gualitative

research can also be valuable,

We do ourselves and our lay leadership a disservice if we
allow a general split into "optimistic® and "pessimistic"
cares. The truth 1s much more complex. harles Silberman's
fine book anc the reactions to it have tended to divide us
much too broadly. It is possible, taking his themes for
instance, to be oprimistic about anti-Semitism, to believe
that a Jewish cultural and religious revival is taking place,
and at the same time to believe that revival is shnallow and
tenaous, anc that we oo face numerical shrinkaas. Look at the

facrs; don't sign on to slogans.

No amouant of deta and research can lift the burden from vus and
from our lay lead=rghip to make decizions based on valus
judgments. Research can tell us if there are more elderly or

more teens in our comuinity, but cannot tell us to which

-

groups we should devote more resources, Research can only
help us, as the late Arnie Pins used to say, "to be confused

on & much higher level.®



We hope that planners and campaigners will meet the challenges posed by a
scientific world — will continue to seek data, but will evaluate and
analyze data a well, so that we can continue to serve our Jewish community

responsibly and well,

DF/BS/1h

6/26/86
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The next set of priorities in the survey seemed to cluster together and also
seemed to be very high priority for almost everyone., They all scored within a
half point of each other and included integrating classroom and
“beyond-the-classroom" education, the challenge of educating pre-adolescents
and adolescents, and parent education.

The Executive Committee recommended this cluster of issues be broken into two
separate task forces, inciuding a Task Force on Family Education which wouid
focus on improving the education and involvement of young families as they pass
through "gateways to Jewish 1ife,"” primarily the congregations and the JCC. It
was recommended the task force also deal with lifelong Jewish educational
issues after addressing the primary concern of making the best use of the point
of contact with young families to make parents partners in the education of
their children.

The second task force recommended by the Executive Committee growing out of
this cluster of issues was the Task Force on "Beyond the Classroom" education.
This would focus on how community policy can help integrate classroom and
"beyond-the-classroom” techniques to makes retreats, Jewish camping, youth
groups, Israel experiences and the like standard parts of the educational
process. The primary focus here would be on adolescents, but the Executive
Committee recommended the task force also look at these possibilities for all
age groups--time permitting.

Mr. Reich stated the Executive Committee had not specified any additional task
forces beyond these three priorities. A great deal of the Executive
Committee's discussion had focused on "structural issues" and the members of
the Executive Committee seemed to be evenly divided between those who thought
it was the most important thing we could discuss and those who thought that,
though important, it would be "spinning wheels" with little chance of success.
The Executive Committee felt that structural issues should be part of each task
force's discussion and each group should recommend structural change, if
needed, to attain specific objectives.

After the meeting a number of Executive Committee members suggested the
Commission still needed a way to allow for a free and open discussion of new
ideas, challenges and possibilities that fall outside our current structure.
Mr. Reich suggested the Commission also consider a fourth group to brainstorm,
consider new ideas, and discuss the structure of Jewish education in two or
three sessions and then report back to the full Commission to see whether their
preliminary deiiberations come up with enough specific direction to develop a
full scale agenda for its task force process.
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DISCUSSICN

In the discussion that followed Mr. Reich's report, those present discussed a
number of alternatives and a number of opinions were expressed both for and
against the development of the separate task force to discuss the broader
issues of Jewish continuity as well as the broader challenge of addressing the
total structure of Jewish education. Mr, Ratner stressed the importance of at
least considering where the community would be if we were starting from scratch
and what kind of new structures it would create. Others agreed on the need for
a fourth task force, particulariy to deal with some of the more philosaphical
issues of Jewish continuity including the role spirituality plays in Judaism
and the role of community and community involvement in strengthening and sup-
porting Jewish identity. Mr. Koblenz suggested a fourth task force be formed
with those who might want to struggle with this difficult issue and at least
have the opportunity to define their own agenda.

A number of members of the Commission agreed that a fourth task force should be
developed, stressing it would give the Commission an opportunity to move beyond
the traditional Jewish education agenda. Others, however, felt that while it
would be important to have a fourth task force, it was also important to
understand that the Commission had already moved well beyond a traditional
Jewish education agenda by establishing a focus that included all kinds of
Jewish learning in a variety of environments.

Rabbi Gertman supported the notion that a fourth task force be developed to
begin with a focus on the broader issues of continuity. He particularly
stressed the importance Federation might have in legitimizing spiritual and
religious values in the community.

Mr. Rosskamm stressed that the issues of community and Jewish pride often go
beyond the formal boundaries of Jewish education and Jewish accomplishmants
could often be important identity-building tools. He stressed the importance
of the JCC as a community accompiishment that had strengthened the identity of
many individuals.

