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Basic Functions

Within this context, it should serve as a continental leadership
force for promoting Jewish education and providing technical assis-
tance, intormation and materials which the organized Jewish commun-
ity requires in order to maximize its ettorts on behalf of Jewish
education. Its activities should embrace the following ftunctions:

8, Provide forceful leadership in the promotion of the importance
of education for Jewish family life and Jewish continuvance.

b. Counsel federations and'central community educational instru=-
mentalities in their eftorts to support and strengthen Jewish
education wunder institutional and community auspices.

¢, Provide competent guidance and assistance in analyzing community
problems related to Jewish education, including technical aid in
community planning and in claritying the appropriate roles ot
federations, bureaus and institutional spomsors ot Jewish educa-
tional programs.

d. Provide human resources services, including personnel recruit-
ment and placement, career enhancement programs, and protessional
and lay leadership development.

e, Gather, analyze and disseminate relevant intormation concerning
the status ot Jewish education in order to keep local communities
abreast ot changing conditions.

£. Initiate, commission and participate in research, demonstration
and evaluation projects aimed at enhancing local Jewish education

endeavors.

g. Collect, screen, evaluate, disseminate and aid in the replication
of educational programs and materials.

h. Represent the otrganized Jewish community in relationships with
national, Israeli and world Jewish education bodies.

Inter-Organizational Relationships

In its relationship with national religious, ideclogical and other
organizations involved in local Jewish education activities, the
interests ot local communities and the respective organizations will
best be szrved by a system oL active cooperation as distinguished
from constituencv, It is appropriate that a community-funded agency
take the initiacive in encouraging and facilitating cooperation
among national organizations in projects and programs which serve
the total Jewish community and also help enhance the educaticnal
activity ot the respective groups. A mutually satisfactory mode

ot close liaison ameng such organizations is important tor the en~
hancement ot Jewish education in North America.
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JEWISH EDUCATION AT THE CROSSROADS

Alvin I. Schif?f

SETTING THE STAGE: THE CONDITION QF JEWISH EDUCATION IN AMERICA

Jewish education has always occupied a unigue position in Jewish life.
Throughout Jewish history, Jews were expected to be lifelong students
of the Torah. Jewish learming in the home, in the school, and in the
community was the very plasma of Jewish life. It was the soul of a
people, and the guarantor of continuity.

In Talmudic times, it was prohihited to live in a c¢ity without a
Jewish teacher. Nothing save matters of life and death was important
enough to postpone the learning of Torah. So erucial was Torah study
deemed for the survival of the Jewish pecple that ome of the causes
enumerated in the Talmud for the destruction of Jerusalem was the
neglect of the education of children. No other pecple has placed
such emphasis on educating its young.

The history of Jewish education in America is marked by many positive
and meaningful accomplishments, including; the development of the
Jewish day school as a major mode of Jewish schooling; the introduc-
tion of moderm instructional strategies; the establishment of dynamic
teacher center programs; the creative use of media in instruction;

the production of innovative teaching and learning materials; the con-
vening of exciting educational conferences, workshops and seminars;

the development of central agencies for Jewish education; the building
of impressive Jewish educational facilities; the emergence of many
outstanding professional leaders in administration and teaching; and
especially the development of a wide variety of Israel-American programs
such as teenage and family tours, summer and year long study in Israeli
educational institutions, teacher education projects and cooperative
curriculum activities. American Jewish education has many bright spots.
For these we should be proud and thankful.

However, despite all the progress that has taken place in Jewish educa-
tion, the Jewish community in America may soon lose this instrumentality
as an effective method for transmitting Jewish heritage and Jewish
values. It may lose the institution most needed for Jewish continuity.
Now, as never before, Jewish education holds out much promise for
assuring the creative continuity of Jewish life and the Jewish people.

As Jewish education goes, so will go Jewish life. If Jewish education
loses its vitality, the very survival of the American Jewish community
will be endangered.

What are the sallient facts that Jewish communal leadership should know
about Jewish education? What is the state of the art? What are the
crisis dimensions of Jewish education today? What are the basic facts



of sponsorship, auspices and governance? What are the crucilal data
re enrollment, persounel, cost and support? What are the real needs
of Jewish education?

The responses to these questions comprise the bulk of this paper.
However, without enumerating the challenges that face Jewish communal
leadership, the task of this paper would not be complete. 50, it ends
with a list of these challenges.

TRADITION OF JEWISH EDUCATION ENDANGERED

Jewish education became an important problem in American Jewish life
from the moment Jews were transplanted to the North American continent.
The task was monumental -~ relating the Jewish school to the development
of American Judaism and to the larger American society. But the
resources needed were mever equal to the task,

From the start, the open, free, untraditional American setting
threatened the development of Jewish education. In the first instance,
the increasing diffusion of Jewish intellectuality among the various
arts and sciences, and among numerous academic and professional concerns
deprived Jewish education of the needed cadre of Jewish educators of
quality.

Secondly, the theory and practice of voluntarism in American Jewish
life deprived the Jewish education enterprise of a secure base of on-
going support. Although the American Jewish community generally recog-
nized the value of Jewilish schooling, for the most part, local Jewish
commnities did not assume adequate responsibility for their respective
educational programs.

As a result of these two conditions - the transposition of intellectual
and cultural interest by a large majority of Jews on the one-hand, and
the lack of real organized community support on the other - Jewish educa-
tion was left to the rather meager resources and designs of individual
Jews and small groups of concerned leaders.

And so here we are, in these turbulent, critical times, faced with
ever-growing problems in Jewish education - problems which are not
really the making of the Jewish educational establishment. Essentially,
these fall into two categories: 1issues relatiog to Jewish communal
responsibllity, and problems pertaining to the educatieonmal pregram.

In viewing Jewish life in North America against the backdrop of rapid
soclal change in the larger environment, onme 1s struck by the unrespon-
siveness of a significant segment of Jewish communal leadership towards
adequacte support of Jewlish schooling. The underlying reasom for this
condition, in large measure, is that the leadership of the Jewish
community does not feel a sense of urgency about the failures and prob-
lems in this area. It does nmot feel about its Jewishly '‘disadvantaged"
children as many leaders of our gemeral society do about the need for
more effective educartion for the disadvantaged minorities.



There is a direct relationship between America's prosperity {(notwith-
standing our present economic c¢risis) and its educatiomal growth.

While the United States is a consumer orilented socilety, education,

gince 1957, has been considered not as a consumer product, but as an
investment in the future. By contrast, the Jewish community views

Jewish education almost entirely as a consumer service. To its credit,
Federation leadership 1s increasingly aware of the need for massive
support for Jewish education. Such support, to be sure, means either

a major reordering of priorities or the uncovering of large new resources
for the funding of Jewish schooling, or both.

On another level, the Jewish community reveals a lack of understanding
by its leaders of the state of Jewlish educatiom - its strengths and
weaknegsses — and the factors contributing to whatever successes and
failures may be its lot.

The foregoing leads us to two convincing conclusions: The need for
greater clarity about the role and status of Jewlsh schooling is wvital.
The need for effective Jewilsh education on all levels - preschool through
adult - and the need for adequate support for Jewilsh schooling must be
communicated to Jewish commumal leadership.

NEEDED: COALITION OF TGP LEADERSHIP

What we need in the Jewish community is a new alliance - a coalition of
top Jewish leaders conjoined by a common purpose - to make all our schools
effective (or more effective), and to help insure their continued effec-
tiveness. Thig alliance must include all leaders of the Jewlsh commnity
who believe in the continuity of the Jewish people. It must be based
upon respect for the different needs of individual schools and school
groups and upen the desire to meet the requirements of each group appro-
priately. There cannot be a monolithic approach to meeting Jewlsh edu-
cational challenges.

This alliance also must work cooperatively with the various commumal
structures and resources. Our common destiny as Jews should unite us
even as we endeavor to respond to our individual needs. Our shared
identicy must be ever reinforced as each group strives to strengthen
its unique identity.

The Jewish commmunity's response to crises demonstrates adequately its
ability tec transcend differences for the common good. Certainly, the
present situation is severe emough, the current challenge crucial enough,
and the task before us enormous enough to elicit real partnership in
resolving our problems - in turning prospect into promise and in pro-
pelling promise into realiry.




THE STATE OF JEWISH EDUCATION

A. ENROLLMENT

.l) There are about 850,000 Jewish school age childrem, 5~18
years, 1n North America.

How many 2) Given the current rate of enrollment about 60 percent of
pupils? them will be exposed to some kind of Jewish education during
their lifetime.

3) Forty percent will have begun adult life without any formal
Jewish schooling. The percentage of children unschooled
Jewiahly has rapidly increased over the past two decades
from approximately 15 percent in 1962 to the present level
of nonenrollment.

o

Seventy percent of the pupils attend Jewish supplementary
schools: one-day (Sunday or Sabbath) congregatiomal scheels,
or two or three day-a-week aftermoon synmagogue schools.

Where are 5) Thirty percent of the enrollment is in Jewish all-day
they? schools and yeshivot in which they receive their general
and Jewish education.

6) The enrollment is largely an elementary school population.
Twelve percent are 3-5 year olds in nursery and kindergarten
classes; seventy percent are 6~13 year-olds in elementary
school grades; eighteen percent are 14-18 year-olds in high
school grades.

Bl

Jewish school enrollment peaked in 1962, at which time there
waere about 600,000 pupils in schools of all types.

8) Enrollment in 1982-83 is 340,000 - a 45 percent decline in
twenty years.

9) While there has been a dramatic decrease in supplementary
school enrollment, there has been a continuing increase in
day schoel population.

What are 1962 1982 % Change
the trends - -

in enroll- Supplementary Schools 540,000 230,000 582 decline
ment? Day Schools 60,000 110,000 832 increase

10) Supplementary schools are becoming smaller. More than half
of the supplementary schools have enrollments of fewer than
100 pupils. And, about half of these have fewer thamn 50
students. Average school size is 130 pupils compared to 230
in 1972.

11) Day school size is stable, with an average school size of
about 200 pupils,




What are

the reasons 13

for decline
and growth?

12) The rapid decline in supplementary school enrollment is due

to low birthrate, intermarriage, broken families, outmigration
to suburbia and exurbia (where no convenient Jewish schools
are located), and apathy of Jewish parents to Jewish education.

The continuous growth of the Jewish day school is a remarkable
phenomenon. The day school was founded and promoted by the
Orthodox Jewlsh community against a background of reservation,
apathy and antagonism by the larger Jewish community. Its
rapld growth began in 1940.

The Conservative movement began to organize and promote Jewlsh
day schools in 1957. The Reform followed suit in the early
1970's. All segments of the Jewish community now recognize
the value of this intensive form of Jewish education.

The reasons for growth of the Jewish day school are: high birth
rate amongst Orthodox Jews; ilncreased Jewish awareness of an
increasing aumber of Jewish families; single parenthood (leading
to enrollment in early childhood programs); immigration of
Israelil, Russian and Iranian children; and the negative attitude
of some Jewish parents towards the quality of public school
education.

B. AUSPICES

1

2)

Supplementary Schools

Supplementary schools began in the early 1900's as either private

hadarim or communal Talmud Torahs. During the 1920's and 1930's,

the communal Talmud Torah (which was initially developed as a
communal response to educating the children of the poor) was the
dominant form of Jewish education.

With the move of Jews to suburbia and the development of synagogues
which sponsored their own schools, the communal Talmud Torah all
but disappeared by 1960. All supplementary schools - with some
notable exceptions - are congregational institutions.

There are gsome 1,835 supplementary schools in North America -
760 achools under Reform auspices (largely one-day-a-week
schools until grade 3, and two or cthree-days-a-week grades 4-7);
785 schools under Conmservative auspices (gemerally weekday
afternoon schools); 250 Orthodox weekday congregational schools;
and 40 communal afcternmoon schools.

Day Schools and Yeshivoct

Jewish day schools are organized and sponsored by groups of lay
persons interested in this kind of education. There are 586
day schools in North America.



While they are not congregationally based (with few exceptions),
day schools are ideologically oriented institutions. The over-
whelming majority of day schools (80% are under Orthodox auspices.)

The ideological sponsorship of day schools is as follows: Orthodox 462;
Conservative 62; Communal 44; Reform 9; independent 3; Yiddish Secular 4.

C. GODVERNANCE AND LEADERSHIP

1) Individual Schools

Basically, every Jewish school 1s an autonomous, independent entity,
responsible solely te its own board. There are approximately 35,000
lay persons involved in the boards and committees governing Jewish
schools in North America.

2) Natiomal Movements

There are 6 major nationmal movements and several other religious
groups involved directly in Jewish education. Each group 1s
basically interested in the schools of its own ideology.
The thrae movements associated with congregaticonal schools - the
United Synagogue of America, the Union of American Hebrew Congre-
gations, and the National Commission on Torah Education (Yeshiva
University) - have developed curricula for "their" respective
schools for whom they have a heightened sense of relatiemship,
even parentship. This feeling is not always reciprocated by the
schools.
Supplemencary
Schools The denominational groups essentially believe that Jewish educa-
tion is the province of the ideological movements. The impact
of these national movements - rather strong in the 1940's and 1950's -
has waned considerably with the decline of synagogues in the 1970's.
The national movement's interest in day schools is complex. The
Conservative movement's interest in cthe Soleomon Schechter schools
1s expressed through the activity of the United Synagogue of
America and the Jewish Theological Seminary. The Union of American
Hebrew Congregations relates indirectly to the Reform day schools.

Although there are divisions within Orthodoxy - moderm (or centrist),
ultra—-Orthodox, and Hasidic - most yeshivot have overlapping re-
lations to twec or more national organizacions, each relationship

for a different purpose.

Day Schools
Torah Umesorah (che National Soclety for Hebrew Day Schools} was
organized in 1944 as a natiomal agency for Orthodox Jewlsh day
schools. Over the years it has become sectarian in its approach.
A majority of Orthodox day school principals participate in annual
Torah Umesorah conferences. Modern Orthodox schools (abour 503

of all Orchodox day schools) associate ideologically with Yeshiva
Universicv's Nacional Commission on Torah Education.

—o—



Day Schools

(cont.)

—-’.

1)

The Agudath Israel of America, a national religious and

social service agency for Orthodox Jewry {also sectarian
in its philosophy), 1s involved in advocacy programs for
Orthodox yeshivot, particularly vis-a-vis the government.

The Hasidic schoels, which comprise about 25% of the
Orthodox school (20,000) enrollment, have allegiance to
their respective '"'rebbes”.

In Greater New York, where 65% of the day school enrollment
is found, there are several metropolitan day school groups
organized according to ideology and geography.

Communal Agencies

All large and intermediate Jewish communities and some
small localities have bureaus or central agencies for
Jewish education. In some small communities the central
agency function is carried out by a department or committee
of the local Federation.

The bureaus have varying degrees of autonomy. All provide
some form cf service to the schools in their respective
compunities. Gilven the voluntary nature of the service,
the bureau-school relationships differ according to program
emphases and staff composition.

The bureau was founded in the early 1900's on the principle
of "unity Iin diversitv.'" This means that its services are
provided from a dual perspective. Direct guidance and
consultation is given by ldeologically oriented staff
members (diversity). Community-wide programs and services
(art, music media education, etc.) are provided communally
to all schools (unity).

On ocecasion, there has been friction between the national
ideological organizations and scme of the bureaus regarding
turf and program. This tension has decreased significantly
with respect to supplementary schools as the influence of
the national organizations has waned. Also, there is hardly
any interaction between Torah Umesorah and Agudath Israel
(who focus entirely on yeshivot and day schools) and the
bureaus.

PERSONNEL

Teachers

Abcut 24,000 inscructicnal personnel are emcloved in Jewish
schools (excluding general studies teachers in day schools).
The overwhelming majoricvy are women who teach part-time.



a) Supplementary Schools

b)

Teaching in supplementary school is a part-time profession.
Teachers are employed from 2 to 12 hours a week. About 10
percent teach more than 12 hours per week.

About one quarter of the teachers are Israelis and about
10 percent are yeshiva trained.

Teacher qualifications range from no knowledge of Hebrew
langague and minimal knowledge of Jewish life and history,
to intensive Judaic and Hebraic scholarship.

Most teachers are not certified. There are basically two
licensing instrumentalities and standards - the National
Board of Licenses for Jewlsh schools (serviced by JESNA),
with aix affiliated local boards of license of teachers

in Conservative, Orthodox and communal schools; and the
UAHC certification program and several lecal certification
programs for teachers in Reform schools.

Teacher salaries vary from $2,000 to $25,000, depending on
instructional load and years of experience. The hourly
rate ranges from $5.00 to $26.00, averaging about $12.00.

Day Schools

Day schools provide more substantive employment to teachers.
Each day school has two sets of imstructional persommel -
one for Jewish studies and another for general studies.
About half of the teachers are employed for approximately
20 hours per week, and half more than 20 hours.

General studies teachers generally meet the qualifications
of the respective State Education Departments.

Jewish studies teachers for the Orthodox and Conservative
day schools are, by and large, recruited from the Orthodox
gseminaries. These teachers usually have strong religious
comitment, good Judaic (Talmudic) backgrounds and are
often deficient in educational methodology. About 20
percent of the teachers are Israelis.

There are no uniform sctandards for certification.

Salaries range from $4,000 to $35,000, depending upon
hours of teaching, grade level, years of experience and
community., Average anaual salary is $13,500. Hourly
rate varies from 53.00 to $20.00, averaging about $8.00.



2} Administrative Personnel

Approximately 3500 administrative personnel -~ principals,
assistant prilncipals, executive directors and adminiscrators
are employed in formal Jewish education settings.

a) Supplementary Schools

For the most part, supplementary school principals are
part~time persomnel. About 650, or onme-third, are full-
time employees. Many lack adequate pedagogic and admin~
1strative training.

Excluding rabbils who administer theilr respective congre-
gatlonal schools as part of their rabbianic duties,
salaries vary from 54,000 to 545,000, depending upon
hours of employment and length of service.

b) Day Schools

The chief educational officers are generally the Jewish
Studies principals, who are, by and large, yeshiva-trained
educators. Many lack the necessary supervisory skills.
Most General Studies administrators are part-time personnel
who have adequate-to-good backgrounds in education. There
are about 800 full-time administrative personnel employed
in Jewish day schools.

Salaries range from $6,000 to 560,000, depending on size of
school, locatlon, duties of administrator, hours of employment
and length of service,

SUPPORT

Jewish education is big business - half a billion dollars per year.
Over $400 million is expended for formal Jewish elementary and
secondary education; and $100 million for family education, adult
education, teacher training, Jewish education camping, communal
service to schools and informal Jewish education assoclated with
formal auspices.

1) Day Schools

Day school costs have more than doubled in ten years. Tuition
fees cover about 50 percent of day school costs.

a)

Elementary Schools

Annual per pupil costs range from 51100 to $4500.
Average per pupil costc is 52000.
Average per pupil income is $800.

Annual deficit is 564 million.



2)

»

b) High Schools

Annual per pupil costs range from $1600 to $6800.
Average per pupil cost 1is $3450.
Average per pupll income is $1500.

Ammual deficit is $38 million.

¢) Total annual deficit 1s over $100 million.

d) The deficits are made up by a variety of fundrailsing
efforts, chiefly: jourmal dinners, bazaars, raffles
and special dedicatious.

e) Average overall per pupil cost of $2600 is comparable
to the average cost of the public schools., This is a
commentary on the cost effectiveness of the Jewish day
school. The school day in a Jewish day school 1s
about 2 to 4 hours longer than the public school day.
Moreover, each class has two sets of teachers. The
factors that make the relatively low cost possible
are: essentially a relatively small physical plant,
low annual maintenance, low instructiomal costs and
maximum uge of school resources and personnel.

Supplementary Schools

Traditionally, synagogues were able to fund programs fully
through membership fees. Synagogues seem to be less able to
fund their respective school operatious since memberships
are decreasing. Moreover, many young parents are unable to
pay membership dues.

Communal Support

Federation support increased significantly from 1%65 to 1982.
Current total annual Federationm support to Jewish education

is 537,000,000 - about 7 percent of the total annual expenditures
for Jewiah education. The percentage of local allocations for
Jewlsh education varies greatly from community to communicty.

Federation subsidies to schools: 79 percent to day schools;

16 percent to communal aftermoon schools; 5 percent to
congregational schools.

=10=-



F.

PROGRAM

1Y)

2}

3)

4)

Teaching-Learning Modes

The education process 1s both cognitive and affective. The
school programs offer various mixes of both approaches -
transmitting knowledge and skills, on the one hand, and pro-
viding experiential learning, on the other.

3ince most students lack Jewish observance and practice in
their homes, many schools attempt to compensate for this lack
by providing a variecy of Jewish life experiences as part of
the regular program. Some schocls integrate weekend and camp
experience into the schoecl program.

Hours of Study

a) The quantiry of Judaic study ranges from 2-3 hours per
week in supplementary schools to 40 hours per week in
some ultra-Orthodox yeahivot.

b) There is a very positive correlation between number of
hours of study per week and continuation in Jewlsh
studies through high scheool and college years.

Curricula

a) Subject matter includes a selection of the following
subjects, depending on type of schocl: Hebrew language,
worship, holiday customs and observances, Jewlsh life,
Jewish history, Bible (in English or Hebrew),
Commentaries (in English or Hebrew), Talmud (Mishnah,
Gemara, Midrash), Shulhan Aruch, Hebrew literature,
Rabbinic literature, Yiddish, Yiddish literature,
Hasidic lore, Israel.

b} There is mo standardization of curricula in Jewish
schools, although some schools follow the curricula
of theilr national movements.

Materlals

Some exciting commercial and noncommerclal publications have
appeared. However, many 3chools and educators have expressed
a need for more quality print and media materials.