The Commission briefly discussed the possibility of eliminating the enlire task
force structure and focusing all attention on the broader issues being raised,
Most members of the Commission, however, feit the Commissicn should endorse the
three task forces proposed by the Executive Committee and also add the fourth
task force to address a broader and more cpen agenda. Most felt this would
provide an opportunity to pursue a number of concrete agenda items and achieve
some real short- and long-term success on issues of vital importance to Jewish
continuity, while at the same time exploring brand new possibilities and
options and that this would represent "the best of both worlds.” Dr., Ariel
suggested that the first three task forces were, in effect, proposing a number
of hypotheses: wupgrading personnel would have a significant impact on Jewish
continuity; structured programs of parent education instituted broadly in the
community could change the nature of Jewish education; and the integration of
classroom and "beyond the ¢lassroom" Jewish education can significantly improve
the educational process for our children. He suggested that while testing
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these three hypotheses, it would be possible to accept the idea of a fourth
task force which would continue to develop hypotheses for further exploration.

The members of the Commission on Jewish Continuity agreed to establish four
task forces, including the three recommended by the Executive Committee and a
fourth with a more open agenda to discuss broader issues including the nature
and content of Jewish identity and spirituality and structural issues related
to Jewish education.

Mr. Ratner then suggested the Commission begin to address general issues of
importance to the task forces. He noted each task force would begin with a
worxing paper laying out the background of the issue to be discussed, and
whatever data were available. 1In the discussion that followed, it was
suggested that:

(1) each working paper should clearly delineate progress already made in the
community and around the country on the particular issue so that each task
force could make use of the best available models;

(2) close attention be paid to research to help us understand what the factors
are that strengthen Jewish identity;

(3) each task force carefully consider the practical and financial implications
of its recommendations and develop a carefully thought-out strategy for
implementation.

It was also agreed, however, that while the task forces need not necessarily
feel constrained by existing budgets that a clear estimate of cost needed to be
part of each task force recommendation. In the discussion of the financial
implications of the work of the task forces, it was suggested that if quality
can be established in Jewish educational programs, the consumers of service may
well pay for needed improvements., It was stressed this pattern had proven
successful in several College of Jewish Studies programs as well as with a
number of new programs developed by the Jewish Community Center. The
Commission alsc agreed that funds are not unlimited, either in the community or
at the congregations, and creative salutions would need to take into account
the possibility of maximizing consumer fees.

Finally, the Commission briefly discussed the notion of "identity" as a central
theme for the task forces. Those present agreed that while Jewish identity was
widespread, the key issue was strengthening commitment to authentic Jewish
values.

ADJOURNMENT

The Commission adjourned at 9:30 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Barry Shrage, Secretary
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4, “Blue Sky" Task Force - This task force will use two or three meetings to
think through some of the basic concepts of Jewish identity using a
"zero-based" approach in an attempt to define some specific issues for
further exploration. The task force may explore both the nature and
content of Jewish identity and spirituality (why be a Jew?) and/or
structural issues related to Jewish identity. The task force will then
report back to the full Commission with a recommendation for a specific
future agenda.

Please use the enclosed card or call Judith at 566-9200, ext. 228 to let us
know your first and second choices for task force assignment. Aiso enclosed is
a copy of the minutes of our last meeting as well as the recent full committee

meeting.

Many thanks for your fine help and participation, and we Took forward to seeing
you when the task forces begin their work.

s1s:18A

Enclosure



















































TO: ‘v<)
FROM: Carol K. Willelrj{-

SUBJECT: New Initiative - Senior Personnel in the Field of
Jewish Education/Jewish Continuity

DATE: December 3, 1986

Attached is a brief summary of tha highlights of our meeting with

Professor Seymour Fox on Thursday, November 20, 1986.



SUBJECT: NEW INITIATIVE: SENIOR PERSONNEL IN THE FIELD OF

JEWISH EDUCATION/JEWISH CONTINUITY

DATE OF MEETING: November 20, 1986 - 4 p.m, - Premier Corporate Headquarters

PRESENT: Professor Seymour Fox, Steve Hoffman, Morton Mandel,

Barry Shrage, Henry Zucker, Carol Willen, {Sec'y)

KEY POINTS OF MEETING

Studies have identified two critical problems in the field of Jewish
education/Jewish continuity:

a. A shortage of well-prepared teachers.
b. A shortage of competent senior personnel.

Because of the enormity of the teacher shortage problem, the practical
place te begin is with the senior personnel issue.

It has been estimated that there are 4,000 to 5,000 senior people worldwide,
and that only half of them are well qualified. Less than 150 students are
currently enrclled in undergraduate and graduate training programs in the
field of Jewish education. There are probably 1,000 professors of

"Jewish studies” in North America, but possibly fewer than ten full-time
professors of Jewish education.

A major Mandel initiative could help to convince lay leadership of the
need for trained, high quality senior personmel, and could be the first
step towards systemic change.

We should consider doing our own "Flexner study” in order to (a2} describe
the vision, and (b) identify with some specificity the ateps that would
lead to the desired result., This might include recommendations on where
dollars should be strategically placed.