-11-



G.

Advocacy
and interp-
retation

Qutreach
and
educational
climate

Teaching
and
learning

The en-
rollment
decline

CHALLENGES
1) EmcourageJewish communal leadership teo assume greater respon-—

2)

B

4)

6)

7)

8)

sibility for Jewish education.

Clarify respective roles of schools, bureaus, ideological
movements, Federations and other agencies.

Make families partmers in the education process in day schools
and supplementary schools.

Develop effective outreach programs to marginal and unaffiliated
Jews., Launch communitywide pupll recruitment drives. Intensify
informal family education approaches. Give special attention to
single-parent families, intermarried familiea and young parents.
Develop software for cable TV, home video and home computers.

Respond to the personnel crisis; help reverse the brain draim.

a) Make the Jewish education career attractive to talented
young pecple.

b) Upgrade economic security and social status of educators.
Narrow salary gap between teachers and principals.

c) Require high levels of performance from Jewish educators.

d) Develop effective large-scale preservice and inservice
training for Jewlsh school personnel.

Help make the Jewish classroom more exciting. Stimulate
self-initiatives by educators, schools, parents, boards
and bureaus. Motivate curriculum development which draws
upon current research in soclal sclences and education.

Make more support available for the creation of exciting learn-
ing materials. Develop software for and maximize use of new
technology.

Break dowm barriers between formal and informal education.
Integrate both approaches in reaching puplls and families.
Provide greater support to youth programs in Tsrael and in
sumner education camp settings. Develop leisure time
programs during scheool year.

Involve schools in community wide pupll recruitment efforts.

Develop strategies to encourage continuation in formal
school programs.

Respond to problem of small, unviable schools. Where applicable
and possible, develop patterns of consolidation and communalization
of supplementary schools. This will be an expensive yet cost-
effective process. Comrunicies will have to make special

financial arrangements with synagogues regarding the ongoing
funding of merged schools.

=12~



The
financial
crisis

12)

13)

14)

15)

Maximize all levels of support:

a) From parents

b) From spousors (symagogues, boards)
¢) From communicy (Federation)

d) From govermment {for day schools)

Respond to the growing finmancial crisis in Jewish day
schools:

a) Day school education is pricing itself out of reach
of many families at a time when its role is most
needed and appreciated.

b) Provide scholarship support to families in need.

Respond to fiscal problems of the symagogue school.

Clarify respective roles of symagogue and community

in funding congregational schools.

Increase support for crucial communmal supervisory and

guldance servies to schools made available through
cental agencies for Jewish education.

B
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JESNA

HWISE L ATRON
SERVK EOF
NURTIE AMERI A, P

ST YA pewlh TeIeT
TR RS

TH BROADWAYT
NEW YORK, NY 00019540
Entrance 415 Ltaverre Sorect
(21235292000

March 2, 1988

Mr. Stephen D. Solender

Executive Vice-President

UJA — Federation of Jewish Philanthropies
of New York, Inc.

130 E. 59th Street

New York, NY 10022

Dear Steve:

We are pleased to invite you to ocur first planning meeting of the
Northeast Regional Lay Leadership Conference an Jewish Education
on April 25, 1988. The meeting will be held at Demghters of
Israel Geriatric Center, 1155 Pleasant Valley Way, West COrange,
NJ, at 10:30 AM and continue through 4:00 PM.* A light kosher
lurch will be served at a nominal charge.

The three of us have been hard at work together with Ruth Fein,
chairpersom of the Leadership Conference Committee, in preparing a
comnon agenda for the regional leadership conferences to be held
in Atlanta, Chicago, MetroWest (NJ), Richmond and Los Angeles,
culminating with a national conference in Cleveland. We have
received funding from the Isaac Toubin Educaticnal Endowment Fund

to help defray expenses for this year's plaming phase. JESNA's
staff will be fimctioning in the following arees:

Fradle Freldenreich - Program
Fhea K. Zukerman - Recruitment
Carclyn 5. Hessel ~ Administraticn

It is essential that your commnity, as part of the greater
Northeast Reglon, be imvolved at the earllest stages of our
conference plarming.

The following informatlon cutlines the agenda for the meeting and
the materials we will use:

1. "Mission, Scope and Function” background statement for
the opening discussion. (See Appendix 1)
2. Agenda (See Appendix 2)
3. BReglional commmities (See Appendix 3)
This initial plamning meeting is a critical component in setting
the stage for a successful conference. Attached are the

cammnities in your region we have contacted to attend this
meeting. Please feel free to make amy additions.



We appreciate your cooperation and lock forward to a productive
meeting,

Sincerely,
Fradle Preidenreich Fhea K. Zukerman Carolyn S. Hessel
Assoclate Director Director Director
Director, Dept. of Commmnications & National Educaticnal
Educational Rescurces Crganlzaticnal Rescurce Center
Relatlons

FF/RKZ/CSH
/eg
enc,
cc:  Ruth Fein

Jonathan S. Woocher

Bernett Yanowltz
P.S. Please contact Carolyn Hessel with the names of your

commumity representatives who will attend this meeting.
P.P.S. Please make certain that whoever attends this meeting

brings a copy of your 1968-89 commmity calendar so that
we can determine the date for the conference.

¥ * x

*PLEASE NOTE TRANSPORTATION INSTRUCTIONS:

The MetroWest commmity has kindly offered to arrange for a van to
pick up arriving attendees at Newark Airport. If you can arrange
to arrive at Newark Airport before 10:00 AM please let Richard
Wagner (Tel. # 201-575-6050) know your arrival time and location.
He will tell you where to meet the van. Taxl cabs are also
avallable. We will arrange for the van to leave the meeting going
back to Newark Airport at 4:30 PM, so that you can plan your
return flight accordingly.

New Jersey Turnpike or Garden State Parkway to I-280 West. I-280
West to Exit 7 (which 1s Pleasant Valley Way); off ramp and then
go south {left) about ane mile. The main intersection you will
cross is Mt. Pleasant Averme. The Home will be on the right.
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BEWNETT YANOWITT
Preswden:

May 17, 1988

Morton L. Mandel

Premier Industrial Corporation
4415 Euclid Avenue

Cleveland, OH 44103

Dear Mort:

I want to extend a formal inwitation to you to address the Board of
Directors of JESNA at its next meeting to discuss the Coamission on
Jewish Education which the Mandel Associated Foundations are
establishing in cooperation with our agency and JWB. As I indicated
when we spoke at the recent Trustees meeting, our Board meeting will
be held on Friday, September 9, immediately following the conclusion
of the CJF Quarterly.

I had the pleasure of reporting to our Board at its April meeting on
the progress made thus far in setting up the Cormission amd on the
positive response of JESMA's officers to your imvitation for JESNA to
play a formal collaborative role in the Comission's work. Our Board
expressed its enthusiastic support for JESNA's participation.

As you know, we will be convening four major regional leadership
conferences on Jewish education dur:.ng the next two years, leading to
a continental conference (to be held in Cleveland) in 1991. The
confluence of these conferences and the work of the Commission on
Jewish Education represents an exciting opportunity, we believe, to
raise dramatically the commitment and capability of our commnity's
leadership to strengthen Jewish educaticn.

We eagerly anticipate being a partner with you in this endeaver, and

I hope that you will be able to meet with cur board to corwvey to them
first hand the excitement of the venture you have launched.

With my thanks and best wishes.

Cordially,

Bennett Yanowitz



TO: Arthur J. Naparstek FROM: Virginia F. Levi DATE: 6/24/88

MFAE At s REPLYING TO
1P Ra TRAE 60T AP AT Lear ATIIN DEOASTAENT P AT s T YOUR MEMO OF:
SUBJECT: 0AN OF STAFF

Mort has asked me to let you know that he has spoken with Art Rotman about the
possibility of JWB contributing staff time to Commission efforts. Art was
happy to agree, with the understanding that if the amount of time becomes
"excessive," we are prepared to pay for the services. Mort suggested that you
talk directly with Art about this. He indicated that we should feel
comfortable making "slight use of staff" and that you can indicate te Art that
when he feels the need to bill us for that time, he should feel free to do so.

Mort suggested that you speak with the professional directors of each of the
three organizations to find out what sort of staff services they might be able
to provide.
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Two hundred seventy five Jewish Community Centers, YM-YWHAs and camps
across North America have, as a result of thi ;ommission on Maximizing
Jewish Educational Effectiveness of Jewish Community Centers, concluded that
their mission must be to provide "appropriate Jewish educational experences
as a vital means of insuring Jewish continuity.” Centers have the opportunity to
reach more than one million Jews of all ages and all degrees of Jewish
identification with informal Jewish components programmed into the full
spectrum of Center activity. There is an urgent need to upgrade the Jewish
educational levels ane-pasgales of current Center staff members, and to
attract new and involved career staff members with a strong Jewish

background.
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TO: Arthur J. Naparstek EROM: Morton L. Mandel DATE: 8/12/88
REPLYING TO
PRI N B ART LT s FTTAIETEIY =T F'Yy Py Tee L ™ YOUH MEMO OF:
SUBJECT:

I talked with Bennett Yanowitz about your making a formal presentation to
the Board of Directors of JESNA on Friday, September 9.

He thought it was a very good idea, and we should proceed accordingly. 1
have attached a copy of the original letter of inmvitation to me.

Attachment
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DR IONATHARN & WOUKHER
Execunve Vice Presidene

August 10, 1988

Morton L. Mandel

Premier Industrial Corporation
4415 Euclid Averme

Cleveland, OH 44103

Dear Mort:

I'm writing to bring you up to date on cur progress in

funding for the Directory of Israeli Jewish Education Resources which
JESNA will campile and distribute. As you may recall, you agreed to
provide $6250 on a challenge grant basis toward the then-estimated
cost of the project, with JESNA to raise an additional $18,750.

Since our last discussion, it became clear that our original cost
estimates were in fact too low. We eventually arrived at a total
budget for the project, including costs both in Israel ard North
America (primarily for caonsultation with educators here on the
content ard format of the Directory ard for actual distribution), of
$55,300.

I'm pleased to tell you that we have received a grant throuwh the
Association of Americans ard Canadians in Israel from the inncvative
projects fund of JAFT which will cover $43,300 of that ammt (the
costs in Israel). This will enable us to proceed with the project

begiming on Septenber 1.

Since we did not follow the course we had originally projected to
raise additional furnds in North America, we have no claim on the
support you had pledged. However, if, under the changed
ciramstances described above, you are still willing to support this
project, the $6250 you had offered would cover almost exactly the
anticipated cost of distributing a copy of the Directory to every
federation, JCC, bureau of Jewish education, ard school in North
America. Obuously, we woild welcame that assistance and would be
pleased to acknaowledge it in the Directory.

In all events, I want to thank you for your consistent support and
counsel. I'm pleased that we will be able to produce this Directory
arﬂtlmsccntrlbuteanotherelenmttothegrwmgedlmtlmﬁl
relationship between Israel and North Amerjican Jewry which you have
done so much to foster.

I look forward to being in touch and to receiving a first hand
account of the Commission meeting, which, from all I've heard, was
Clearly an enormous success.

With my thanks and best wishes.

Yr

5. Woocher
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CAN PHITANTHROPY SAVE JEWISH EDUCATION?

.
Dr. Jonathan Woocher

In the last few years, there has been considerable discussion

about the emergence and implicatians o

e focus of attention has been the growth in allocations
to Jewish education by Jewish community federations. Even more
intriquing has been the appearance of private Jewish fourdations and
philanthropic funds as potential new sources of significant funding.

Partisans of Jewish education in North America have long bemoaned
the shortages of funds which seem to beset the field, resulting in poor
salaries for educators, inadequate facilities and materials, ard
chronic operating deficits for many schools. Thus, the emergernce of
new funding sources, especially ones with access to substantial amounts
of money, is indeed a source of excitement and anticipation.

Yet, before simply giving way to that excitement, it is worthwhile
asking: Can new approaches to funding Jewish education in fact have a
major positive impact on what all agree is a system in need of
transformation?

To answer this question, must ask and answer a number of prior and
collateral questions as well:

1. How is Jewish education currently funded today?

2. Is a shortage of funding a significant problem in Jewish
education?

3. How does this problem manifest itself in specific terms?

4. How is new philanthropic funding for Jewish education likely to be

used {based on prior patterns)? How should it be used for maximm



positive impact?

5. Can significant new philanthropic funds be directed to Jewish
education? How?

Answering these gquesticns is more difficult than it should be.

The econamics of Jewish education is a badly neglected subject. We do
not even know the total amount being spent on Jewish education in Nerth
America today. Estimates range from $500 millicn te $1 killion, an
encrmous range. Figures for federation allocations to Jewish education
have been gathered - the current total is somewhere between $60 - $70
million -- though even these are not complete. When it comes to cother
key areas of expenditure and sources of support, including private
philanthropy, there is very little hard data available.

Part of problem in compiling figures is definiticnal — what is
"Jewish education"? should we include pre-school programs, college-—
level Jewish studies, trips to Israel, persommel training in our
calculations of Jewish educational expenditures? At a minimm, we rmust
cbserve that different forms of Jewish education —— pre bar/bat mitzvah
schooling and university Judaic studies, e.g., =— have very different
patterns of funding.

The "bottom line" is that funding patterns for Jewish education
are extremely camplex to analyze. Thus assessing trends and the
potential impact of new developments is even more difficult. In
discussing the relationship between philanthropy and Jewish education,
we must remember that in an important sense, all of Jewish education is
furded through voluntary contributions (i.e., philanthropy), since even

the payment of tuition is a voluntary decision.
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We can generally divide sources of support for Jewish education
into four categories:

1. payments for services (tuition, program fees, etc.)

2. institutional subventions from sponsoring organizations (e.g.,
support for educational activities which comes from general
synagoque or JCC budgets)

3. support from Jewish "public" philanthropic sources (e.q.,
federation allocations, or W20/Jewish Agency funding)

4. "private" philanthropy and fund raising

There has been no systematic analysis of the role of each of these in

sustaining the different types of Jewish educational activity, although

we do have figures for some camunities which record, e.g., the
percentages of day school budgets which come from the several sources

noted above. We simply need much more information in order to draw a

bread picture of how Jewish education is funded, and of the trerds

which are modifying prior funding patterns. while great attention has
been given, e.g., as noted above, to the growth in federation
allocations for Jewish education, it is not clear whether, or in what
spheres of educational activity, that growth has had a significant
impact con the educational process or product. There is reason to
believe that the growth of day schools over the last few decades has
been aided by federations' relatively recent readiness to support this
type of Jewish education. Yet since that support typically amounts to
only a fraction of the total cost — anywhere from a tenth to a third -

- one could argue that the real impetus and sustainer of day school

growth has been the private fundraising which often amounts to far more
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than what federations contrib&te. For supplementary Jewish education,
the federation contrilbution has been inconsequential (except, perhaps,
through funding of central services through bureaus of Jewish
education). Here, synagogques have borne the brunt of the burden, and
whether this has been for better or worse — for Jewish education and
for the synagogue —— is a matter of much debate.

If gocd information on funding is lacking, so tco is information
on how the Jewish educational deollar is expended. We do not have
comprehensive and categorical data on how money is actually spent: How
mich goes for persomnel? How much is spent on building and maintaining
educational facilities each year? How much funding goes for the
development and dissemination of educational materials? How much for
scholarships, for research? In theory, same of this information could
be compiled from institutional records, but in practice, it would ke a
monumental task, given the fragmentation of the educational system and
the proprietary feslings which many institutions have about their
financial activities.

The area where we do know the mest is about how the "public"
philanthropic dollars, primarily those of federations, are spent. As
noted above, federations directly invest more than $60 million in
allocations designated for Jewish education. If we were to include
funds which are often not included in this category, but may be used in
part for educational purposes, e.g., allocations to JCCs, the figure is
even higher. How these funds are expended has been catalogued by CJF.
Today, the largest proportion, arourd half, goes to day schools.

Another significant piece, approximately a third, goes for various
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central services. The rest i; divided into a number of categories
(informal education -- Israel trips, camps, -- higher Jewish education,
etc.) deperding upon local circumstances, including a small, but
prabably growing, portion for synagogue sponsored supplementary
schools. Even within these categories, the actual purpeses for which
money is spent vary widely. For example, support for day schools may
came in the form of scholarships for needy students, subvention of some
personnel costs, program enrichment grants, or simple per capita or
deficit financing. Similarly, central agencies of Jewish education
vary widely in their program emphases, and a federation which supports
one may be investing in consultation, curriculum development, in-
service training, or a variety of other specific activities.

{Cne major "public" spender on Jewish education in and for North
America has until recentlyv received little attention and financial
scrutiny: the World Zionist Organization / Jewish Agency for Israel.
The combined budgets for Jewish education of the WZO/JAFI total $50
million. Of this, at least $35 millino represents funds raised by
North American Jewish federations. It is more difficult to calculate
how much of the $50 million is spent on educational programs and
services for North America (departmental perscnnel and offices,
programs conducted in North America, subsidies for educaticnal programs
for North Americans conducted in Israel, etc.), but the amount is
clearly substantial, possibly larger than that of any other single
ecucatiocnal agency, and certainly much larger than that expended by the
federations' own continental planning, coordinating, and service agency

for Jewish education, JESNA. Any efforts to assess ard perhaps modify
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funding patterns for Jewish education in North America must include an
examination of WZO/JAFI expenditures and an analysis of their impact
and cost effectiveness.)

The interest in new funding sources for Jewish education, and
especially the potential for major new philanthropic investment, is
generally predicated on the assumption that Jewish education today
suffers from underfunding. Is this in fact true? Eeven this question
is not as easy to answer as it might appear, though every educational
institution will claim (often with dovious justification) that it could
use additional furds. The question really should be asked in terms of
the adequacy of funding in relation to certain clear goals and needs,
i.e., do we have enough money devoted to Jewish education to do the
things we most want to do. It is precisely these clear goals or
assessed needs, however, which have never been adequately specified.

The issues which merit consideration include not only the overall level

of funding, but where and how the funding which is available is used,

and whether funding could and should be used differently and/or more
efficiently. (An oft-articulated question in this respect is whether
the maintenance of many, relatively small supplementary schools, as is
typical in many communities, is wasteful in its use of resources. )

In some domains of Jewish education a shortage of funds does seem
to be a contributor to Jewish education's problematic achievements.
Numerous cbservors have noted the low salaries, pcor benefits, and
inadequate training opportunities and incentives available to Jewish
teachers. The apparent inability of the educational system to mobilize

the funds necessary to provide teachers with a decent standard of
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livirg is part of a vicious c;-'cle in which the inability to attract and
retain quality educators contributes to the general atmosphere of non-
seriousness that besets Jewish education, which in turn makes it more
difficult to justify "professional" salaries. The unanswerable
question at this time is whether adequate funds exist to address these
deficiencies within the current overall level of educational funding,
assuming some reallocation of those funds could be engineered, or
whether an injection of new resources from public or private
philanthropy will be necessary to change the present situation.
Similarly, it is clear that research and development for Jewish
education, including program evaluation, is a badly underfunded area.
Nor should we ignore the fact that many schools, especially day
schools, face a chronic shortage of funds, which affects tuitions,
physical facilities, and staffing, and which appear irremediable
without some additional financial support from new sources.

In the last analysis, the question of whether funding shortages
are a result of inadequate resources in absolute terms or misallocation
of the available resources may be moot. There is no way, given the
structural and organizational configurations of our educaticnal system
to develop a process for “rationally" alleocating financial resources.
Institutions will set their own agendas for sperding in response to
their own perceived needs and goals (or lack thereof); clients,
subventers, and donors will provide financial support as they see fit,
regardless of the analyses of needs or priorities which "experts" might
agree upon. Thus, if funding is to be used as a lever for improvement

in Jewish education, it probably will have to be "new" funding, coming
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fram socurces which can mobilize significant financial resources to

effect their goals and visions. A shortage of funds is not the only
cause of Jewish education's problems. Indeed, it is often a symptom of
other more deep-seated problems (e.q., structural dysfunctions, weak
leadership, poor planning). Nevertheless, only the injection of new
funds is likely to provide the leverage to change some of these
underlying conditions. The goals of those interested in such change
should, therefore, be both to increase the overall level of funding
(which probably is inadeguate to the task we as a community assign to
education today: insuring Jewish continuity) and to use the furds to
maximm advantage for clearly defined purposes not being adequately
pursued today.

Federations {and other "public" philanthropic sources) are just
beginning to address these strategic issues in funding —- i.e.,
matching the amounts and types of their expenditures to certain desired
outcomes. The problem they face is that many altermative goals in
directing their investment are possible and justifiable, focusing on
the different "cammonplaces" of education: students, educators,
content, settings, and methods. Should federations allocate their
resources to recruit more students? to recruit, train, and retain
better educators? to upgrade curricula? to improve facilities? to
develop innovative teaching approaches, perhaps combining formal ard
informal technicques in new ways? Which populations should be targeted
for new investment -- young children and their families? teenagers?
adults? Where should new resources be directed -- to existing

institutions? to new programs? to “front-line" educators? to central
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services? What philosophy should gquide funding -- promoting
educational equity? rewarding excellence? assisting the most needy?
One can make a plausible, indeed powerful, case for many strategic
approaches to funding.

In the real world, the selection of funding strategies — e.q.,
deficit furding, scholarships, per capita subventions, funding for
central services, personnel development, program grants —— and of
institutional recipients —- day schools, central agencies, synagogues,
universities, commnally sponsored schools — is often more a function
of historical and political than of educaticnal planning
considerations. The preferences of contributors to federaticn
campaigns do not appear themselves to be an overriding factor in
determining how federations expend their educational dollars. But,
interest groups within the community and proponents of variocus
ideological positions do have an impact. (E.g., vocal advocates of day
schools often form an "intensive education lobby" which firds
legitimation in the survivalist ideology which federation leadership
espouse. Their success in securing significant financial support for
day schools has in some communities provoked advocates of supplementary
education to organize their own efforts to win federation financial
support for congregational schools.)

The choices which federations and other philanthropic scurces make
regarding what to fund and how to fund clearly do affect the shape,
scope, and activities of the educational system in ways not yet
adequately catalogued and analyzed., The special significance of

federaticon (and new "private" philanthropic) funding comes from the
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fact that these monies represent a kind of "discretionary" irvestment
capital, not intrinsically tied to a particular educational institution
or program. They constitute at least a potential lever for charge. 2As
more resources come from these sources, public amd private, that
potential will grow. Yet, the mechanisms for determining how to expend
these funds strategically are rudimentary at best. Wwhether the current
patterns of expenditure are "raticnal" can only be answered in terms of
goals which are often not made explicit (partly because consensus on
those goals may not exist), and with reference to the impact of these
expenditures on the realization of those goals (which is almost never
measined) .

Given the uncertainties which exist conceming the role and
potential of "public" furding for Jewish education, it is not
surprising that we know even less about private funding. What we have
labeled private philanthropic support for Jewish education embraces
highly diverse patterns of giving: from major, multi-million dollar
gifts to small-scale armnual fundraising by individual schools. We can
record at best several impressicns about where the money goes: A
significant portion, it would appear, goes to buildings and facilities.
Another sizeable portion has gone to the development of college-level
programs in Jewish studies, endowment of chairs, etc. Muach of the
money raised in anmual campaigns typically goes for scholarships. 2And,
fundraising for schools often goes simply to meet basic operating
deficits.

Today (and probably always) many philanthropists prefer to donate

for programs and projects which are "new" or "innovative." It is
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generally more difficult to r;ise funds to sustain an ongoing program,
no matter how worthy, than to start something new, no matter how
untested, This is one of the possible dysfunctions in patterns of
philanthropic giving for Jewish education. BAnother, is that most
private philanthropy appears to be institution-specific, i.e., directed
to a single institution, rather than being available to deal on a
trans-institutional basis with needs and possibilities that may best be
addressed in larger frameworks.

Within the last few vears, a small number of individual donors and
foundations have begun to emerge as visible forces on the Jewish
educational scene, either locally or nationally and intermationally.
Their contributions have been of a magnitude or have been planned
carefully enough so that they can be said to have helped shape a
broader agernda of Jewish educational philanthropy. The Gruss family in
New York, and the Fund for Jewish Education which they stimilated and
partially fund (together with the UJTA-Federation), represent one model
of large philanthropic investment {more than $5 million} on an anmual
basis. Their giving has focused on grants to schools, especially day
schools, for basic support and for immigrant sudents; building
renovation; special education; educator benefits; outreach and special
projects.

The Mandel Associated Fourdations, spearheaded by Morton Mandel
have provided support for lecal initiatives in Cleveland and have now
become the catalysts and prime sponsors of a national Cormmission on
Jewish Education (in cooperation with JESNA and JWB) to prepare

recommendations for potentially far-reaching new projects. Though
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still in the very early stages of its work, that Camission constitutes
a breakthrough in several respects: First, its membership includes
leaders of several of the major Jewish foundations and other prominent
educational philanthropists. Second, it embodies an explicit
partnership between "public" Jewish agencies and "private"
philanthropy. If the Commission succeeds in generating a set of
recommerxdations for investment in Jewish education which truly commands
a consensus of support among its various constituents, it would make
possible for the first time a coordinated approach to usirng substantial
new resources to effect ecducational change.

Several of the foundations represented on the new Comission have

already begun to provide funding in several domains. The Wexner
Fourdation is providing extensive support for the training of Jewish
educators (together with rabbis and communal workers) through both
fellowships for outstanding cardidates and curriculum development
grants to enable institutions to improve their training programs.
Other foundations — Revson, CRB (Charles Bronfman), Edgar Bronfman,
Koret, Joseph ~— are supporting a variety of Jewish educational
institutions and projects in such areas as media, Israel programs, and
day school development. The "semi—public" Memorial Foundation for
Jewish Culture has had a long-standing interest in Jewish education,
which has included support for Holocaust curricula, media and new
technolegies, and, most recently, Jewish education behind the Iron
Curtain.

Funding for Jewish education from these sources, and many others

less publically visible, is growing and will almost certainly continue
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to grow. It is, therefore, w;rth reiterating that there has been
almost no effort to determine how different patterns of giving affect
the educational system and its product, especially on the macro, rather
than micro level. In the eyes of some, an influx of funds fram the
new, activist Jewish foundations raises sericus questions as well as
perhaps providing an answer to long-standing problems. Will these
foundations invest wisely -- and by whose criteria? Will they favor
the "new" and the "glamorous" (e.g., media) at the expense of the day-
today and less glamorous areas such as research? Will they induce
educators to shape their work in terms of what is "fundable," rather
than what they believe is educationally most sound? If private
philanthropy is used to maintain the basic infra-structure of education
- e.g., for teachers' benefits —— will that encourage institutional
ard public sources to shirk their responsibilities?

Ultimately, these are all ways of asking the question with which
we began: can philanthropy be a positive change-agent for Jewish
education? The record thus far is reascnably clear in demonstrating
that philanthropy ("public" or "private") can have a significant impact
on individual institutions (and on individual students). Many a school
has been saved, many an bold project launched and sustained because of
the enlightened generosity of a single individual -- or a sirgle
federation allocation. At the same time, it must be acknowledged that
much educational rhilanthropy today has little demonstrable impact,
even when it is directed to specific institutions, When we lock at the
issue of systemic impact, it is even more problematic whethar

philanthropy as it has typically been practiced heretofore, including
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most definitely much of the federation funding for Jewish education,
has really made a substantial difference. As with Jewish education as
a whole, even a string of micro-successes does not seem to add up to a
macro—achievement.

Perhaps this is asking too much of philanthropy. Funding, we have
suggested, is, after all, one — and perhaps not even the most
important — of many factors necessary for geood Jewish education. Yet,
there are some problems hesetting Jewish education, e.g., that of
perscnnel, which are so pervasive, and so intractable under present
circumstances, that it is difficult to imagine how they can be tackled
without large-scale, multi-dimensional, trans-institutional responses.
And, the leverage to induce and the resources to sustain such responses
will almost certainly have to come from the new philanthropic sources.
The funding to provide adequate levels of remuneration, generous
fellowships for trainees, enhancement of training programs, the
creation of new positions —- all of which are generally believed to be
necessary elements of any solution to the personnel problem — simply
cannot came from existing resources, for structural and political, if
not econamic, reasons. In the past, these issues have been dealt with
ineffectually and piecemeal, even where philanthropic rescurces have
been applied.

Thus, it is not only a question of "how much,”™ but of "how." One
reason why the new (in organized Jewish life) concept of
"public"/"private" partnership holds much promise, is because it makes
possible the linking of substantial new resources to a commnity

planning process which has proved itself in other domains. For this
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partnership to take shape arr.l!succeed there will have to be a
consensual agreement between individual philanthropists and community
instruments on desired ends, and a much greater knowledge of how
furding can be used to achieve these erxds. This will require both a
deliberative process and research not currently takirng place (and to
develop these may require philanthropic support in its own right!).

The judicicus use of leverage can stimulate the creation of such
"public/private" partnerships. The impetus, in fact, can come from
either direction: "private" investment can draw in the "public," or
vice versa. In any such partnership, indeed in any situation where
funding comes into play, there will always be the question of who
"calls the shots": Will it be the institutianal recipients of the
funding, the "private" sources, the "public" agencies, or (radical as
the noticn may be) the client population whose needs are being served?
Obvicusly, the larger the pool of money irwolved, and the wider it will
be spread, the more acute this question is likely to become. It is
tied to the still larger question of educaticnal accountability —— who,
in Jewish education, is ultimately accountable to whom, for what?
Today, too often the answer is that no ane is accountable to anyone for
anything. Unless we begin to move toward a meaningful concepticn of
educational accountability -- one suitable for a diverse, pluralistic
community — the question of who determines funding pricrities, ard
hence of how new monies will be expended, is not likely to find a ready
answer. A new '"public/private" partnership represents an exciting
vision; but it is far from being a working, or even demonstrably

warkable, reality.
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In general, we have in tl;is paper asked many more questions than
we have offered answers. This reflects the paucity of our knowledge.
But it also provides us with the opportunity to approach the issues of
educational furding and philanthropy with a more thoughtful agenda than
simply how to get more money for Jewish education. The key question,
we have reiterated, is how the money will be used. We can envision at
least three broad categories of usage, perhaps even stages in a
strategy of investment:
1. strengthening what exists
2. creating pockets of quality
3. producing systemic charges
Today, much of the first is taking place, some of the second, almost
none of the third. To maximize both philanthropic input and impact on
Jewish education, we must have a bold vision embracing all three
elements and strong, collaborative leadership fram both the "publich
and "private" sectors of the Jewish philanthropic domain.

Philanthropy cannot in and of itself "save" Jewish education. But
appropriately directed, it can be an increasingly vital tool for
developing more effective Jewish education. Our challerge is to build

that tool, and to learn how to use it wisely.

Dr. Jonathan Woocher is Executive Vice President of JESNA, the Jewish

Education Service of North America.
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TO:___ See Distribution  FROM:__ Art . Napars DATE: 12/12/88
.} \2 REPLYING TO
DEPARTMENT/PLANT LOCATION DEPARTIMENT /BL LocHTION YOUR MEMO OF:

SUBJECT: Partnership Strategy

At our meeting on November 28, we agreed that the partnership between JWB,
JESNA and CJF will encompass the following:

2. Communications Strategy

JWB, JESNA and CJF will provide the Commission staff with a

list of key associations in the field of Jewish education as

well as meetings that must be covered during the life of the
Commission. Rotman and Woocher will write a paper outlining

a communications strategy with these organizatiomns. The paper

will identify national organizations, networks and meetings in which
the Commission should be represented. What we are after is a road
map that can lay out a twelve ~ eighteen month schedule of meetings
and appearances for Commissioners and staff.

b. Programmatic Options

CJF and JESNA will provide a catalog of activities on programmatic
options in North America. Individuals and organizations in various
programmaric areas will be 1denrtified. Here, we will focus on
innovative state of the art programs.

¢. Content Papers

As the Commission develops and task forces emerge, JESNA and JWB
will feed information into the process. This may take the form
of content papers.

I hope this is consistent with your undersranding of our discussion at rthe
meeting.

Distribution:
Art Rotman
Carmie Schwartz
John Woocher
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TO: Morton L. Mandel FROM: Arthur J. Naparstek DATE: 1/20/89

DEPARTMENT MLANMT LOCATION REPLY'NG TO
DEPARTMENT/FLANT LOCATIONN YOUH MEMO OF:

SUBJECT: Regional Leadership Conference on Jewish Education

I just spoke with Jon Woocher and he asked if you would like to make remarks at
the JESNA Regional Leadership Conference on Jewish Education to be held in
Chicago, March 5-6, 1989. The session on national program models (which will
include presentations by CLAL, the National Foundation for Jewish Culture, and
the Melton Adult Mini-School Project) will be held on Monday morning, March 6
from 8:15 - 10:30 a.m.

Although the conference focuses specifically on adult Jewish education, they
feel that this session on national initiatives would provide the most
appropriate setting for you to note the work of the Commission, especially its
emphasis on broadening our definitions of Jewish education and on developing a
supportive communicy eavironmment.

Jon said they can schedule your remarks either at the beginning of the session
(i.e., at 8:45) or at the end {(i.e., at 10:15).

If you do not wish to participate, should 1 attend the conference and speak?

FP2VSZ {B/8)1) PRINTED IN U.5.48.




OUTREACH STRATEGIES FOR FORMAL AND INFORMAL EDUCATORS

COMMISSION ON JEWISH EDUCATION IN NORTH AMERICA

A comprehensive outreach plan for the Commission on Jewish Education in
North America includes communication with organizations in both the
“formal"” and the "informal® spheres. The informal sphere includes Jewish
community centers, federations, B'nai Brich Hillel organizations, summer
camps and denominational youth organizations (NFTY, USY, NCSY, etc). The
formal educational sphere is comprised of educational organizations:
academic institutions, central agencies for Jewish education,
denominational educational bodies (often corresponding to denominational
youth organizations), and Jewish educator orpanizations (such as CAJE}.

Such comprehensive outreach involves direct contact (meetings and
specialized communications) with these key educational constituencies.
These contacts have two majJor goals:

1. To interpret the work of the Commission to important individuals and
groups who will play a role in the implementation of changes growing
out of the Commission's work,

2. To gather input from these constituencies which can inform the
Commission's thinking and enhance the guality and applicability of its
recommendations.

It is proposed that contact with the sphere of "informal" educators be
accomplished with a written communication or newsletter which would
provide updates on the work of the Commission to the targeted groups.

Such a publication would appear regularly during the work of the
Commission, and would penerally follow the format of the Kiplinger letter
(which is attached). The newsletter would be primarily a summary of the
workings of the Commission immediately prior to the publication date and a
forecast of things to come. There should be a limited number of
photographs, sketches or graphs, about one per page, no more than about
three inches by two inches. The number of pictorials should be limited to
maintain the publication's appearance as a newsletter.

The newsletter should appear once within three weeks after each Commission
meeting, primarily as a recap of the preceding meeting; and then once
again about halfway between the meetings, primarily as a forecast of the
questions and issues to be considered at the next Commission meeting.

JWB has successfully developed a publication along these lines, called the
JWBriefing for Center Presidents (also attached). However, its audience
goes beyond Center Presidents. Experience has shown that, because the
format is limited to two pages, the newsletter is pulled out of the pile
of mail that normally accumulates at each decision-maker's desk for a
"quick read.” Most mall, as we know, is consigned to the "when I have
time" pile, which means, in effect, that it is never seen. The Commission



newsletter should be limited to two pages or, on occasion when there is a
great deal of information to be conveyed, perhaps four pages.

The mailing list for this newsletter, encompassing the various target
groups, would probably be comprised of about 5,000 individuals. The
preparation of an appropriate list is crucial and would require
significant staff time in advance of the first issue.

The "formal" Jewish education organizations must be engaged by more direct
means in the Commission process. Two kinds of communication appear to be
broadly useful in this regard:

1. Invicational group meetings with the lay and professional heads of
such organizations for purposes of briefing and gathering of feedback
on Commission developments. Three such meetings would encompass the
vast majority of organizations (listed in the Appendix) which comprise
this category.

An initial round of meetings could be convened this Winter-Spring,
with the possibility of additional meetings in the future. One or
more Commission members and a high level staff member should meet with
the group to present a first-hand account of the Commission's
deliberations thus far, and to pose speclfic questions on some of the
issues which have been identified as important for the next phase of
the Commission's deliberations. (For example: What do the educatoer
organizations see as priorities in the persomnel area? How do the
denominational commissions and education departments perceive the role
of the ideclogical movements In providing leadership for Jewish
education? What potential do the youth movements see for expanding
participatien in their programs and how might this be achieved?)

These meetings would fit well into the model of information pgathering
discussed at the last meeting of Commission Senior Policy Advisors.
They would be supplemented by the mailing of reading materials to a
wider circle of organizational leaders (as discussed above)}, and by a
standing invitation for the organizations to submit written input to
the Commission at any time.

2. Specific approaches to a limited number of key organizations, both for
the purpose of soliciting input and to insure their feeling of
involvement in the Commission process.

Organizations which might merit this special attention are: CAJE (the
Coalition for the Advancement of Jewish Education), the Association of
Institutions of Higher Learning for Jewish Education, and the Bureau
Directors Fellowship.

For each of these organizations, both special meetings and a special
request for oral or written input should be arranged. Between now and the
end of June, all three of these organizations will heold regular meetings
at which one or more Commission members and staff could appear. In



addition, each of these organizations could be invited to submit
"testimony" to the Commission, either on the full range of issues which
will be dealt with on one or more specific topics (e.g., training models
for the ATIHLIE, or the situation of teachers for CAJE). Depending on how
the Commission's work Is organized, such "testimony" could come in the
form of written documents, presentations at a Committee or sub-group
meeting, or both. These organizatlons might also be asked to review and
comment on other materials (such as drafts of reports or proposals)
prepared by and for the Commission.

Since the CAJE conference in August 1989 will bring together the largest
number of Jewish educators and education advocates of any North American
gathering this year, it may be valuable for the Commission to have a
presence at that conference. This could come in the form of an open
briefing session on the Commission itself, a series of sessions on
specific topics of interest to the Commission at that peint in 1ts work,
plus written materials available for distribution.

There are, in addition, three other events during the next six months
where a Commission presence (via newsletter distribution, staff or member
representation, and some combination of public and/cor private meetings)
would be useful:

1. The Midwest Regional Leadership Conference on Jewish Education,
sponsored by JESNA and Federations aud Central Agencies in the
region. March 5-6 in Chicago.

2. The JUB Special Convention, April 7-9 in New York.

3. The Conference of Jewish Communal Service Annual Meeting,
June 4-7 in Boca Raton.

As the Commission's directions and activities take further shape, other
groups and organizations may become more relevant to its work (e.g., the
association of early childhoed educators, the network for research in
Jewish educatien). Contacts with these constituencies can be developed
as needed.

To carry out the program of outreach envisioned here, it is clear that
some staff resources will need to be allocated for this purpose. JUWB and
JESNA can be helpful in identifying contacts, and should participate in
the meetings with the several constituencies. However, Commission staff
will need to assume responsibility for the administrative and logistical
tasks involved in sending out briefings and any other special written
communications, and in setting up the various meetings envisioned here,

Note: This paper represents a synthesis of two papers submitted to the
Commission by Arthur Rotman of JWB and Jonathan Woocher of JESNA.
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Morton L. Mandel
Henry L. Zucker
TO: Virginia F. Levi FROM: Arthur J.jNaparstek DATE: 5/26/8%

MNARMIL MNAKT
N REPLYING TO
DFPARTMENTALANT CCHCATION DL A Eral BT 0L Abe1 | L3 B TH IR YOUR MEMO OF:

SUBJECT: IMPRESSIONS OF MEETING WITH BENNETT YANOWITZ

Bennett Yanowitz can be an eloquent spokesperson for the Commission. He
understands the issues well., We may have to reconcile how a
Gommission-initiated mechanism will differ from what JESNA is planning with
regard to the Endowment Fund. I asked Bemnett for a copy of the proposal, and
through Jon Woocher, have received it. I am attaching it to this memo.
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Revised draft - 4/89

PIL.AN TO DEVELOP A
NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR JEWISH EDUCATION

Furpose:

A national endowment for Jewish education would provide a
cornerstone of support for Jewish cducation projects (short- and
long~-term, local and national, within and outside JESNA) which
would be free from the pressures and f{luctuations of separate or
annual fund-raising.

In addition to serving as a source of funding for such projects,
an ¢ndowment would

. stimulate and facilitate the identification of
potential contributors to fund all manner of local,
natinnal or internatinmnal educational activitice.

. bind local Dureaus and other educational agcencies and
institutions to JESNA by encouraging joint projects,
thereby significantly strengthening the educational
efforts across the country.

. acsist local communities to establish endowment {unds
of their own.

help cover the overhead costs of JESHA.

‘'he National Endowment would not be a fund-raising organization
cr a "development" committee to meet JESKNA's financial nced=.
However, by supporting certain special or long-term projects ami
programs: undertaken by JESNA (e.g., the Educational Rezource
Center, fellowships and training programs&, publications}), it
vould allow JESNA to utilize its annual funding to provide Lasic
community services not suitable for endowment support.

Governance:

Fund Trustees should bc nationally prominent individuals:
officers of JESNA; Bureau Presidents and other community
cducaticnal leaders (community rotation): major contributors:
grantors of individual funds within the Endowment.

Primaxy Activities:

Lrdowment Tunds could be used for a wide range of purposcs,
including:

. Fellowships for students

. Frograms to proncte careers< in Jewish education /
recruitment for teachers as well as
administrators
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. Grants to communities, agencies, and/or schools for
specific educational projects
. Support for educational projects undertaken by JESNA

and other appropriate national organizations or
institutions

. In service training / accreditation
. Research projects / trends and statistics
. Fublications {(cne-time and continuing)

“"Private” Foundations Within The Fupd:

Individual funds (established by families or individuals) may be
established and administered by the Endowment, if the activitijes«
to be supported are Jewish cducation programs acceptable to the
Trustees.

. Minimum size: $250,000 (to be achieved within a
epecified number of years)

. Separate Doards would be established for =such "Sub¥
Funds

. the Toubin Fund would be one such Fund within the
Endowment

Process for Organization_and Initial 3 Year Funding thiru JESNA:

. Clear with DBurcaus

. Clear with Federations

. Sell idea to small group of Board Members for the
start-up funding of approximately $100,000. This i=
intended to cover most of the first year fund-raising
costs (which should produce $500,000 ia endowment

funds) .
. Three (3} year funding goal of $2.5 million
. Fund-raising costs (for first 3 years) should not
cxceed 10% of funds raised (plus the initial $5100,000)
G_Yecay Goals:
. $10.0 mill
. Fund-raising costs should not exceed 6%
Commence funding activities when income is sufficient
to undertake priority programs
Timctable:

Year 1429
tal} - Undertake planning; receive approvals

1 Year 1900

Spring - Raise seed money of $100,000; hire part-tine
Directoy of Endowment; appoint organizational Trustees




. Fall -~ Full time Director; Develop marketing materials
/ solicitation lists; begin fund-raising

2 Yeay 1991
. Spring - Complete raising of initial $500,000
{including pledges) [announce at Continental
Conference)
- Fall - Raisc additional $500,000 in new funds for total
nf S1 millian

 Ycar 1992

. Raise $1.5 million in new funds

. Complete 3 Year Goals, including total $2.5 million of
gifts

. Major public naticnal campaign kick-off

& Year 1993 - £2.0 million new funds
5 Year 1994 - $2.5 million new funds
6 Year 1995 - $3.0 million new funds

Funding of activitics only from income (e)cept for crises). Use
income to cover fund-raising costs after let yecar.
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Furposce:

A national endowment for Jewish education would provide a
cornerstone of support for Jewish education projects (short- and
long~term, local and national, within and outside JESNA) which
would be free from the pressures and fluctuations of separate or
annual. fund-raising.