Annette Hochstein is .urrently studying the senior personnel situation.
First, she will gather data that is descriptive of the macro picture.

Second, she will assemble information on training institutions worldwide.
The Hochstein report will form the basis of our 'case."

The dearth of training facilities is the deep-seated problem underlying
the shortage of competent senior personnel.

The Jerusalem Fellows program, which has been highly successful, trains
ten students per year. Its graduates are very much in demand. We need
to multiply our capacity to produce leaders of this type in order to
build the kind of critical mass that can change the education system

as a whole,
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To achieve change, we must build an awareness, particularly among Jewish
lay leaders, of the shortage of senior personnel and the need to establish
and/or up-grade training facilities.

There is a good possibility that a grant from the Mandel Associated
Foundations could leverage other funds, Potential partners have been
identified.

Seymour Fox has good relations with academicians who could provide
advice and direction. Among those mentioned were David Cohen, Lee Shulman,
Israel Scheffler, Ernest Boyer, Ralph Tyler, and John Coleman.

The following is the proposed plan of action:
a. Seymour Fox will confer privately with several of these experts.

b. An informal "inside group" consisting of the following individuals
will meet in New York on January 22, 1987: Art Rotman-JWB; Jonathan
Woocher-JESNA; Carmi Schwartz-Council of Jewish Federations;

Chuck Ratner-Commission on Jewish Continuity, Jewish Community
Federation of Cleveland; Morton Mandel-Chairman; Henry Zucketr and
Catrol Willen-Staff; Seymour Fox, Consultant. (This group is comprised
of persons trepresenting institutions that are not potential recipients
of funds.) The purpose of the meeting will be to examine a brief
document that Seymour Fox will prepare, and to "up—train our own
internal team."

¢. The third step will be a meeting of the informal inside group and
the experts, to be held in February or early March 1987.

d. The fourth step will be the appointment of a Commission, possibly in
May. The Commission, which will consist of ocutstanding lay and
professional leaders, will approve the design for our "Flexner study."

e. The study will then be conducted by a blue-ribbon staff.

f. After the Commir<ion has approved the report submitted by the
professional team, the Mandel Associated Foundations will help to
introduce the findings to lay and professional leaders of the Jewish
community.,

HLZ proposed an outline for the Commission's report. First, the rationale:
Jewish education is the focus of our attention because it is the principal
tool for insuring Jewish continuity. The report would then present the
macro picture, list critical needs and shortages, recommend ways of
remedying these problems, and offer suggestions on how to develop the
needed cadre of senior professionals.

Seymour Fox is willing to participate in any way that he can be helpful.
It was noted, however, that there may be some advantage to placing an
American scholar in the forefront.















Fox is available to come to the United States between Tuesday and Sunday
of each week, since his prime teaching day is Monday. He has meetings

that will bring him to the United States between January 13 and January 18.
He would like to try to combine his visits so that he doesn't have to

come from Israel on successlve weeks.

Note that his vacation will begin on January 27 and continue for one month.
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December 23, 1986

MEMORANDUM

T0O: Joint Federation/Plenum Commission on Jewish Continuity

FROM: Barry Shrage

Some of you may have seen the attached article in the Sunday New York Times,
Whiie the general anaiysis of the problem of supplementary educaticn arc
probably on target, the numbers and analysis seem pretty far off base. In
fact Steve Cohen, who did the New York study in 1986 wrote the article that
we've circulated on "marginally affiliated" Jews that clearly described the
high level of affiliation of New York Jews!

For "“the record" I thought you might find the following of interest:
1. There are 1,600,000 Jews in the area discussed -- not 2,000,000.

2. According to the 1981 New York Population Study, 141,000 children were
enrolled in a Jewish school {52,000 in afternoon schools, 22,0D0 in Sunday
schools, and 67,000 in day schools). At the time of the study there were
291,000 children aged 5-19 with about 143,000 in the “"prime" 7-14 age
category (the cohort which has by far the highest proportion of
enrollment), This suggests that a very high proportion of children were

getting a Jewish education -- even assuming the usual over-reporting of
affiliation -- and could easily translate into 80% Jewish schooling over
time,

3. The obvious {and almost unmentioned in the article) cause of the 20 year
drop in school enrollment 75 the rapid decline in the total number of
Jewish children after the baby boom,

For example, in 1981 when the New York Population Study was done, there
were 103,000 1D-14 year-olds but only 81,900 5-9 year-olds and 70,900 0-4
year-plds. This means a decline of 20% in school population over the last
five years should surprise no one as those who were then 5-9 became the
predominant part of the school age population. It also means that an
observer could have predicted that the school age population would shrink
by & third between 1981 and 1991 when the 0-4 year olds become the
predominant school age group.

I hope you find this material useful,

BS/jaos0580:2
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