Jn addition to serving as a source of funding for such projects,
an aendowment would

. stimulate and facilitate the identification of
potential contributors to fund all manner of local,
natinnal or international educational activitiecr.

. bind local Bureaus and other educational agencies and
institutions to JESNA by encouraging joint projects,
thereby significantly strengthening the educational
efforts across the country.

. assist local communities to eastablish endovment furds
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The National Endowment would not be a fund-raising organization
or a "development" committee Lo meet JESNA's financia) noedxs.
However, by supporting certain special or long-term projects and
programs undertaken by JESNA {(e.qg., the Educational Rezource
Center, fellowships and training programs, publications), it
would allow J NA to utilize its apnual funding to provide hasic
community services not suitable for endowment support.

Governance:

Fund Trustees should be nationally prominent individuals:
officers of JESNA; Bureau Presidents and other community
cducational leaders (community rotation):; major contributors:
grantors of individual funds within the Endowment.
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Erdowment Funds could be used for a wide range of purposcs,
including:

. Fellowships for students

. Frograms to promate careers in Jewish education /
recruitment for teachers as well as
administrators
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Grants to communities, agencies, and/or schools for
specific educational projects

Support for educational projecte undertaken by JESNA
and other appropriate national organizations or
institutions

In service training / accreditation

Research projects / trends and statistics
Publications {one-time and continuing)

Foundations Within The Fund:

Individual funds (established by families or individuals} may be
established and administered by the Endowment, if the activities
to be sBupported are Jewish cducation programs acceptable to the

Trusteec.

Minimum size: $2%0,000 (to be achieved within a
specified number of years)

Separate Boards would be established for such "Sub"
Funds

the Toubin Fund would bhe one such Fund within the
Endowvment.

Progess for Organization_and Initia)l 3 Year Funding thiru JESNA:

Clear with DBurcaus

Clear with Federations

Sell idea to small group of Board Members for the
start-up funding of approximately $100,000. This is
intended to cover most of the first year fund-raising
costs (which should produce $500,000 ia endowment
funds}) .

Three (3) year funding goal of $2.5 million
Fund~raising costs (for first 3 years) should not
exceced 10% of funds raised (plus the initial $100,000)

& Ycary Gonls:

Timctable:

Year 14939

$10.0 mill

Fund-raising costs should not exceed 6%

Commence funding activities when income is sufficient
to undertake priority programs

Yal) - Undertake planning; receive approvals

I Yoar 1990

Spring - Raise seed money of $100,000; hire part-tine
Director of Endowment; appoint eorganizational Trustee:z




. Fall - Full time Director; Develop markecting materials
/ solicitation lists; begin fund-raising

2 Year 1991
- Spring - Complete raising of initial $500,000
({1ncluding pledges) [announce at Continental
Conference}
. Fall - Raisc additional $500,000 in new funds for total
nf SY million

} Ycar 1992
. Raise $§1.5 million in new funds

. Complete 3 Year Goals, including total $2.5 million of
gifts
. Major public naticnal campaign kick-off

4 Year 1993 - £2.0 million new funds
% Year 1994 - $2.% million new funds
6 Year 199% - $3.0 million new funds

Funding of activities only from income (except for crises). Use
income to cover fund-raising costs after Jet ycar.






1) recruiting, training, and retaining more quality Jewish educators and building
the profession of Jewish education

2) strengthening community support for Jewish education, including the
involvement of top tevel leadership and additonal funding

Improving the personnel situation and bullding community support and cooperation
for Jewish education will have a positive impact on all of the programmatic areas.

e ission members also agresd that it would not be sufficient for the
mission merely 10 issue a report. A strategy is needed to actively promote
change following the conclusion ot the Commission's initial work. * 3 strategy being
i i eonsidered at this point is the development of a series of Community Action Sites.
Wese would be seftings (an entire community or ons or more key institutions
u'/ therein) in and through wh'ch one could test out comprehensive, well-funded

approaches to dealing with the issues of parso el and community-building in
S Jewish education,

The development of a Comniunity Action Site wolLld be a collaborative process
involving the local community (with the Federation playing a lead role), appropriate
national resources, and some type of implementing mechanism which would be
established to coordinate tha process and insure the dissemination of what is
learned in individual sites.

. The next meeting of the Commission wiil take place on October 23. At that tims,
the Commission is expected to discuss two major areas:

1. the development of specific recommendations in the areas of personnel and
community-building to be included in the final report; and

2. the implementation n-ocess -- including the Community Action Sites. an

One of the important issues which the Senior Policy Advisors har  identified for
f.urther discussion is the role which existing organizaticns, especially the co-sponsors
¢f the Commission, JESNA and JWB, should play in the work of the Commission
‘ henceforth and in the implementation process which is @ scted to follow the
Commission’s report.
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To this point, JESNA has beqn involved in the Commission’s work primarily through
the presance on the Commission of geveral of the agency’s teadership, through Jon
Woocher's extensive input, consultation, and assignments unde ken on behalf of
the Commission as a Senior Policy Advisor (amounting to an average of several
days per month), and through occasional information gathering for the Commission
by other staff.

| anticipating JESNA's future role, there are several issues which merit consideration
by the Board:

1. How do we wish to have Input into the drafting of the Commission's repon?

The report is to be based on the deliberations of the Commission over Its life
and on a series of papers which are being commissioned to deal with several
key issues. On the staff level, JESNA will be consulting on all of these papers,

/ and, amest-eedairly, on drafts of the report itself. Are there addttional ways
we would like to suggest for involving JESI s leadership in the research and
report writing process?

2 What role should JESNA play in the post-Ccmmission implementation process
focusing on the development of Community Action Sites?

From the outset, it has been the stated position of Mort Mandel, the chairman
of the Commission, that one of the major aims of the Commission should =
strengthening existing national resources in the field of Jewish education,
including JESNA, JW3, CJF, academic training institutions, "c. At the same
time, there has been a sense among the Senior Policy Adwisors and some
Commiissioners that the full development of the Community Action Site
approach to "learning through doing" about how to create systemic
improvements in Jewish education will require some type of implementing
mechanism which dogs not currently exist.

The activities needed to implement the Community Action Site strategy will
include research and data gathering, dire¢t consultation with selected
communities and inst'tutions, liaison with national d international resources
(e.g.. training institutions, denominational bodies, foundations), monitoring and
evaluation, and dissemination of results. At this point there  no plan as to
who will perform these functions and how tt  will be done.

What role should JEGNA seek to tay this process? If an implementing
mechanism is established, how snould it relate to . _S \ and vi  versa?
How should JESNA be involved in working with Community Action Sites?









TO: Henry L. Zucker FROM: Mark Gurvis =/ pDATE: 9/13/89
e R /4 ]
OFFARTMENTALANT LOCATION DEPARTMENT/PLANE LOLATION & REPLYING TO

YOUR MEMO OF:

SUBJECT: SEPTEMBER 10 JESNA BOARD MEETING

I sat in on part of the September 10 JESNA board meeting to observe the
briefing on the Commission on Jewish Education in North America provided by
Bennett Yanowitz and Jon Woocher. I thought it would be helpful to record my

observations and reactions.

The primary focus of the discussion was on what role JESNA should play in an
implementation phase of CJENA's work. JESNA board members see an overlap
between CJENA's objectives and priorities, and JESNA's mission. While JESNA is
not the sole actor on the national scene, it represents a significant resource
which addresses both personnel and community concerns. The degree of overlap
causes some JESNA board members concern, as it is possible that JESNA could be
eclipsed by a new active force on the national scene with substantial
leadership and financilal resources. Accordingly, JESNA's board members view
their participation in the Commission process as flowing ocut of two concurrent
motivations: a) participation may strengthen JESNA's ability to fulfill its
mission; and b) to be excluded would be extremely damaging to the organization.

Parenthetically, I would note that Mark Lainer, a Commission member who sits on
the JESNA board, was particularly effective at interpreting the work of the
Commission in a way which focused on positive outcomes for JESNA.

I was alsc present for that porticn ¢of the board meeting which dealc with
JESNA's budget. JESNA has been struggling during the past few years with
severe financial constraints. When Bennett Yanowitz's term as president began,
the agency was carrying a $100,000 debt. 1In the past two years, that debt has
been retired, and program and budget expanded significantly. However,
financial constraints continue to plague JESNA, which recelves the bulk of its
funding from federations. Federation funding throi "1 the LCBC process at best
yields a 5% budget increase from year to year, barely enough to sustain program
against inflation, and clearly not enough for significant program expansion and
development. As it iIs, JESNA is closing the current fiscal year with
approximately a $40,000 deficit, albeit doing s¢ on a larger operating budget
than they had a few years ago. The most serious impact of the financial
struggles is that attention and resources are diverted from educational
resource development to financial resource development. This will be most
critically apparent in the extent to which Jon Woocher, as a highly dynamic and
visionary educational leader, will have te spend his time on fundraising
activities in coming years.
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Given these financial factors, it Is not surprising that JESNA's board is
cautious about the extent to which they can pursue initiatives on behalf of the
Commission. On the one hand, they feel it is imperative that they participate
in order to fulfill their mission. On the other hand, they worry, with good
cause, about additional financial pressure that could be created by additional
obligations. For that reason, board members articulated caveats for
participation that: (a) the Commission process must result in a strengthening
of JESNA's financial structures; and (b) assurances must be given that adequate
financial resources will be provided to implement services called for by the
Commission.

In light of all of this, I suggest we consider the following in looking at
JESNA's potential role in an implementation phase of the Commission:

1. An infusion of $100,000 to $150,000 would probably make a tremendous
difference in providing a necessary cushion for JESNA's daily operations.
It would, most importantly, help JESNA avoid a significant investment of
lay and professional resources in additional fundraising activities beyond
the scope they currently undertake. This would maximize the energy and
attention of Jon Woocher and his staff on educational issues and avoid yet
another supplemental appeal around the country from a national agency.
However, it should be recognized that this is an ongoing need which should
not expect to be phased out. It would take years to generate that kind of
cushion, on top of the regular increases needed, from federations through
the LCBC or the new Joint Budgeting Council process. This infusion is
really a prior condition, necessary to place JESNA in a position in which
it can adequately respond to Commission requests. It 1is probable that as
we look at other national organizations and institutions which house
resources on which we would want to call, that several, if not all, are in
similar situations.

2. JESKA's services should be contracted on a case-by-case basis for
implementation of specific recommendations of the Commission. JESNA will
need to undergo some internal process in order to define for itself their
greatest areas of strength as measured against other potential resources.
Focus will be extremely important because such contracting should only be
undertaken as will strengthen the agency. Such a process would cause
growth for JESNA. That kind of growth should take place slowly because
there is an extremely limited pool of top-quality personnel, and we don't
necessarily want JESNA to grow by drawing large numbers of excellent
personnel from other places where they are badly needed. That would simply
create other gaps that the Commission would need to address,

I realize rhat my suggestions go beyond the scope of observation, but I thought
they were important issues to surface that will need to be addressed in some
way in making CJENA's recommendations real.
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MEMDO
March 3, 1990
TO: Mark Gurvis
FROM: Jonathan Woocher
RE: Reaction to "Field Notes®

Enclosed is a copy of the comments made by Caren Levine,
our Resource Coordinator, on the media and technology
section of the "Field Notes."™ Not all of it may be
relevant to the question of how to handle the "Notes,"
but I thought you mlght be interested anyway because of
the many issues it raises.

I really had hoped to get staff comments on other
sections, but most have been so busy with conferences,
travel, et al, that they haven't had a chance to respond
in wrltlng. If they do, I'll pass them on.

All the best.



Introduction

We are living in what is termed as the Information Age. How we, as Jewish educators,
harness these new {and old) resources now available to us is a question of utmost
importance and requires good analytic and creative responses.

It is apparent that a lot of thought and enthusiasm went into the creation of the report,
Media and Technology. The committee is to be commended for the work it generated
after only two days of intensive collaboration.

The following are thoughts on how the report might be better structured and fleshed
out for further recommendations and subsequent action.

In general, it would be useful to examine what other research currently exists. The
Memorial Foundation for Jewish Culture produced a ’'not for publication’ report, The
New Technology: Strategies for Enhancing Jewish Education, by Jacob B. Ukeles,
1986. The report presents a good overview of available materials and addresses
criteria for evaluation and future prospects. It is highly recommended that current
literature on the subject of media and technology be incorporated into any report to
give it context and to boister the content.

The results of a review of research should answer questions such as:

What is the effect of a treatment on_average?

Where and with whom is a treatment particularly effective or ineffective?
Will it work here? What are practical guidelines for implementing a
treatment in a particular place?’

Power On: New Tools for Teaching and Learning was published in 1988 by the U.S.
Congress, Office of Technology Assessment. The OTA report gives a good assessment
of what is happening in the public education sector regarding learning technologies,
potential uses and criteria for evaluation. The OTA report could also serve as a good
model for research in the Jewish sector.

From resources such as the OTA we can gain a good overview of what is actually
‘out there' and an understanding of how technologies are being used in general.
Although the U.S. Government has its own agenda, many of its concerns are similar
to those of the Jewish community. These findings include the following selected

' Richard J. Light and David 8. Pillemer, Summing Up: The Science of
Reviewing Research (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1984}, p.13
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observations:

The technical quality of most commercially produced software is quite
good. However, there is a general consensus that most software does
not yet sufficiently exploit the capacity of the computer to enhance
teaching and learning.

It will be difficult to justify the costs of acquiring and implementing new
interactive learning tools unless their software genuinely improves upon
conventional learning materials. However, innovative software that departs
from familiar teaching methods, and that may be highly respected by
computer scientists and educational technologists, is not necessarily
selected by teachers. Pressured to raise test scores and meet other
performance mandates, many teachers prefer software that is closely tied
to the curriculum; and software publishers can usually strengthen their
market position by developing products that are linked to textbooks and
other familiar instructional materials.

While commercial software publishers are reluctant to take risks with
innovative software, many of the available titles are attractive and fun to
use, even if they are geared toward familiar objectives. Even the most
rudimentary drill and practice programs have been proven effective in
raising some children’s basic quantitative and ianguage skills.

In the category of didactic programs, the vast majority of titles aim at
basic skills. Software to teach "higher order" skills, such as hypothesis
testing and problem solving, is in much shorter supply. Drill and practice
software continues to dominate all subject areas, to the chag ! of many
educators and educational technologists.

The demand side of the software market consists of thousands of
independent school districts with varying administrative rules, serving a
diverse population of schoo! children with differing needs, talents and
leaming styles.

The number of children in a given grade, leaming a particular subject,
represents a small fraction of the total student population. An even smaller
proportion have regular access to computers, a fact that poses a
formidable problem to software developers and vendors. Teachers,
computer coordinators, and instructional design experts are concerned that
in trying to serve such a fragmented market software publishers will be
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inclined toward incre ingly homogeneous and less innovative products.

. While the cost of developing software (especially the type marketed on
floppy discs) has dropped considerably due to advances in programming
environments and the know-how of programmers, marketing to the
educational sector remains a costly, sometimes prohibitive factor.

. The existence of numerous information channels makes it difficult for
software producers to receive clear market signals and to adjust their
designs accordingly. State and local initiatives to define curriculum needs
and invite target sc vare development have met with mixed results.

. A limited survey of software publishers indicates that the targer concerns
are typically both more rigid (bureaucratic) and less innovative than smaller
firms. Evidence of the performance of firms of different sizes and market
share is mixed and inconclusive.

. The problem of unauthorized copying {piracy) continues to undermine
investments in new product development, especialy among smaller
publishers with little experience in the school market.

. The principal factors that will determine the structure and quality of the
educational software industry are: high development costs for innovative
state-of-the-art applications; marketing advantages that accrue 1o
incumbents in the school market; risks associated with idiosyncratic
acquisition policies and procedures; small demand for subject and grade
specific products; and the difficulty of appropriating the returns to
investments in software that is easily copied.?

The OTA report includes a 'Summary’ of its findings, “Interactive Technology in Today's
Classrooms,” "The Impact of Technology on Learning,” "Cost-Effectiveness: Dollars and
Sense,” "The Teacher’s Roie," "Software: Quantity, Quality, and the Marketpiace,”
"Research and Development: Past Support, Promising Directions," "Technology and the
Future of Classroom Instructi 1" and various appendices.

In evaluating anything, much s the state of the field, it is important to develop criteria
for evaluation. The OTA report provides a very useful itemization of “Characteristics
Considered in Evaluating Educational Software." Other resources include the Efectronic

2 OTA Project Staff, Power Onl New Tools for Teaching and Leaming
{Washington, DC: Congress of the United States), pp.122-3.

3



Learning Laboratory’s "Criteria for Educational Software."

Finally, the Commission on Jewi Education in North America's report calls for
production by committee. This is one option and would appear to be pedagogically
sound. There are, however, other artistic, creative considerations to take into account.
Tom Snyder, a leading designer of educational software offers several caveats against
committee-based production in his discussion of educational computer game design:

There are plenty of good teachers in this world, plenty of computer wizards,
inventors of games, subject matter experts, and obsessive, driven workers, but
it is a rare person who combines all their attributes and is still able to walk in a
straight line. When such a person is found, he or she must then be managed,
which is in itself a tall order. Artists -- and game designers are software artists -
- are notoriously unmanageable, and when that factor is compounded with the
notorious unpredictability of software projects, the situation becomes so wooly
that managers rush to find alternatives.

Hence the tendency of publishers to use committees, with agenda and
specifications they can pass on down the hierarchy to arrive at the jerry-built stuft
that passes for educational software. They do this not only out of economic
necessity but under a mistaken belief in the divisibility of the medium.

A computer game looks as if it has handles to grab hold of and places to sit
down. The uninitiated may conclude that it is therefore divisible into manageable
units, each of which can be designed quickly and to spec by a subcommittee,
then joined to the other units. "Because the medium is tractable," writes
Frederick Brooks, "we expect few difficuities in implementation; hence our
pervasive optimism."

The group starts out v 1 a set of learning objectives or license to use a
children’s book as the basis for their game. An in-house developmentafl
psychologist identifies the possibility of teaching A, B, and C skills and meeting
X, Y, and Z objectives. Additional input from educational experts, software
engineers and designers is pulled together into one very tight, very detailed
specification which in turn is handed to programmers to implement.
Implementers are coding slaves, at the bottom of the heap.

This approach is disastrous, as we saw with CAl [computer assisted instruction].
Committees are famous for stifling initiative and creativity, and educational
software committees are no exception. All the experts in the world can't
guarantee a good program any more than they can a good children's book.
They shoot down new ideas because they're new, not bad, and therefore are



threatening on some level, if only because they require attention. Alternatively,
the committee gives a project so much attention it withers under “analysis
paralysis." Whatever the project or the configuration of the group, there is never
any shortage of reasons why not to do something. Harvard's John Steinbrunner
put it this way in The Cybernetic Theory of Decision: "It is inherently easier to
develop a negative argument than to advance a constructive one."

Snyder further suggests "it is not sufficient that educators be used merely as focus
groupies and advisors. Their involvement must be more fundamental. Educators
should visit development areas and learn more about the technology of which they are
making such demands. And the programmer must find ways to keep in constant touch
with the educationa! realm, with the issues, the educators, and the children.*

General Comments

The paper on Media and Technology seems to have relied more on anecdotal
information than analytic data. A stronger paper would define its terms and not be as
generic. It is not always clear when 'media’ is referred to in a specific instance, as to
what kind of media is intended nor is it always easy to distinguish the targeted
audience or the learning situation, or environment. The paper does not call upon the
current thinking in the 'secular’ world on educational theories regarding technologies
and various media. For instance, many academics and practitioners are in the process
of examining and evaluating the effect of teacher-student roles and expectations,
effective use of technologies, and how new technologies might reflect and/or redirect
learning theories (i.e., cooperative learning, coaching, teacher training, etc.).

It is important to understand that technologies are tools which can be used to facilitate
learning and stimulate creative pedagogy. They are not the miracle cure to save Jewish
education; rather, they are a means of communicating culture and learning. These
tools must be used properly and contextually, not as the end to a means, but as the,
means itself. These tools, or resources, represent a piece of the whole education
agenda and deserve prominence. Yes, the technologies might interest some people
because of the novelty or because it has a nice gimmick and maybe interesting
graphics. But these superficial features can become tiresome quickly. The challenge
is to produce resources rich in quality content and pedagogically sound environments

3 Tom Snyder and Jane Palmer, In Search of the Most Amazing Thing:
Children, Education, & Computers (New York: Addison-Wesley Publishing Co.,
1989), pp. 125-126.

* Snyder, p. 127.



inclusive of, but not limited to, an attractive appearance.

The Report

The following remarks are based on the Media and Technology report. A copy of the
report is attached for easier reference.

Page 39:

If we are to understand media as a system of communication, and technology as the
means of delivering this system, it is not possible to regard the two as one and the
same. A clear understanding of what 'media’ is and how it interacts with technology
is the key to our comprehension of the uses (and abuses) that this amalgam aftords
us in education, Jewish or otherwise. To contend that “media and technology are
currently nearly non-existent and therefore, obviously, under utilized, for Jewish
educational purposes” seems not only subjective, but inaccurate. As far as media is
concemed, taken at its most basic meaning, there is a great amount of printed
materials and, granted to a lesser extent, video, audio (a category seemingly overlooked
in this report) and computer materials. At least one of these media is used on a
regular basis. Settings are not clearly delineated in the report, but it would appear that
the intention was to cover formal and informal learning environments, including the
home. Most schools, home, JCCs, even synagogues have some type of technology
available, whether it be a computer, walkman, VCR, overhead projector, or an old
fashioned film projector. Issues of equipment are a small but not insignificant, part of
the whole.

it would be helpful if for example, the report described the different functions and
design of media and technology. If we wish to write a note, we don't pick up the end
of a telephone receiver and glide it across a piece of paper. Similarly, if we wish to
speak with someone across town, we won't talk into a stylus unless we are James
Bond. If, however, we do this, and in fact the stylus is a radio in disguise, then we
have indeed chosen a proper method of expressing our communication. It is
suggested that the report elucidate how different technologies can augment education
given the strengths that define them. They should be prepared to explain why one
means is chosen over another.

It is not at all clear what criteria was used to judge the quality of existing materials or
what sort of research was performed that produced the results. -

It would be interesting to leam what led the writers to the conclusion that “production
in all areas except for the Holocaust is decreasing." Yehuda Wurtzel, for one, has been
quite productive. His latest venture, Moonbeams, is targeted for active community
participation. A new selection of Shalom Sesame videotapes is currently under

6



development. Israel Television is a great resource. Although it may be untapped by
Jewish educators in the classroom, ITV does supply materials for Jewish cable
television networks, which, while few in number, do exist, and will probably enjoy a
period of growth within the next few years.

"Projected video" does not appear to have "fallen into disuse,” at least not in several
situations of which | am aware. In fact, with the assistance of an LCD display device,
one computer screen can be displayed for all to view through an old-fashioned
overhead projector. Another example of good usage of projected video can be found
with NewsCurrents. NewsCurrents is a (secular) news program which is delivered
weekly to subscriber schools. The program package consists of a Discussion Guide
which is accompanied by a filmstrip. In addition to supplementing the Discussion
Guide, teachers and students can also use the filmstrip to develop their own current
events lessons.

Educators also use transparencies for teaching and delivering presentations.
Transparencies allow educators and learners to use their imaginations to design
creative, potentially reusable materials at a low cost. Commercially produced
transparencies are also helpful. For example, social studies material on the ancient
world can be very useful for teaching about ancient Israel and its culture.

The report holds that 80% of Jewish software is of the drill and practice variety. If so,
this number probably reflects the secular market. It would be helpful to know what kind
of inventory was taken.

The report does not address audio tapes or games. | would be interested to learn not
only about the inventory of software evaluated, but the criteria for judging their
‘professional’ quality and worth.

Page 40:

Many sophisticated electronic learning materials were not mentioned. ABC News
developed interactive software on the Arab-Israeli conflict. Bet Hatfutsot has
computerized learning centers and the Museum of Jewish Heritage is developing their
own extensive learning centers. Numbers 2000 is a project which is taking advantage
of the new technologies to promote the transmission of Jewish cuiture and history.
These projects would be most interesting to include as state of the art developments,
not just in Jewish education but in the general field of instructional technology. In some
areas, Jewish education is indeed on the cutting edgel  Let's promote this, but
realistically (without breast-beating, without complacency).

B. Examples of how media and technology lag in Jewish education relative to the
secular setting would be helpful, as would information which would help us to
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interpret this lag. What proof do we have that we are behind; in which areas:
software development, teacher training, etc.? How is the secuiar environment
different?

"Mass Culture" is slowly but surely reflecting some kind of Jewish concern in
television and film production. One reason that has been given is Jewish
television writers are beginning to explore their own relationships to Judaism.
At ieast one organization, Jewish Televimages, actively seeks out producers and
advocates sensitivity to Jewish concerns.

Some secularly created material could be incorporated into Jewish curriculum -
social studies transparencies, the bar-mitzvah episode of The Wonder Years, etc.

Jewish Televimages also runs workshops specifically designed to incorporate
mass media into a Jewish context. Other developments in mass culture do
include a burgeoning market of books and magazines directed toward
preadolescents and teens. Quantity, however, often bears little relationship to

quality.

Contrary to the bad press the young generation has been given, | suspect they
{(and Jews in general) still read.

Page 41:

A.

A1

A2

A4,

It would be most helpful if the report cited key examples of the "unique qualities
and abilities” that media (and presumably technology} have to enhance Jewish
education. 1 am still unsure as to the meaning of 'professional quality media,’
a phrase which is used repeatedly without any explanation or guidelines.

It may, in fact, be more advantageous to incorporate the less mobile or immobile
populations. Media and technology does have many contributions to make as
tools of outreach, but these should be carefully outlined and discussed.

What does it mean to say that media is fluid? How has it been used in this
context, and what is its potential (including timeframes for timely response to the
needs of the Jewish community)?

What does it mean to aver that “professional quality media"... may "appeal and
therefore afttract greater numbers of sensitive and intelligent individuals (sic)
currently alienated from or marginally affiliated with Jewish life"? There is no
indication of how success is defined or what constitutes professional quality. A
given media event may be slick and showcased as a motivational technique, but
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then what? Where's the substance? Media and technology should go hand in
hand with content, and that includes selecting the media design to complement
the content.

What evidence is there that "professional quality augments the desire of people
to study..?

The technology requires a context for learning. How does "professional quality
media creates greater understanding..." about Judaism.

Page 42:

A B

"Professional quality media involves....creative individuals,” should include
educators and should delineate the different aspects of producing this media.

These goals are murky. They need to be more carefully outlined. Absent in the
report is a discussion of datatases, electronic bulletin boards and networks such
as GesherNet, audio materials, other models of interactivity i.e.,(games) as well
as budding resources such as the San Francisco BJE's Family History Video
Project.

The ideas behind this section are good and seem to be based on a Schwabian
model of commonplaces. The matter of interpreting "professional production of
material’ remains essential. "Hollywood" productions can be pretty vacuous.

Pages 43 - 44:

In terms of production, it might be interesting to develop a "CTW" for Jewish
education materials, or perhaps a creative design consortium, {similar to the
structure of the JESNA Israel Consortium) but why centralize production? We
want to advocate a nurturing, creative, supportive environment and often large
companies sacrifice this for other concerns.

The design model proposed by the report represents one option. The steps
need to be fine-tuned and alternatives would be interesting. Where are the
needs assessment and market research components? Goal setting, idea
generation and consuitation should not be perceived as a separate piece, but
as several individual steps. Where are the educators in the creative production?
What about evaluation and user training? Marketing (and previous to that,
design,} should consider that not all media is equally appropriate for all
audiences.

Iif the process is truly cyclical in nature, it does not reach “completion through the
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use of media." Instead, feedback is continually generated and incorporated into
future versions.

E. A key issue is how to use and integrate any type of auxiliary material, like
computer assisted instruction, into the curriculum. Thought should be given to
the intrinsic characteristics within one tool that makes it qualitatively different than
another. In other words, consideration of what makes a computer program a
better way of learning a particular content should be incorporated into the raison
d’etre of its design.

Conclusion

The development of visual, audio and interactive materials to further the promotion of
Jewish continuity and cuiture is truly an exciting prospect. The possibilities are endless,
limited only by the imagination and the available technology. Wouldn't it be grand to
have a *Where in the Warld is Benjamin Tudelo” or an inter-active Israeli archaeological
site similar to the "Palenque” surrogate travel program developed by Bank Street!

The Field Notes presented to the Commission on Jewish Education in North America
on this topic exhibit a goodly amount of thinking. | believe this report would benefit
from the incorporation of current research, and the further examination and definition
of terminology, technologies and criteria, into a more focused presentation.

Caren N. Levine
JESNA
3/9/90
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COMMISSION ON JEWISH EDUCATION PREPARES RECOMMENDATIONS
AND IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
The Commission on Jewish Education in North America, a
broad-based assemblage of top-level North American communal,
philanthropic, religious, and educational leadership, has
recommended a six-point program to revitalize Jewish education

over the next decade. The Commission, chaired by Morton L.

Mandel of Cleveland, and co-~sponsored by the Mandel Assoclated

Foundations, JESNA, and the JCC Association of North America, in

ceollaboration with the Councll of Jewish Federations, has

completed a two-year process of study and deliberations by
issuing a report calling for far~reaching new efforts in several
critical areas and by establishing a successor body to oversee
and facilitate these efforts.

The recommendations of the Commission include:

1. Building the profession of Jewish education by increasing
the recruitment, training, retention, status, and
compensation of Jewish educators.

2, Developing a body of research to answer key questions about
the status of Jewlsh education and how to improve it.

3. Increasing the level of community involvement and suppert
for Jewish education, including recruitment of top
leadership and greater financial support.

subsdanhal ) . .
4, Infusingdnew resources into Jewish education =———$9&—i50=

Fillion—ar Lhe—norb—Eivo—yaare—— to be used for research

and programmatic initiatives.

5. Creating several lead or laboratory communities where pilot
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projects can be undertaken and the best in Jewish education

can be modelled.

6. Coordinating the implementation of these proposals through a
new Council on Initiatives in Jewish Education that will
follow through on the work of the Commission.

The idea for a Commission on Jewish Education originated
with Mandel, a prominent national and international Jewish leader
whose own involvement with Jewish education grew rapidly during
the 1980s., "This could be the most important undertaking I've
ever been involved in," he says. During their six meetings, the
forty-six Commissioners developed a comprehensive framework and
strategy for effecting changes that can touch every dimension of
Jewish education. By linking local and continental action, and
by emphasizing the two key bullding blocks of profession-building
and community support, the Commission hopes to promote a broad
array of inter-connected activities and projects that will
dramatically transform the face of Jewish education..th‘ ’J“.(Q o-{

The Council on Initiatives in Jewish Education, which is
being headed initially by Stephen Hoffman, Executive Vice
President of the Jewish Community Federation of Cleveland, will
have the task of organizing and monitoring the implementation
process, as well as helping to secure speclal funding for new
projects. According to Bennett Yanowitz, JESNA's immediate past
president and & nenber of the Commission, JESNA expects to work
closely with the Council and to be involved in many of the

implementation efforts. "Like the Commiesion itself," Yanowitz
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explains, "the Council will be a prestigious, independant body
that brings together the diverse organizational and ideological
forces who must collaborate if Jewish education is to flourish.
JESNA, as one of the co-~sponsors of the Commission, is eager to
see its important recommendations, which echo so© much of what we
have been advocating over the years, recelve the full atté@ntion
and support of the Jewish community." MNeil Greenbaum, JESNA's
President, adds, "What Mort Mandel has done to put Jewish
education front and center on the agenda for Jewish leadership is
tremendous. We will be directing our efforts in every way
possible to see that this Commission's recommendations becone

reality."”
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Joseph Reimer June, 1990

What We Know About Jewish Family Educaticn

It is common to hear Jewish educators bemoan the lack of
parental support for the agenda of the Jewish school.
Acknowledging that parents usually take seriously their commit-
ment to bring their children to the school, educators wonder why
not also commit themselves to what is taught jn the school.

The alienation of school from home does not service well the
educational needs of the children. A teacher can make a wonderful
case for the beauty of Shabbat observance, but if Friday night at
home remains unmarked by Shabbat ritual, the child has no real way
of connecting with the teacher’s words.

Jewish family educatioﬁ (henceforth, J.F.E.) has arisen in
recent years as a response to the alienation of the school from
the home. Realizing that it is simply ineffective to teach
children in isclation from the realities of home life, educators
have begun to reach ocut to the whole family - but especially the
parents - to invite them to join in learning together with the
children about the joys of Jewish living. Instead of dropping
off the children at school, parents have been invited to them-
selves drop in and learn alongside their children.

J.F.E., then, takes the family - rather than the individual

child - as the client of Jewish education. Most often programs




in family education are sponsored by a synagogue for the school
or preschool children and their parents. But family includes
more than just parents and young children. J.F.E. has arisen at
a time of increased awareness that families come in many
different shapes. A challenge to J.F.E. programmers is to
welcome "non-traditional®™ as well as "traditional" families and
work with all these populations on the basic agenda: learning to
live a richer Jewish life.

J.F.E. is also not limited to the synagogue context.
J.C.C.’s have often been involved, and some day schools are
realizing their need to reach out and involve family members in
Jewish education. Early childhood programs are a natural address
for family involvement, and we have seen the beginnings of family
camps and heard of plans to design Israel programs for family
units.

J.F.E. came into its own during the 1980’s as a popular
response to the needs of a changing American Jewish community.

To understand this phenomenon in greater depth, we need to answer
the following four questions:

1. Where did J.F.E. come from?

2. What is new or unique about its programs?

3. What does it aim to achieve?

4. How do we know when its programs succeed?




The Origins

The 1970‘s was the decade during which the family surfaced
as a matter of great debate in American society. The turmoil of
the 60’s, the rise of the women’s movement, the increase in
divorce, the change in the abortion law all contributed to a
sense that we as a society no longer share a single vision of the
place of family in our society. Some even thought the family
might disappear as the unit of organization; others who disagreed
still predicted the family of the future would look very
different than the family of the past.

The American Jewish community also awoke to a family crisis
in its midst. Young Jews were delaying the timing of marriage
and having fewer children. 1In seeking a marriage partner, they
were more attracted to non-Jews, increasing greatly the number of
intermarriages. Divorce was rising in incidence almost as fast
as in the general American population. The vaunted "Jewish
family" seemed to be coming apart at the seans.

There were many different responses within the Jewish com-
munity to the perceived crisis in family life - from increasing
counseling and outreach services to putting day care on the
agenda and setting up Jewish dating services. But the Jewish
educational community did not get involved until the crisis in
family life was joined to a crisis in the synagogue supplementary
school.

The 1970’s saw a dramatic decrease in the number of students

attending supplementary schools offset only partially by a



substantial increase in attendance at day schools. Furthermore,
a number of studies came out in the mid 1970‘s that called into
question the effectiveness of supplementary education. It began
to seem that at the moment when the capacity of the average
Jewish family to pass Judaism on was being called into questicn,
the school could also no longer be relied upon to fill in the
gap. Surely both pillars of Jewish continuity could not be
allowed to crumble at once.

This anxlety led in part to an increase in federation and
communal investment in the field of Jewish education. But among
some Jewish educators - especially those working in synagogue
education - the feeling arose that no improvement in educational
programming could work unless it also involved the family. The
supplementary school was sinking not simply from a lack of
financial investment, but more significantly from a lack of
emotional investment. Get the families to care more about what
their children are learning and, they contended, the children and
parents will be learning more.

The turn towards family education coincided with two demo-~
graphic trends which proved significant: baby-boomers becoming
parents in large numbers and interfaith couples joining
synagogues and becoming part of the school’s parent body.

As many who in the 1970’s delayed marriage and childbirth
began having children in the 1980‘s there was a new generation of
children and parents to join synagogues and seek Jewish education.

These parents had gone through childbirth classes, read the




literature on raising children and were more ready to be involved
in their children’s education. They also, on the whole, had weak
Jewish educations that needed refreshing were they to be able to
keep up with their children’s Jewish learning. That among thenm
were increasing numbers of Jews-by-choice and non-Jewish spouses
meant that there were also a pool of parents who had not in their
own childhood experienced the cycle of Jewish holidays, rituals
and events. The ground was fertile for an educational response

to these parents’ Jewish needs.

Enter: Jewish Family Education

What is most clearly new about J.F.E. is that it is "Jewish
education for the family.™ But as that phrase can have many dif-
ferent meanings, it is important to distinguish J.F.E., as under-
stood and practiced by its main proponents, from other forms of
Jewish education. ‘

First, J.F.E. is explicitly Jewish or Judaic in its content
and is to be distinguished from programs for Jews about family
life. A synagogue or J.C.C. may sponsor a program on uhderstand-
ing teenagers which is for Jewish families, but would not be
considered J.F.E. unless it involved some learning about a
traditional and/or modern Jewish understanding of family life.

Second, J.F.E. -is for the family as distinct from being for
adults and for children. While J.F.E. programs generally include
segments directed to teaching parents apart from children and

children apart from parents (or other adult family members),




these segments are part of a larger thrust to address the family
as a unit.

As an example, on a family Shabbaton there may be specific
moments designated for adult study and children’s play. But
these activities take place in the context of a larger framework
which structures celebrating Shabbat together as a family. That
is distinct from a Shabbaton for adults in which children are
invited, but not directly invelved in the main educaticnal
program, or a Shabbaton for children in which some parents come
along, but are not directly involved in experiencing the
educational program.

Third, J.F.E. is educational and net simply recreaticnal.
There are many family events sponsored by Jewish organizations
which are fun and invelving, but more recreaticnal than educa-
ticnal. These may include a Chanukah party, Purim carnival, or
dinner at a Jewish deli. These are potentially wonderful Jewish
experiences, but only become educational when tied in with a
larger framework of meaning. When the Purim story is brought to
life through the carmnival, or dinner at the deli is an
opportunity to learn about kashrut or Jewish eating styles, the

family event becomes part of a curriculum for J.F.E.

The Gecals of J.F.E.

If we view programs in J.F.E. as providing families with

educational experiences with solid Jewish content, then what are



goals of the programs? What do their planners hope to achieve
over time?=*

In reviewing the literature on J.F.E., I have found four
goals which seem common to the various programs described.

1. Involving parents in Jewish learning.

If the alienation of the home from the school is the basic
problem that J.F.E. is designed to address, its first goal is
involving parents and other family members in the pursuit of
Jewish learning. This has taken three forms: parents and
children learning together, parents learning the same content as
the children but in a parallel, adult-oriented way, parents
pursuing their own plan of learning alongside, but separate from,
their children’s learning.

This over-all goal may be seen as having two sub-goals:

(a) involving parents in caring about and reinforcing the
children’s learning, and (b) parents becoming more Jewishly
knowledgeable in their own right.

2. Providing quality family time in a Jewish setting.

Given how busy everyone is in today’s families, it has
become important for programs in J.F.E. to provide families with
quality time together. This goal is especially evident in family
camps or retreats, but is also important for attracting families

to any program on the weekends. This is not only a pragmatic

* Time is a factor to be considered. This section is looking
at the goals of not a single program in J.F.E., but of a series
of programs over time; e.g., the course of a school year in which
family members participate.




consideration for marketing purposes, but also a philosophic
commitment to help support families in their efforts to cohere
together as a unit. Being involved together in Jewish activity
helps the family to focus on itself and allows opportunities for

family members to enjoy one another’s company on a reqular basis.

3. Building community amang families.

In the highly mobile corporate world in which many Jews work
today, there is a great deal of moving of families from one loca-
tion to another. Families may join synagogues and JCCs to get to
know other Jews, but the facts are that there often is a high de-
gree of social isolation. It is not uncommon for parents to have
children in the same class and not to know each other by nanre.

While building community among families may not be an
intrinsic goal of J.F.E., it has become a common outcome that
ends up reinforcing the other goals of these programs. When
families get to know one anéther and decide to spend time
together - especially when that involves a Shabbat or holiday
celebration, the learning in the program becomes more real for
all the members of the family. It becomes a part of their social
lives.

4. Bringing Jewish living into the home.

What might be seen as the ultimate goal of J.F.E., and the
one hardest to accomplish, is the family’s deciding to enhance
the quality of Jewish living in their home. This may involve
building a library of Jewish books, records and/or videos, buying

Jewish art or subscribing to a Jewish newspaper or magazine. It



may also involve introducing or enhancing Shabbat and/or holiday
observance. Whatever the initial level of Jewish practice by a
family, this goal would represent a deepening of their commitment

by some degree.

t Accounts fo uccess? .

Success or effectiveness in educational practice is often
measured by the degree to which the goals or objectives are
realized by the program’s end. In J.F.E. that would mean
assessing the degree to which the goals described above were
realized over time by the families participating in these types
of programs.

Many difficulties face us in trying to make this type of
assessment. To enumerate a few of the difficulties:

1. There are many programs that are loosely called Jewish
family education. By our criteria some deserve the title more
than others. In testing for success, we ought to begin by
looking at programs that involve two or more generations of
family members, have a clear Judaic content, an elaborated
educational methodology and extend over enough time to make a
potential difference in the life of the family.

2. The educator-programmers should have a clear sense of
the goals they are working towards. Often J.F.E. programs are
single events that do not lead towards specified goals. It is
unlikely that goals can be reached by happenstance without

forethought and direction.




3. Even when clear goals are embraced, their attainment can
be assessed only when the broad goals are articulated in terms of
more specific objectives. What do we mean by increased parental
involvement? What concrete activities would we need to be seeing
to know that increased involvement was taking place? How can we
assess whether these activities are increasing as a result of
families participating in these programs?

4. Someone has to be designated as an evaluator and have
the role of carefully observing and monitoring what anticipated
(or unanticipated) outcomes are indeed happening. Ideally the
evaluator ocught not to be one of the educator-programmers so as
to establish some distance in making these assessments.

Rarely in Jewish education do we set up the conditions to be
able to adequately assess whether given programs are successfully
reaching their goals. More commonly we get the assessment of the
persons responsible for the program which has its built-in
limitations.

An exception to the case was the first family camp to be
held at Camp R ah in California during the summer of 1987. As
that intensive experience in J.F.E. was jointly sponsored by the
Melton Research Center of The Jewish Theclogical Seminary of
America, it had a larger than usual budget for both planning and
evaluation. The author and Debby Kerdeman were engaged to be on-
site evaluators. Sharing the results of that evaluation can
provide a richer sense of what is involved in assessing a program

in J-F.Eﬁ
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Learning from Family Camp

Family camp was a S-day family vacation taken at Camp Ramah
that provided intensive Judaic education for parents and
children, relaxing family and community time, and a rich Jewish
ambience filled with song, prayer, family activities and fun.
Twenty seven familjies participated including 48 adults and S8
children, from infancy through adolescence. The staff consisted
of a director, counselors, teachers and maintenance staff,
Families bunked as a unit but divided their day between family
time (including meals, services, planned activities and
recreation) and separate children and adult time (for study and
discussions).

The family camp experience was carefully planned by the
staff who, in their own terms, endorsed the four goals enumerated
above. What can we say, based on careful observation, of whether
these goals were achieved? |

1. Parental involvement.

Parents told us that they had signed up primarily to have a
family vacation and were often only vaguely aware that Bible
study was to be part of their daily schedule. Yet attendance at
the classes was nearly universal, participation in class
discussion was intensive and parents asked on their own for extra
sessions. They gave the classes and teachers on an evaluation
form the highest of ratings.

The children of school age studied the same texts at their

own level and presented dramatic presentations based on the study.
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To what degree parents and children discussed their parallel
learning was unknown to us, but the possibility of doing so was
provided by the camp structure.

Parent attendance at prayer services was not as universal,
but many families sat together at daily services and children
could see their parents learning new prayers and songs. There
seemed to be a lot of mutual reinforcement.

2. Providing quality family time.

Given a quality counseling staff, parents were not
responsible for being with their children all day long. Time
together at meals, free time and evening activities was relaxed
and unpressured. One could see families going for walks,
swimming together and singing at services or meals. There was a
remarkable reduction in discipline problems and, subjectively
speaking, an increase in smiling and laughing. People were
having a good time together as families.

3. Community building.

Clusters of families could be seen eati. ' together at meals,
enjoying recreational activities and engaging in family-oriented
discussions. At the camp’s end people reported having made new
friends and wanting to keep in touch during the year with those
friends. Being Jewish seemed to be a bond the families shared in
common.

4. Bringing Jewish commitment to the hone.

As our observations were camp-based, we were unable to

assess this fourth goal. But on the evaluation forms, parents
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overwhelmingly indicated feeling motivated to continue and
possibly intensify their Jewish commitment at home. During the
subsequent year some families did get together to celebrate
Jewish holidays and many chose to return to family camp the fol-
lowing summer. But what happened in their homes is unknown to us.
Family camp represents, perhaps, the most intensive form of
J.F.E. that is available with the best trained staff and greatest
institutional support. In a sense we expect it to succeed. But
what the evaluation shows is how it succeeded by meeting its goals

and what the larger panoply of programs in J.F.E. can aim for.

Conclusions

We have attempted to establish in this paper a rather
rigorous definition of J.F.E. That is not to say that there
aren’t many other very worthwhile family programs, but that clear
goals and boundaries are néeded to chart the course of a new
field like J.F.E.

But, in the end, do we know about the hundreds of progranms
in J.F.E. that are sponsored by local schools, synagogues, and
J.C.C.?’s? While our knowledge is limited to subjective reports,
some tentative conclusions can be drawn.

(1} J.F.E. is a populist movement with programs springing up
in many locations. We believe this is happening because the
programs meet the changing needs of many of the current
generation of young American Jewish families.

(2) J.F.E. has many different meanings to people. This is
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healthy insofar as it reflects the populist nature of this
movement. Yet, for the long-term continuity of J.F.E., it would
be helpful for leaders in the field to provide clearer guidelines
and directions for others to consider.

(3) J.F.E. is primarily attracting parents and young
children. To be of service to the many other family members,
educators will have to be creative in educational design and
marketing.

(4) J.F.E. lacks a curricular base. At present educators
are inventing programs as they go along and learning from one
another how these programs are run. The educational richness of
program offerings and the pursuit of specifiable educational
goals could be greatly enhanced if some quality curricular
materials were produced, distributed, and adapted.

(5) Introducing evaluation research could be very helpful in
providing this new field with valid feedback as to what is
working and why. The field is still in an early stage of trial
and error, but until the current experiments are monitored, it
will be very hard for educators to learn from mistakes and build

confidently on successes.
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Imagine:

- The Samuels family is finishing its
preparations for Shabbat dinner. The Kaplans
and the Grants, their regular "study partners” in
the synagogue "Family Leamning Experience”
program, will be arriving shorily. Nine-year old
Tammy is busily reviewing the worksheet on
this week’s Parashat Hashavuah which the
family worked on together Wednesday evening
after supper. Twelve-year old Brian is
rehearsing the Kiddush, which he will chant this
week. He also checks the notes he took on
Tuesday at the community "Judaic learning
center” at the JCC on the concept of
"kedushah” in Judaism. The "Torah tutor” there
had been a real help in suggesting some
interesting questions he could ask about the
different prayers and ritvals that all had "KDSh"
as part of their title. He hoped that his Dad’s
weekly class with some of the other lawyers and
businessmen downtown hadn't ¢overed this. In
fact, he thought he had enough interesting
material that he might be able to lead a mini-
lesson at one of the monthly retreats where all
of the families in the Family Learning
Experience program came together. The
doorbell rings and the Kaplan and Grant
families come in, with Jessica proudly carrying
the challot she baked at the synagogue after-
school program. The whole house smells
wonderful; it should be a greag evening.

- Steve Rubenstein looks up from the
papers he’s correcting. His 11th grade class on
"Government and Politics” will be arriving any
minute. Steve pulls out the material he has
prepared: Today the class will be dealing with
the clash between majority rule and minority
rights. The excerpts from The Federalist Papers,
several U.S. Supreme Court decisions, the
Talmud, and mwo early medieval Responsa are
all ready to distribute. Trying 10 apply them to
the issues of dissent in the U.S. and Israel today
should provoke a lively discussion. There are a
few phrases from the Responsa which he may
have to translate for the siudents,

but otherwise they should be able to handle all
of the texts fairly easily. When the new
integrated, bi-lingual curriculum for social
studies, literature, and machshava (that really
sounded better than "philosophy™ had been
introduced four years ago at the Bernstein
Hebrew Academy, there’d been a lot of
skepticism, but Steve was a true believer. Of
course, it hadn’t been easy for him to really
learn how to teach it weil. But when the
Academy recruited him (after he’d received his
M.A_ in political science), they'd promised that
the special training program supported by the
Kravitz Foundation would provide both the
academic background and ongoing supervision
he needed, and it had. Being part of a team
with other teachers in other cities using the
curriculum, and spending the whole Summer
together with them in [srael, had also made a
real difference. The monthly satellite
teleconferences were even fun! The school was
certainly pleased, since it had won two statewide
awards for "curricular excellence” for the
program, and enroliment in the high school was
at an all-time high. "Well," he thinks, "here
they come.”" "Boker tov,” he calls out as the
students file in.

- Betsy and Shoshana are late again.
"C'mon you two," Nancy shouts, "the bus is
ready to leave.," “"Maher!" yeils Rina. When the
four girls are settied they begin to jabber,
mostly in English, but with a little Hebrew
thrown in. "It’s amazing,"” says Betsy to
Shosbana and Rina. "Three weeks ago I didn’t
even know you, but now it seems like I've
known you all my life.” "That’s funny,” Rina
muses. "With all the time we spent on the
computer sending messages back and forth to
your youth group, I imagined what every one of
you was like. But I was wrong, of course.,” The
girls laugh as the bus speeds off. This trip to
Israel was working out just as the group leaders
had hoped. The kids were mixing well, though
it was a shame the American teenagers didn’t
speak Hebrew better. But meeting face to face



and travelling through Israel together certainly
made the "twinning” project come alive. And
the weeks of preparation had paid off. The
Israeli teenagers were full of questions about
American Jewish life which were certainly
challenging the American participants. They
could give as good as they got, however, thanks
to the seminar they'd all taken on "Israel and
Contemporary Jewish Identity.” Of course,
nothing could compare to the impact of Israel
itself, and the Israeli and American madrichim
were all skilled at maximizing that impact The
American youngsters would have a lot to
contribute when they returned to their
community service assignments, and they were
already looking forward to working on the
program for the visit which the Israeli teenagers
would be paying them during Winter break.

- Jeff Siegel dumps his schoolbooks and
grabs a handful of cookies. In two minutes he’s
sitting in front of his computer, with its
attached videodisk player. He's only got forty-
five minutes before soccer practice, but he
wants 10 finish the "trip" they started in
Rabbini¢s class at the day school today. The
class is studying mishnayot dealing with Sukkot,
and the teacher had started them looking
through the material stored on the videodisk
that showed how the holiday had been observed
throughout the ages. Jeff was especially
interested in the pictures and stories about the
Sukkah itselfl. Now that he’s on his own
computer (the school made sure that ail the
families were able to buy or borrow one) he
quickiy finds the spot where they had stopped
in class. He looks out the window, recalling
the Sukkah he'd built with his Father last year.
When they put up this year's Sukkah next
Sunday, he would have lots of "improvements®
to suggest. Even though he was far from the
hardest working student in the class, he had to
admit that the new "hypermedia® system almost
made studying fun. This disk on the holidays
had so much information, he could never
explore it all: There were the passages from
the Bible, Midrash, Talmud, and other rabbinic
writings, including commentaries, of course;
there were pictures of all sorts (even cartoons);
there were stories, games, quizzes -- and the
best thing was that he could control it all! Or
maybe it was controlling him? Last night he'd

wanted to review some of the laws of the lulav
and etrog for the test on Friday, and before he
knew it, he was looking at pictures of beautiful
etrog holders from different countries where
Jews had lived. It hadnt helped much in
getting him ready for the test, but it was Like
having a museum at home. Even his big sister
had been fascinated. In fact, he’d canght her
showing the system to a few of her friends. Oh
oh. Time for soccer, but the computer would
be there when he got home.

- The synagogue parking lot looks almost
like the High Holidays. It's the first Sunday of
the month again, and that means "community
day." As members of the congregation and
their children crowd through the doors, they're
greeted by the smell of warm bagels in the
auditorium. Most of them are familiar with the
routine. The different corners of the
auditorium are marked with signs: the Cantor
will be teaching a new tune for musaf in one;
the Rabbi will be telling a Hasidic story in a
second; one of the congregants is preparing the
projector to show slides from his trip 10
Eastern Europe and Israel; in the fourth,
materjais are set up to make challah covers.
Adults and children intermingle, picking a
corner for the day's first activity. Forty minutes
later the announcement is made: it’s time to po
to study groups. Now the participants divide up
by age groups — the children and adults have
their own "classes,” though they often study the
samne material. Today, the theme for
"community day” is Tzedakah. The Hebrew
school students have been studying about
Tzedakah for a month, and the most recent
activity of the youth group was a "mini-mission”
to the various Jewish agencies supported by the
Federatior in the community. This morning all
the study groups are examining Maimonides’
Eight Degrees of Tzedakah and discussing how
they apply 10 the practice of Tzedakah today.
Finally, it’s time for the community meetings.
Although the younger children aren’t involved,
everyone age twelve or above is entitied to
attend one of the meetings. Today, as usual,
several of the synagogue committees will be
meeting. There will also be a special meeting
of the synagogue Tzedakah collective to discuss
how to allocate the money it has collecied this
year. Having the meetings as part of the



"Community Day" gives everyone a greater sense
of involvement, and having young people there
seems (at least according to some of the
congregants) to make the discussions "a lot
more Jewish." By one o’clock, as the parking
lot empties again, you can see parents and
children talling over what they did, while in the
synagogue the "Community Day" planning
committee sits down to lunch to ask, "what do
we do next?"

Is this a vision of the future of
American Jewish education? Perhaps, though
the scenarios presenied might more accurately
be called fragments of a vision. Yet, these
fragments, and others we might add to them,
do, I believe, point toward a vision which is
more than the individual fragments themselves.
It is the vision of a holistic pattern and
structure of lifelong Jewish leaming, a seamless
continuum of educational experiences which fit
"naturally” into the life of the Jew and of the
Jewish community. In this vision, Jewish
education is not merely an instrumental means
toward some other end -- e.g., "Jewish
survival" — but what Jewish tradition has always
seen it to be: a self-validating goal, an
intrinsically rewarding activity which constitutes
the very core of Jewish living. In this vision,
Jewish education takes place not only in
schools, but in a myriad of places and times --
in the home, the synagogue, community centers,
in Israel, alone in front of computer screens
and with others at meetings and on trips.

This vision is not unfamiliar today.
Yet, we must admit that we are still far from
reaching it, at least in the lives of most
American Jews, Jewish education is for a
majority of American Jews an intermittent,
uncertainly impactful, indifferently pursued
avocation. It is heavily invested in, yet
skeptically valued and evaluated It is the
province, by and large, of the young, and only
occasionally their elders. Jewish education is by
no means the abject failure it is sometimes
presumed t0 be. Indeed, I would argue that the
quality of education available to American Jews
-- young people and adults -- has never been
higher. Yet neither is Jewish education the
shining beacon of success it might and should

be given the dollars we spend on it, the
creativity of the people involved in it, or our
verbal professions of commitment to it.

Unfulfilled Potential

If there ts a crisis of Jewish education
today, it is a crisis of unfulfilled potential For
many today do have a glimmering that Jewish
education could be, should be something much
more than it is. I am not among those who
believe that American Jewish education stands
on the brink of catastrophe. But I am very
much among those who feel the frustration of
the "not yet” and the “what might be." The
fragments of a vision which [ shared above are
within reach; they are not "in heaven.” The
question is: how do we reach them? what will
it take to trapsform present vision into future
realicy?

Three things, [ believe, are required:
First, there is the vision itsell. It must be
sufficiently clear, sufficiently broad, and
sufficiently compelling that we can and will
want to mobilize our energies around it.
"Without vision a peopie perishes.” Without a
shared vision for Jewish education -- a vision of
what we want it to be, Jewish education will
remain sadly ineffectual, with islands of
excellence, surrounded by a sea of uncertain
achievement, Second, there must be an honest
analysis of where we are and what holds us
back from reaching our vision. What accounts
for the variegated landscape of Jewish education
today? Why do we continue to fall so far short
of our potential? Finally, there is the need for
a straiegy of change. Even a cursory reading of
the literature of American Jewish education
confirms Koheleth’s observation: There is
nothing (or at least little) new under the sun.
Both the cries for change and the elements of a
vision of where to go have long been with us.
How, this time, do we make sure that change
actually takes place? Mah nishrana hasha'ah
hazeh mikol hasha'ot?

[ wish I could provide definitive answers
to all these questions. I cannot. Instead, I will
offer some observations, primarily about where



we gre in Jewish education today, in the hope
that others can tie them securely to a powerful
vision and a potent strategy for change.

In truth, all three of the elements which
I have suggested are required -- vision, analysis,
and strategy -- are interwoven, because what we
are really talking about are the body, mind, and
soul of contemporary American Jewry. If we
can understand ourselves — who we are, why we
are what we are, where we can go -- we will
have our answers. It is perhaps a truism, but
worth stating clearly: Jewish education’s
problems in America today are not primarily
problems of Jewish education; they are
problems of American Jewry. In its strengths
and its weaknesses, Jewish education is a
reflection of Jewish society, of how American
Jews define themselves and of what they want
for themselves and their children. Jewish
education cannot be significantly more or better
than American Jews want or allow it 1o be.
And if American Jews -- or at least an
influential segment thereof -- today do want
Jewish education to be more and better than it
is (and I believe that many do), they will have
to draw the necessary conclusions: Not Jewish
education alone, but the Jewish community,
must change if any bold vision of what
education might be is to come to realization.

Needed: An Educating Community

This is, [ would suggest, the central
issue for Jewish education today. Is there, can
there be, an American Jewish community and
culture in which Jewish education "makes
sense"? Education cannot function in a
vacuum. [t requires a community and a culture
to nunure and sustain it. I mean here much
more than the provision of material and
financial resources, though that is surely
important. Education requires a community
and a culture from which to draw its mandate
and its goals. Who empowers our teachers to
teach? Who will tell them what is important to
transmit, and will guarantee that they will not
be embarrassed (if they are successful) by
students who conclude that what they have been
taught is in fact worthless? Education requires

a living community which can share with it the
dual tasks of enculturation and instruction, of
initiation into a group and its way of life and of
transmission of the knowledge, skills, practices,
and attitudes which enable one to function
effectively and satisfyingly within that group.l
Education requires a community and a culture
in which to live out, to test what one has
learned. Where the testing reveals a gap
between the ideal and the real, then education
requires a community prepared to be critiqued
and transformed, to say, as God, we are told,
once did, "My children have bested me!”

It should be obvious that what Jewish
education most lacks today is precisely the
living community in which visionary education
can be meaningfully and successfully pursued.
There is nothing original in this diagnosis. Yet,
I am not sure that we take it seriously enough
as we examine the litany of shortcomings in our
educational system today. Virtually all of the
oft-cited symptoms of the contemporary "crisis”
of American Jewish education owe their
etiology largely to this single fact. Whether it
be the pervasive lack of clear educational goals,
the confused state of curriculum, the absence of
standards for achievement, the truncated life-
span and limited hours of instruction, the
persistent shortage of quality personnel, or the
self-destructive fragmentation of the educational
system ilseif -- all of the ills besetting Jewish
education today can ultimately be traced back
to the fact that Jewish education too often
floats in a vacuum, unanchored in a community
prepared to embrace it, shape it, use it, and be
permeated and transformed by it in order to
pursue irs Jewish vision and vocation as a
Commiunity.

— Educational goals. If Jewish
education is vague, unfocused, often over-
ambitious in its goals, it is primarily because
the assemblage of stakeholders -- parents,
professionals, institutional leaders, religious
authorities -- can rarely agree on what they
genuinely deem important to achieve. What do
we want our educational efforts to produce: a
Jew who davens? one who can speak Hebrew
like an Israeli? one who can read a blan of
Gemara? one who will give to the UJA? one
who won’t intermarry? all of the above, or



none of the above? Without consensually
validated goals education becomes a medium of
mixed messages, and nothing gets accomptished
very well.

—~ Curricular confusion. Since we are
not sure why we teach, it is no wonder that we
are not sure whar to teach. The day is short,
and the work is great. Shail we 1ry a
smorgasbord approach, a litile Hehrew, a little
Bible, a litile history, and a few religious
concepts and skills? Shall we aim for mastery
of one area? But which one, and how to do it
in a few hours a week? What will truly serve
the needs and wants of our students, of their
families, of our institutions? Are those needs
and wants the same?

— Low standards. What are the
expectations which the community sets for an
"educated Jew"? That he or she be able to
perform at a Bar or Bat Mitzvah without
causing embarrassment to self, family or
community. That expectation, virtually the only
one ever enforced, is usually met But with no
other expectations, there is no effort to measure
their achievement. Hence, Jewish education
operates without standards.

-- Limited life.span and hours. Jewish
education is by and large elementary education
because nothing more is apparently really
needed to function as a Jewish adult. Jewish
education is important, but so are many other
things which seem 10 relate far more directly to
being a mature, competent, fulfilled human
being. Since adults seem to get along quite
well without much involvement in Jewish
education, the closer we get 1o adulthood, the
less of it we evidently need.

- The personnet shortage. One can
make a decent living as a full-time Jewish
educator, but why would one want 107?
Educators are not community leaders; they
appear rarely on podia; their advice is not
sought on important issues; they work all day
with children. Meanwhile, too many educators
cut themseives off from the community they
serve. They are knowledgeable Jews; the
community is comprised of am haaracim. Best
10 be left alone to do one’s job, free from the

meddling of board members and parents. Unil,
one finds oneself being asked to leave.

— Institutional fragmentation. Jewish
education belorgs not to the Jewish community,
but to the institutions which provide it, and
they can be jealous owners indeed. In a
fragmented community, Jewish education cannot
help being fragmented too. Countless
opportunities for reinforcement, for sharing, for
creating a powerful "plausibility structure,” a
social base, for Jewish education are lost
because we, literally, cannot get our act
together.

To be sure, none of these problems is
attributable solely to the fraying of the thread
which should tie Jewish education to the active
life of a sustaining communiry. But the
weakness Of that link, and especially the
inability of Jewish education to ally itself with
an adult world in which education is visibly
valued, is surely the achilles heel of Jewish
education today. "The crisis in American
Jewish education,” writes Sheldon Dorph,
“consists in this very loss of an educating adult
Jewish community and life-seyle. . . . Without
such an image of cultural and communal Jewish
adulthood, the direction, purposes, and methods
of Jewish education -- schooling or otherwise --
become unclear.”® If, as Barry Chazan suggests,
"there is no general conception of what a’
graduate of American Jewish education should
know or do, beyond the sense that he/she
should ‘feel Jewish,™ that is surely in large
measure because the Jewish community provides
no clear, consensual model of Jewish adulthood
which embraces more than this same minimum.

We Get What We Waru

This is perhaps 100 harsh and too
general an accusation. There are positive
examples of Jewish living to be found outside
the school’s walls, and it is to Jewish
education’s discredit, that it has failed to take
greater advantage of them. And there are sub-
communities in which Jewish education is
tangibly valued, and even rewarded. There are
places where the ethos and worldview which
Jewish education seeks to instill receive



validation and support. Yet, it must also be
admitted that these contexts are frequently
limited, isolated, and at times unrespecting of
one another.

Maoreover, at least until recently, the
settings where most Jews in fact engage in
*Jewish living" as it is practiced today -- the
home, the synagogue, communal institutions --
have either failed to ackmowledge or lacked the

competencies 10 underiake an educative mission.

Thus, Jewish education has been thrown back
on its own resources, and these inevitably have
proven inadequate to fulfill what must
ultimately be the task of an entire community
and a thriving culiure. As a result, Jewish
education remains a kind of stop-gap, thrown
into the breach by a community uncertain of its
future in order to stem the tide of assimiiation,
but never able 1o exert its full potential life-
transforming, life-enriching impact,

But isn’t this just what most American
Jews want? Largely, yes. As Susan Shevitz has
argued in analyzing why there is a perpetual
personnel crisis in Jewish educau‘on,“ as Ron
Reynolds has demonstrated in assessing the
effectiveness of supplementary schools,” the
Jewish education we get is more or less the
Jewish education we want — unthreatening to
accustomed values and lifestyles, institutionally
sustaining, a benign endeavor, but one limited
in its impact. Nor is this analysis applicable
only to the supplementary school. How
frequently are day school clients eager 10 see
the school produce dramatic behavioral and
attitudinal changes; how many parents want
their child’s trip to Israe! to resuit in a
commitment to aliyah? For all of the popular
denigration of Jewish education (it"s difficult to
find Jewish adults with much nice to say about
their own Hebrew school experience), surveys
indicate that the vast majority of parents are
pleased with the Jewish education which their
children are receiving.

Toward a Strategy for Change

Does this mean that there is no hope
for substantial change? The reform of Jewish

education rests, we have suggested, on the
transformation of Jewish society. But how else
can we initiate and steer a self-conscious
process of social transformation except through
education itself? The limitations of Jewish
education -- especially the fact that it is largely
pediatric and divorced from the realities of
community life -- define the very conditions
which education must itself change. The
community and cuiture which Jewish education
needs in order to be effective do not yet exist;
hence,. Jewish education must create them. Yet,
unanchored in that as-yet-non-existent
community and culture, education lacks the
power to be a generative force. We seem to
have reached a true "Catch-22," a Gordian knot
we cannot cut through.

Perhaps, though, the ends of this knot
are already beginning to unravel. For the
paradox I have described -- that the
transformation of Jewish education can only be
effected by a Jewish community itself
transformed by education -- is becoming
increasingly evident 10 many in positions of
educational and communal leadership. The
diagnosis is now readily accepted, and even the
desired treatment is widely agreed upon.  What
is required to initiate the therapeutic process is
a suspension of disbelief, an act of faith, if you
will. We must act as if there were a vibrant
community and culture ready to support a
visionary model of Jewish education. We must
behave as if Jewish education were an
unquestioned end-in-itself, a multi-faceted,
never-ending spectrum of experiences, taking
place wherever Jews are working, playing, or
living We must, in short, act as if we already
were what we hope to become.

This is possible, [ would suggest,
because Jewish education already involves a
massive suspension of disbelief for many
American Jews. We will do a great deal and
accept a great deal for our children. We wiil
join synagogues in order to enroll them in
Sunday school, when we are confident we have
no need of a synagogue for ourselves. We will
start performing rituals at home we have never
done before and aren’t even sure we believe in,
because we think our children should experience
them. We will pay hefty tuitions to send our



children to day schools to lean texts we can't
understand and may not care t0, because we
think it makes them -- and us -- better Jews.

To be sure, we rarely act from unmixed motives.

The reservations, hesitations, and limitations are
there, but so t00 is the commitment, and at
some level, 1 believe, the openness to yet
further possibilities of engagement.

The American Jewish community of
today is not the commurity of 50, 25, of even
10 years ago. It is a community with more
Jewish day schools, more Jewish pre-schools,
more JCCs involved in Jewish education, more
young people travelling to Israel, more
American-born and American-educated teachers,
more Federation dollars being expended on
Jewish education. Perhaps these changes have
1aken place because of fear — fear of inter-
marriage, fear of assimilation, fear of loss of
identity. Perhaps these changes are not even
effective in fighting against those things which
we fear! What these changes do prowide,
however, is the wedge for a communal and
cultural transformation which may never have
been consciously Intended, but which might,
with a liule gentle prodding, acquire a
momentum of its own,

The Emerging Apenda

There is a public agenda for Jewish
education in America today. It is not an
apenda which has emanated from a single
deliberative process. Nor, given the
fragmentation of Jewish education, is it an
agenda which can be implemented in a
comprehensive, coordinated fashion. The pieces
of the agenda are not always seen or advanced
as part of a larger whole. But it is an agenda
which is being articulated in diverse places by
diverse groups and individuals: by professional
educators, by Federation study committees, by
national bodies, and by local activists. (Perhaps
what we are witnessing is simply the playing out
of the process whereby “wisdom" becomes
"conventional,” in which case it should, of
course, be taken with the greatest skepticism.
But, it may be that this is one of those
moments when ideas which have been in

circulation for years seem to acquire a new
"rightness,” even "inevitability," and we decide, at
long last, really to take them seriously.) The
breadth of interest in this agenda in itself holds
the promise of fashioning a "public" for Jewish
education more encompassing than we have
seen before. What is more, each of the
elements of this agenda points beyond the
Jewish education enterprise in its narrow sense.
It is an agenda for community transformation,
not just educational reform. [t cannot be
effected by educators alone -- and those who
are advancing it understand this reality. Nor
can it be effected solely by changing educational
institutions -- and this too is understood. If
this agenda can be successfully implemented
over the next decade or so, then what was
imagined at the beginning of this paper might
well become commonplace, and far bolder, more
exciling visions can emerge to fire our
imaginations and aspirations.

The agenda I see being widely
articulated today has five components:

L. expanding the educational canvas

2, extending the educational life<cycle

i establishing educational accountnbillity

4. developing new human resources

5, creating 8 true Jewish educational
system

Expanding the Educational Canvas

Education is not the business of schools
alone. Today's agenda has embraced the
concept of expanding the educational canvas to
include a range of settings and methods.
"Formal” and "informal® education are now
widely accepted as necessarily compiementary
elements in a total educational experience.
Increasingly, the educative potential even of
institutions whose primary purpose is not
educational -- a Soviet Jewry committee, an old
age home -- is being recognized and affirmed.



The significance of this by now
commonplace effort to broaden the scope of
what we mean by Jewish education and to
involve more institutional actors in its delivery
goes beyond the new resources being brought 10
bear. Though some may (not without
justification} bemoan the loss of rigor implicit
in defining aimost any Jewish experience or
activity as "Jewish education,” the sacrifice will
be worth it if it means that education is again
seen as part of the ongoing fabric of community
life. The notion that education can take place
in a ball game, or at a demonstration, or during
the synagogue service, or at a museum, or
through a film is quite simply true,
educationally and Judaically. Thus, as long as
the unique contribution which the school can
make is also recognized and endorsed, Jewish
education has far more to gain than to fear
from an agenda which calls for expanding
educational opportunities and activities at times
and places which have too oficn been bereft of
educational and Judaic content.

Nor should those whose commitment is
to traditional educational forms and methods
fear that new seitings and approaches will
undermine the old. In matters of Jewish
identification, the rule in recent decades has
been "the more, the more,” i.e., the more one is
Jewishly identified and active along one
dimension (e.g., in religious life), tbe more
likely it is that one will be identified and active
along other dimensions as well (e.g., in support
of Israel). There is no reason to believe that
the same does not hold irue for Jewish
education; the broader the educational canvas
is stretched, the more access points are made
available to the educational experience, the
more likely it is that those who become
involved in one (rewarding) experience will seek
out others. Expanding the educational canvas
can help make Jewish education again a
pervasive theme of Jewish living.

Extending the Educational Life-cycle

Increasing the number of settings where
Jewish education takes place will have its
maximum impact only if at the same time the

range of Jews involved in educational
experiences also jncreases. This means, above
all, extending the educational life-cycle, and this
t00 has become a primary objective on the
current apenda for Jewish education. Already,
there are signs of significant growth in early
childhood education, and a new emphasis on
educational programs for teenagers, families,
and adults. The aim of this effort should be
clear: to build a true "cradle to grave"
continuum of educational experiences, utilizing
the full range of settings and methods available
10 us.

The development or expansion of
programs for segments of the Jewish population
who are today rarely involved in Jewish
education is a synergistic process. Each
element can build on and reinforce the others,
New options for young children can draw their
parents into the educational system. Families
learning can inspire adults to intensify their
own studies. The model of adults who take
Jewish learning seriously can give a new cachet
to Jewish education programs for teenapers.
Building a "cradle to grave® educational system,
and recruiting substantial numbers of
participants for it, is 3 massive undertaking
requiring unprecedented combinations of
educational, Judaic, and marketing expertise.
Bul even the acceptance of this as our goal
represents an enormous step beyond the too-
common conception of Jewish education as a
“vaccine” given to the young to protect them
against the disease of "assimilationitis.” As we
strugple to extend the educational life-cycle, we
will inevitably be transforming the institutions
to which Jews of various ages are attached by
drawing them into the educational process.

Establishing Educational Accountability

The American Jewish community has
tended in recent years to invest Jewish
education with an awesome responsiblity:
insuring the continuity of Jewish life. It has
rarely, however, sought to hold educational
institutions accountable for achieving
demonstrable results in this respect That is
fortunate, since, as we have argued, what is



being asked of education is (at least today) far
beyond its capacity 1o deliver. But the concept
of accountability, which is now beginning to
find its way into the vocabulary of Jewish
education, should by no means be discarded.
Just the opposite: If a serious effort can be
made to establish objectives for which
educational institutions and programs will be
held accountable, and to agree on the indicators
by which success or failure will be measured,
such an effort will create a context in which
Jewish education will have a far greater chance
of achieving those objectives than it does the
ofien vague, inchoate goals which it vainly
pursues today.

The concept of accountability is
imporiant because it implies that there is a
community to which one is accountable.
Establishing accountability will mean finding or
crealing a community (more likely,
communities} which is prepared to set
educational objectives and to insist on their
realization. For any institution, including the
individual Jewish family, undertaking a process
of goal-setting and accountability is both a
community-building and consciousness-raising
venture. Educators should weicome and
encourage their clients and consumers to engage
in such a process. It can only increase
understanding of the problems educators face
and validate their efforts 10 create quality
programs with serious standards of achievement.
Again, the work which will need to be done 10
transform today’s largely laissez faire climate
into one in which accountability is the norm is
enormous. However, that work will also be
establishing a climate in which Jewish education
has a real chance to succeed, something which
it often lacks today.

Developing New Human Resources

The fourth item on the public agenda
for Jewish education has been a staple of
prescriptions for improving Jewish education for
decades: increasing the numbers and improving
the quality of the people involved in education.
All of the familiar components of these
prescriptions can be heard today as well: the

need to recruit more teachers and
administrators; the importance of enhancing
professional training; the demand to provide
better salaries and benefits. Even the call for
restructuring positions to create more
opportunities for full-time employment in
Jewish education, which is ofien voiced today, is
Dot a new one.

All of these are important agenda
items, and all have proven frustratingly difficult
to implement in the past. What is different in
the present is that two other elements have
been attached to this agenda which are, if not
entirely new, then at Jeast potentially newly
significant in the current context. The first is a
new interest in the role and contribution of the
“avocational” educator. No one suggests that
Jewish education does not need a larger cadre
of talented, trained, committed professionals.
Yet, if we are faithful to our vision of an
educational endeavor which is far more
pervasive than that which we maintain today, it
is difficult to imagine how we could ever have
enough professionals to fill all of the new roles
which would emerge, Nor is it self-evident that
all of these roles, or even all of the roles in the
current system, should be filled by educational
professionals. Does not the presence of those
who are not professional educators as teachers,
youth workers, adult educators, counsellors, etc.,
perhaps advance the goal of bringing education
into a more organic relationship with the
community it seeks to permeate?

Some, undoubtedly, will see this as a
particularly suspicious form of lemonade-
making. Stuck with a shoriage of trained
professionals, we will now make a virtue out of
the necessity of making do with amateurs, {
wouild suggest, however, that we not rush to
judgment. Amateurs who bring a genuine love
of Jewish learning and teaching to their
avocational work can also be trained to master
the skills requisite for success in that work
without becoming full-fledged professionals,
The challenge is to turn what is now indeed a
sad necessity -- the utilization in Jewish
education of many who lack the appropriate
background and training to be effective
educalors -- into a planned desiderztum -- the
carefully structured and supervised involvement



of large numbers of caring Jews in the work of
teaching and guiding other Jews. Creating an
educational system of, by, and for the Jewish
people without sacrificing standards of
performance will be difficult, but beleaguered
professionals should welcome the addition of
new allies 1o their ranks who can come 10
appreciate and to mediate 10 the community at
large both their aspirations and their
frustrations.

The second new element in the agenda
of human resources development for Jewish
education also points toward a broadening of
involvement in the stewardship of the
educational process: the creation of a lay
leadership cadre for Jewish education. Lay
pecple have, of course, always been involved in
educational decision-making and governance.
An honest appraisal of their role and impact,
however, must conclude that Jewish education
has beionged primarily to its professional
practitioners, Whether by abdication,
disempowerment, or whatever combination
thereof, lay invotvement in Jewish education has
been primarily custodial, rather than substantive.
Those who have been involved have constituted
a relatively small elite, frequently isolated from
other leadership segmenlts in the community.
The parochial atmosphere of much of Jewish
education has further discouraged the
involvement of many powerful and prestigious
volunteers. And Jewish education has suffered
grievously as a result.

It is critical that lay leadership assume
ownership of Jewish education - at least as
partners, if not as sole proprietors. To exercise
a constructive role, they too will need training
Nevertheless, the emphasis in the current
agenda for Jewish education on the need to
recruit 2 new group of volunteer leaders who
will lend their energies and resources 10 that
endeavor is not misplaced. For educators, the
opportunity to mold and to mobilize a
leadership cadre who will be truly conversant
with educational issues and who will assume
responsibility for the achievements of the system
is priceless. If we are serious about creating a
community infused by education, here is the
place to start. Today, professions of interest in
Jewish education are coming from unexpected

sources. These professions must be welcomed,
even when they come with misconceptions. The
misconceptions can be erased; the interest is the
seed from which dramatic change can grow.

Creating a Jewish Educational System

Jewish education today is a "system”
without order, without interdependence, without
coordination. That is to say, it is no system at
all. It is a collection of parts which generally
do not work together, which even, at times,
work at cross purposes. It does not plan, it
does not organize the flow of resources among
its component elements in any rational fashion.
The same child may attend a school, a camp, a
youth program, and an Israel trip -- even ones
sponsored by the same denominational
movement -- and experience virtually no
connection among them. The asystemic
character of Jewish education is not limited 10
programming. There is no coordinated
mechanism for dealing with personnel needs -
recruitment, training, and placement; for
dissmeninating educationa! information and
resources; for funding or evaluating new
projects.

In this, of course, Jewish education
mirrors once more the community in which it is
embedded. But the dysfunctions of this state of
affairs, in education if not yet in the community
as a whole, are now becoming evident to those
who are fashioning Jewish education’s agenda,
Neither expanding the educational canvas, nor
extending the lifecycle, nor establishing
accountability, nor developing new human
resources, is possible without coordinated and
systematic action. Slowly but surely, those who
have thus far led essentially separate lives
insofar as Jewish education has been concerned,
especially the synagogues and federations, are
beginning to talk to one another. They are
recognizing -- not without some difficulty -- that
no single institution or set of institutions has
the ability to carry out the full range of tasks
required today to reinvigorate Jewish eduvcation.

Once more, what is most promising in
the new ventures in community-wide educational



planning which are springing up around the
country is not necessarily the plans which result.
The plans are important, and it is especially
noteworthy that they all tend to focus on the
outlines of the agenda presented above. By
themselves, however, plans change nothing
Rather, it is the creation of a new community
constituency for Jewish education in the process
of planning together that makes change
conceivable. The effort to create a more far-
reaching, tightly integrated, mutually supportive
system for delivering Jewish education can iiself
generate a more cohesive, united community,
one which may discover that Jewish education is
the both the vehicle for and focus of its
communality. We are still a long way from this
today. But the first steps are being taken, and
we may find that by the time we have designed
a model educational system, we will actually
have the kind of commuzity ready to make it
work!

Can It Be Done?

Is this a vision, or purec fantasy? The
historical record of Jewish educational reform in
America warrants a healthy skepticism about
the prospects for genuine transformation.
Clifford Geertz has compared maintaining
religious faith to hanging a picture on a nail
driven into its own frame. Look too carefully
at the set of interlocking assumptions ard
assertions, ard the whole structure collapses.
Perhaps my suggestion that current efforts to
strengthen Jewish education can induce the
communal and cultural transformation which
can enabie the educational changes to take hold
fails into the same category.

I am convinced that at least two major
caveats are in order: First, I have little
confidence that the agenda I have outlined can
produce major transformation unless we
recognize explicitly the depth and dimensions of
the transformation required and accept no less
as our goal. We can serendipitously initiate a
process more far-reaching than we intended, but
we cannot complete it in this fashion. We must
be prepared to accept the premise that the
character of our community will determine the

11

effectiveness of our education, and understand
that it is the community, and not the
educational system alone, which must be
changed. The current agenda points in that
direction; we must look at the end, not just the
means,

Second, the process of transformation
must eventually touch many thousands, perhaps
millions of Jews who today have no part and
little interest in the efforts underway. I don’t
believe that we shall ever see the day when all,
nearly all, or even a substantial proportion of
American Jews live what we might define as
“full" Jewish lives. But there will have 10 be a
solid minority of Jews who will participate in
the educating community and culture I have
envisioned, or it will not be the community and
cuiture of American Jewry. [ do not pretend to
know how many are required — how many
families must study together, how many students
must attend day high schools, how many
synagogues must revitalize their educational
programs, how many young peoplé must
experience Israel in a profound way — but [
know that it i many more than we have today.
We should not, however, despair at this
prospecL Three quarters of our children
already receive some Jewish education at some
point during their youth. That is surely a base
large enocugh on which to build.

Despite these caveats, [ remain
cautiously optimistic. I believe that having
fought, successfully, the struggle for adjustment
and (thus far at least) the struggle for survival,
American Jewry is ready for a new challenge,
the challenge of creating a true American
Jewish community and culture. What we
envision for Jewish education and what we do
to realize that vision are at the heart of that
challenge. If we will it, it need not remain
merely a vision.
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JEWISH EDUCATION IN THE 2lsc CENTURY"

JUNE 11, 1991
CLEVELAND, OHIO

I know you will leave Cleveland after this historic JESNA Continental
Leadership Conference better informed about the condition of Jewish education
in America. I hope you will leave also with a feeling of optimism about our
opportunities for making Jewish education better, as your Program said, "more
encompassing, more intensive, more inspiring, more firmly rooted in the life

of Jews and the Jewish community.”

The history of Jewish education in America, with all our progress, has gaps
and weaknesses enough to discourage professionals who have dedicated their
lives to a very difficult career. I believe, nevertheless, that now there is

cause for optimism.

From my experience as chairman of the Commission on Jewish Education in North
America, I believe the American Jewish community is more concerned than ever
before, and is ready to make important changes and improvements in Jewish
education. The very creation of the Commission in 1988.-.which brought
together for the first time scholars, community leaders, educators, heads of
foundations, and the leaders of the Orthodox, GConservative,
Reconstructionist, and Reform movements--signalled the readiness of the
Jewish community to join together in a massive effort to improve Jewish

education. Over a two year period, its deliberations themselves helped to
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create a climate in which major change can take place. The Commission was
motivated largely by a concern for the constructive continuity of the Jewish
community. We were motivated by the facts which in many respects were gquite
discouraging. We know that Jewish commitment now is truly a choice, and that
many Jews are opting out. We concluded that Jewish education is our best
hope, the primary antidote to the disintegrating forces that threaten the

Jewish people.

Fortunately, more and more of the leaders of the Jewish community have come
to understand the central role that Jewish education must play in the life of
the community. The energies of these leaders need organization and
direction. The Commission tried to supply this, and it demonstrated that our
most influential leaders are prepared to work together to improve the
situation. Every community is challenged now to find and utilize its best

lay talent in the cause of Jewish education.

The Commission was made up of 46 prominent individuals, including rabbis,
leaders of Jewish education, community professionals, academics, general
community lay leaders, and the principal donors of several charitable
foundations. With the assistance of a fine staff and senior policy advisors,
they prepared a serious blueprint of what needs to be done in the coming

years,

The Commission agreed at the very first of its six meetings--and this is
crucial--that it would be proactive; that it would work to carry out its

recommendations for improvements in Jewish education.



Page 3

T believe that most of you know that we are now in the process of completing
the organization of the Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education. The
Council will implement the recommendations of the Commission. It will
encourage new initiatives, mew creativity and new energetic efforts to
improve programs and to try new ways. You will be pleased to know that

things are happening. Some projects are now well under way:

a. The institutions of higher Jewish learning. Yeshiva University, Hebrew
Union College, Jewish Theological Seminary are all involved in developing
plans to expand their pre-service and in-service education programs to
increase their impact and the contribution that they will make to the

North American Jewish community.

b. The first steps are being taken to develop a plan for developing a
research capability for North America where we will be able to gather the

data and knowledge base that is so crucial for informed decisions.

¢. We are now deciding on the criteria for establishing lead communities,
communities where we will attempt to demonstrate what can happen when
there is an infusion of outstanding personnel into the educational
system, when the importance of Jewish education is recognized by the

community and its leadership, and when the necessary funds are secured to

meet addictional costs.
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I do not propose mnow to review the recommendations of the Commission, which
are embraced in the Commission's report "A Time to Act." Many of you have
already read the report and, in any event, it is available to anyomne who has

not,

There are two areas which the Commission felt needed primary emphasis. Upon
analysis, it became clear that the most fundamental problems facing Jewish
education are an underdeveloped profession of Jewish education and inadequate
community support. There is a shortage of well-trained and dedicated
educators for every area of Jewish education. However, only if there is a
fundamental change in the nature of community support for Jewish education is
it likely that large numbers of talented young people will be attracted to
careers in Jewish education. Only if community leaders will give Jewish
education the high priority it deserves on the local and national agenda will
the resources necessary for a program of major Improvement be obtained. Only
if the climate in the community is supportive of Jewish education will
qualified teaching personnel be attracted to its new career opportunities.

We need to encourage those Jewish educarion professionals who are prepared by
training and personal commitment to inspire their students with their
important mission. We need to make an honored place in Jewish community life
for them, and to create a career track that will attract and hold our best

people.

To mobilize community support, we need to continue recruiting top community
leaders to the cause of Jewish education who will help raise Jewish education
to the top of the communal agenda, and help provide substantially increased

funding from federations, private foundations, and other sources.
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Let me talk plainly about community support. The revitalization of Jewish
education will require a substantial inerease in funding, possibly to double
community support--to raise salaries and benefits, to finance new positions,
to increase the faculty of training institutions, to provide fellowships for
students, to develop new training programs, to expand in-service education,

and much more.

The chief sources of support--tuition income, congregational and
organizational budgets, and organization fundraisimng will still need to be

the mainstay of financial support, and hopefully will increase.

An exciting new development that holds promise of additicnal support is the
serious entry of private foundations into the field of Jewish education. A
number of foundations, some represented on the Commission, have begun to
invest substantial sums in Jewish education. Seven feundatioms are already
participating in funding the Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education, and
they have indicated their readiness to support elements of the Commission's
action plan. Others are being approached for support, and we are encouraged

by the response.

T am pleased to tell you that the Mandel Associated Foundations will focus in
a major way on Jewish education in the decade of the 90s. Other family
foundations are now active or are prepared to consider substantial grants in

the next few years, because they believe in Jewish education.
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Finally, in spite of tremendous financial pressures on federations,
compounded by the vast sums needed for the massive Russian, and recently the
Ethiopian emigration, a few federations have already made new financial
commitments to Jewish education. At least a dozen federations are actively
reviewing their Jewish education programs, and will take steps to make

improvements--some quite substantial.

It will help that many federations have a relatively new financial resource
available which is successful endowment programs. This will put some
federations in a position to give a quick start to new and innovative
programs. While it will not be easy to effect large increases in funding by
federations, it is inevitable that as they re-think their communities’
commitments to Jewish education, increased funding will follow. This is a
subject very much on the agenda of the CIJE. We are optimistic about the

long-term prognosis for substantially greater federatiom support.

We are also convinced that there has been a sea change in the thinking of the
Jewish community about Jewish education, in the direction of recognizing its
importance. The job now is to mobilize our energies in an organized way to
exploit this new understanding. This is essentially the mission of the

CIJE. Obviously, it is also central to the work of JESNA, and of the Jewish
Community Centers Association, the Council of Jewish Federations, and other

important communal organizations.
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We need more and more lay leaders who will recognize and support educators,
and help build an inspired profession of Jewish education. A key factor for
success will be our ability to encourage lay leadership and professional
leadership to form a solid partnership and together forge a better, richer
Jewish education enterprise. Only such involvement will enable us to build a
powerful lobby for Jewish educatien. In the face of the steady stream of
competing demands in our communities, we need te ensure there is a constant

advocacy to puarantee that Jewish education is not lost in the shuffle.

I hope rhat you share my optimism at the opportunity which lies ahead of us
for bold new initiatives in Jewish education., I am encouraged by the
contribution that outstanding scholars are ready to make to Jewish
education. The growing partnership between lay leaders, educators and

scholars can lead to a new kind of Jewish education in our communities.

All of this leads me to believe rhat rthere is a better Jewish world out there
for future generations of Jews. Let's find ways for lay leaders and
educators and scholars to work more closely together--to support each other
--to utilize existing strengths, and find new areas to help fulfill our

Jewish destiny.

This is indeed the time to act -- if not nmow, when?

We are indeed the ones to do it -- if not us, who?
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INTRODUCTION

Jewish education, the subject of perennial interest and debate, is now under intense scrutiny from
the Jewish community,! Some assert that assimilation and intermarriage may be irresistible in
an open society.? Others suggest that American Jewish education may have failed in its mandate
to innoculate young Jews against the tides of change.’ This report presents evidence which
shows that assimilation and intermarniage do not occur on a random basis. The extent and type
of formal Jewish education are clearly related to levels of Jewish affiliation and activism, even
after other influences, such as age, branch of Judaism in which a person was raised, and
generations during which the family has been in America, are factored out.

This is the first instaliment in a two-part report on Jewish education. Part I focuses on the
relationship between Jewish education and Jewish altitudes and lifestyles among adults; Part I
will explore current levels of formal and informal Jewish education among American Jewish
children in diverse types of households.

Data from the 1990 National Jewish Population Study* have aroused anxiety about Jewish
continuity. Observers of the American Jewish community worry not merely about the physical
survival of the biological descendents of Jews but about the continuity of Judaism as a culture,
as a peoplehood, and as a religion.’

Early reports drawn from the 1990 NIPS vividly illustrate the magnitude of change currently
experienced within the American Jewish community. Jewish houscholds often do not fit the
image of the normative Jewish family: American Jews today marry later and have their children
later and divorce more often. The Jewish institutional profiles of younger American Jews appear
to be weaker than those of their elders: they join and a:tend synagogues less frequently and
belong to fewer Jewish organizations. Socially, younger American Jews are far more integrated
into American society, living and working in environments in which the majority of co-workers
and neighbors are not Jewish. Home-based ritual observance continues to dechine.

Perhaps most disturbing, the Jewish identification of many American Jews seems (o be
compromised. A substantial proportion of persons descended from at least one Jewish parent say
they do not identify as "Jewish by religion," and about half of all those American Jews who
married since 1985 did so with someone who is not Jewish. Persons who say they are Jewish
but not by religion have dramatically lower leveis of connection with Jewish institutions,
customs, and people.

Yet, much in the picture is very positive. Most American Jews rejoice in the opportunities and
lack of discrimination which they and their children encounter. America’s open society, with all
of its educational, occupational, and social opportunities, together with diminishing levels of
overt prejudice against Jews, have worked to give Jews eniry into most schools, places of
employment, neighborhoods, and recreational facilities. Jews are no longer forced to “stick
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together." At the same time, each successive generation of Jews is increasingly distant from the
often intensive Jewish lifestyles of European, Sephardic, and immigrant Jewish life. American
Jews grow more and more like other white, middle and upper-middle class Americans.
Moreover, even if they wished to influence individual choice, Jewish lay and professional leaders
and planners have little control over the neighborhoods in which Jews live or whom they prefer
as friends and spouses; these areas of life are out of the hands of the Jewish community.

In the area of Jewish education, however, Jewish communities can have substantial impact on
individuals and their families. Unlike some other areas of contemporary life, Jewish communities
do influence the availability, accessibility, affordability, and attractiveness of different types of
formal and informal Jewish education. This is an area in which communities can make decisions
and shape the future.

Were cost not a factor, Jewish communities might provide a profusion of Jewish educational
experiences for the broadest possible spectrum of American Jews. However, the costs of Jewish
education are substantial: nearly a billion and a half dollars are spent on Jewish education in the
United States each year.® Jewish institutions, agencies, synagogues, and communities make hard
choices about what types of education--supplementary schools, one-day-a-week schools, day
schools, Jewish camps, Israel trips, etc.--should be offered, to whom, and at what price. In
addition to other concerns and considerations, communities are limited by the size and density
of their Jewish populations as to the types of Jewish education they can offer. Both funding and
transportation issues can affect the viability of Jewish educational systems. In general,
communities with a small and scattered Jewish population may not be able to offer a full range
of formal and informal educational options. When funding is limited, the apparent "zero sum"
nature of these difficult choices, in which the financial gain of one type of Jewish education
seemingly means reduced resources for others, produces a kind of "PAC" system, in which
advocates of differing types of Jewish education argue strongly for the educational mode of their
choice.

To complicate matters, today some argue for cutting community funds spent on formal Jewish
education, asserting that Jewish education is not an effective bulwark against assimilation. If
Jewish education were "working," they often imply, today’s American Jewish community would
be more highly identified, clearly defined, and vibrant. Instead of spending huge sums of money
on Jewish education, some argue, Jewish communal leaders should simply accept the fact that
sweeping rates of assimilation and intermarriage are inevitable in our open society. They should
accept the fact that every American Jew is a Jew by choice, that "interfaith marriage cannot be
stopped,” and that allocations committees should expend resources t0 proselytize among non-
Jews and weakly identified Jews.” They argue that monies should be devoted to more effective
media presentations of Judaism, depicting Judaism as a public religion (rather than the yoke of
a chosen few), as well-publicized and attractive as possible to large groups of people.®

This report indicates that Jewish education is one of the most effective tools for producing
Jewishly identified adults. It demonstrates that more extensive forms of Jewish education are
closely associated with greater Jewish identification, especially among younger American Jewish
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adults, ages 25 to 44, American Jewish adults under age 45 who have received substantial Jewish
education (more than six years of supplementary school or day school) are more likely than
those who receive minimal or no Jewish education to be married to a Jew, to prefer living in
a Jewish neighborhood, to volunteer time for and give money to Jewish organizations, to join
and attend synagogue, and to perform Jewish rituals in their homes. These trends hold true even
when statistical analysis adjusts for intervening influences,

In undertaking this evaluation of Jewish education, we fully recognize that Jewish education
may, in fact, represent a constellation of family characteristics and individual experiences that
affect Jewish identification and commitment. Lack of detailed data in NJPS on the home
background of the respondents and on their informal Jewish educational experiences make such
a more complete assessment impossible. We have no way of deriving from the data the specific
impact of quatity of Jewish education received, including details about comparative curricula.
Nonetheless, the relation of formal Jewish education to the indicators used here is strong and
consistent enough to suggest that Jewish education in itself is an important factor in determing
attitudes and behavior.

METHODOLOGY

This report on Jewish education and adult behavior is based on the findings of the 1390 Nationat
Jewish Population Survey (NJPS), conducted under the auspices of the Council of Jewish
Federations. NJPS involved initial screening of some 125,800 randomly selected adults to
determine 1} whether the respondent was Jewish by religion. If not, the survey asked whether
any one in the household 2) considered her/himself to be Jewish, 3) was raised as a Jew, or 4)
had a Jewish parent. The screening process determined that 5,146 households could be identified
as “Jewish” by one of the four criteria.’

Subsequent recontacts with the "Jewish" houscholds reviewed their qualifications; some were
dropped because of changes in household composition or previous misinformation about their
religious identification. In the final stage of the survey, with a goal of interviewing 2,500
households, 2,441 households were identified for complete interviews. All screening and
interviews were conducted by ICR Survey Research Group.

The interviews collected information about every member of the household; 6,514 persons were
covered. Appropriate weights indicated that the surveyed households represent about 8.1 million
Americans, some of whom are not Jews but are living in households containing at least one Jew
by the broad definition employed by the study.

The questionnaire covered a very wide range of personal characteristics, attitudes, and practices.
Of particular interest to our study are the questions asked about Jewish education. Respondents
were asked about the number of years and type of their own education. They also reported on
the number of years of Jewish education that other adults in the household had received. For
children age 6-18, information was collected about the years and type of formal education they
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had received, and whether they had participated in Jewish camp or youth group activities during
the year before the survey. If a child had received no Jewish education, the respondent was
asked to indicate if future enrollment was anticipated and, if not, why not.

This report focuses on the Jewish education received by aduits and the impact of that Jewish
education on their identification and life styles. It relies on the information obtained about the
respondents. Furthermore, because Jewish education in the United States is primarily obtained
in childhood, only those respondents who were either born or raised Jewish are included.
Excluded are those who converted as adults, and those who were born or raised in another
religion even though they considered themselves Jews at the time of the survey, and any
non-Jews who served as respondents. All the findings reported here are based on the weighted
statistics. Qur sample represents some 4,360,000 adults. In order to make this report as
accessible as possible, not all statistical materials are included in either text or tables. For further
statistical information, the authors may be contacted.

PROFILES: AMERICAN JEWISH ADULTS AND JEWISH EDUCATION

The Jewish education received by American Jews varies widely. Because there are significant
differences between groups of Jews, a meaningful profile of Jewish education needs to draw
distinctions between groups. Very broad generalizations are not only useless, but they are often
misleading, because a blended picture of all ages, genders, and backgrounds is not an accurate
picture of anyone. For our analysis, we have developed an index of Jewish education that
combines information on number of years of Jewish education received with type of schooling,
that is, Sunday school, supplementary school, or day school. The index ranges from no Jewish
education to six or more years of day school. For some analyses, the index has been collapsed
into four categories; 1) No Jewish education; 2} Minimal Jewish education -- less than three
years in any school, or 3 to 5 years of Sunday school; 3) Moderate level of Jewish education -
- 3 to 5 years of supplementary or day school, or 6 or more years of Sunday school; 4)
Substantial Jewish education -- 6 or more years of supplementary or day school education. These
categories were developed on the basis of time spent in Jewish schools, and not on the basis of
quality of Jewish education, which was not measured in the survey.

Among aduits, a substantial gender gap in Jewish education is evident. (Table 1.) Women over
age 24 are more than twice as likely as men not to have received any Jewish education. For
example, only 14% of men ages 25 to 44, compared to 34% of women in the same age group,
said they received no Jewish education. The gender gap narrows somewhat among the youngest
adults: 19% of men and 28% of women ages 18 to 24 had received no Jewish education,

Changes in the gender gap also vary by educational level. For example, about one out of four
men ages 25 and over received three to five years of supplementary school, compared to one
out of ten women. However, among young aduits (ages 18 to 24) that difference has almost
disappeared. Levels of Jewish education for younger women also draw closer to levels for men
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at the more extensive levels of schooling: For men receiving six or more years of supplementary
school, the percentages are relatively constant under age 65, at 25-29%; for women, the figures
rise from 16% of those ages 45 to 64, to 17% of those ages 25 to 44, up to 20% of those ages
18 to 24. Among the day school population as well, the smallest differences in gender
characterize the youngest adults: 9% of men ages 25 and over have received six or more years
of day school, as have 13% of those age 18 to 24; the percentage of women with six or more
years of day school rises from just over 1% to 2% at ages 45 and over, to 6% for ages 25 to
44, and 10% for ages 18 to 24.

The intensity (type and years) of formal Jewish education received is associated with the ways
in which Jewish adults define themselves. Persons who called themselves "Secular Jews" were
more likely than those who said they were "Jewish by religion” never to have received Jewish
education (35% compared to 24 %). (Data not in tables.) Secular Jews were much less likely to
have received more than six years of supplementary school or day school--than Jews by religion.

These differences are also mirrored in the data showing (he intensity of Jewish education by the
branch of Judaism in which the respondent was raised. The percenlage receiving no Jewish
education rises steadily from a low of 16% of the Orthodox-raised to 60% of those raised as just
Jewish. Conversely, only among the Orthodox did a large percentage receive 6 or more years
of day school education; for others the proportion fell betow 10%.

When the data are disaggregated by age and gender (Table 2) the patterns are somewhat less
clear because of the overall changes that have taken place in women's Jewish education and in
shifts over time to more intensive forms of Jewish education. Nonetheless, for any given age and
gender, those who were raised as just Jewish consistently had a higher percentage with no
education than did any other branch of Judaism. All three specific branches showed strong
increases in substantial education especially among women, with the Orthodox consistently
having the highest percentage, followed by the Conservalive and Reform. Somewhat surprising,
a higher percentage of young (18-24) Reform men and women had no Jewish education than was
true of older Reform cohorts.

Within parficular branches, some interesting patterns emerge with respect to the intensity of
Jewish education by age and gender. Both Orthodox- and Conservalive-raised women report a
dramatically lower percentage having received no education among those age 18-24 compared
to older groups. The reverse pattern by age was reported by those women raised Reform,
although the differences are not as sharp. Equally striking are the higher proportions of women
in all three branches receiving substantial education.

By contrast, the youngest age groups of Conservative- and Reform-raised men show a higher
percentage with no Jewish education than do older men. At the same time, there has also been
an increase in the percentage among these younger groups with substantial Jewish education.
Especially notable is the decline in the gender gap for each branch among those who received
substantial or moderate amounts of schooling.
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BEHAVIORS ASSOCIATED WITH JEWISH EDUCATION

American Jews have clearly had a wide range of Jewish educational experiences, with many
factors contributing to the length and kinds of education obtained. What relation does extent of
Jewish education have to an individual’s commitment to and identification with the Jewish
community? Does Jewish education, in fact, make a difference? NJPS data emphatically show
that Jewish education is strongly related to American Jews® positive interaction with the Jewish
community. Intensity of Jewish education is directly related to levels of Jewish identification as
expressed in behavior and attitudes for a variety of indicators, including ritual behavior,
membership in Jewish organizations, giving to Jewish charitable causes, and homogamy in
marriage.

Ritual Practices Index

Perhaps the most traditional expression of Jewishness is through the rituals Jews perform or in
which they participate. Some observers have argued that although some of these practices are
weakening, others are practiced much more widely, As a result, ritual practice continues as a
meaningful component of individual expressions of Jewishness. Other observers see an overall
diminution of ritual practice as part of a general weakening of Jewish identity. NJPS shows a
lessening of those rituals that require daily or weekly observance but some increase in
participation in annual events. Jewish education has a strong positive relation to ritual practice,
even when denomination is controlled.

An index of ritual practices was developed as a weighted composite of lighting Shabbat candles,
lighting Hanukah candles, attending Seder, Kashrut (separate dishes and kosher meat), and
fasting on Yom Kippur, (See Appendix A.) Practices requiring daily or weekly adherance were
scored higher than those occurring only once a year. Scores could range from a low of 0 to a
high of 16; a high score was defined as being in the 9 to 16 range.

All respondents combined scored an average of 6 on the index, with 17 percent scoring high on
the index (Table 3). Intensive ritual practice is clearly not a hallmark of American Jewry. When
controlled for the index of Jewish education, however, strong differences emerge, especially
among persons below age 45. For these younger adults, minimal Jewish education correlated
with very low percentages (10 percent or less) scoring high on the ritual index; six or more
years of day school education showed a particularly strong relation, with 60 percent or more
having high scores on the ritual index. Among older adults, the range in percentages scoring
high on the ritual index was much narrower, from 10-20 percent for those with few years of
Jewish education to about one-third of those with 3 or more years of supplementary or day
school education.

This age difference has serious implications about the effectiveness of Jewish education in
influencing observance of Jewish rituals. Among younger adults, Jewish education at the more
intensive levels is clearly associated with enhanced ritual observance, yet this strong relation
does not characterize the older population, nor do those with minimal or moderate levels of
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Jewish education show high levels of ritual observance. The Jewish environment supplied by
years of day school may have more effect than mere classroom time on ritual behavior.
Moreover, the correlation between education and ritual observance may be mitigated by many
other factors related to home environment, which cannot be determined from these data. For
example, different Jewish religious communities have differing norms vis g vis Jewish ritual
observance in the home. What is clear, however, is that only the most extensive forms of Jewish
education are notably related to maintaining ritual observances.

As noted, some of the observed differentials may be the result of other factors, especially the
denomination raised. In order to control for this background characteristic, as well as age and
sex, a multiple classification analysis was undertaken. (Table 4.) The results indicate that
persons who had six or more years of supplementary or day school education scored significantly
higher on the ritual index than did persons having less intensive Jewish education. Clearly,
although Jewish education alone cannot account for the intensity of ritual behavior, it is strongly
related to this area of Jewish identification.

Organizational Membership, Voluntarism and Synagogue Membership

Past research has indicated that membership in Jewish organizations and voluntarism in Jewish
causes is particularly related to factors affecting Jewish identification, including years of Jewish
education, intensity of ritual practice, and synagogue attendance.'® Women are also more
likely than men to belong to Jewish organizations, and the number of memberships increases
with age. Denomination raised also plays an important role in levels of voluntarism and
membership. In addition, the data show that intensive Jewish education is clearly related to
levels of voluntarism and more memberships in Jewish organizations and synagogues.

Levels of voluntarism are closely related both to branch of Judaism in which the respondent was
raised and the intensity of Jewish education. For example, among men who were raised
Orthodox, overall just one-quarter volunteered, but this was true of one-third of those with 6 or
more years of Jewish education in day or supplementary schools. Among the Conservative-
raised, about 20 percent overall volunteered, compared to one-third of those with substantial
Jewish education. The differences for the Reform-raised are not as great and the level of
voluntarism is quite low -- only about 10 percent. Very similar patterns characterize women,
but the ievel of voluntarism is generally higher.

Further analysis of the relation between intensity of Jewish education (as measured by the Jewish
education index) initially takes age and sex into account; subsequently, we consider other factors
through multivariate analysis.

The NJPS data show clear relations among the Jewish education index, age, and whether an
individual belongs to any Jewish organizations. (Table 5.) For persons age 25-44, 3 or more
years of day school education or 6 or more years of supplementary schooling raises the
percentage belonging to one or more Jewish organizations 10 about one-third, although the
percentage is higher among women than men. Curiously, persons with 3-5 years of Sunday
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school education also have a similar level of membership, although 6 or more years of Sunday
school does not have the same relation. For persons age 45-64, levels of membership are
generally higher and the patterns are not as clear, although 3 or more years of supplementary
or day school training is associated with generally higher levels of membership. Gender
differences continue, with women at each level of Jewish education showing higher percentages
of membership.

Since belonging to Jewish organizations (and, indeed, to any organization) may be as much a
social expression as an indicator of Jewish identification, multivariate analysis was used to
explore whether Jewish education continued to be strongly related to the number of Jewish
organizational memberships even when social factors as well as age and sex are controlled. The
analyses indicated that foreign-born status, marital status, and region of residence had no
significant impact on membership. On the other hand, education and age were directly related;
being female, raised in a more traditional branch of Judaisin, and having most or all of one’s
friends Jewish is strongly correlated with the number of memberships; being a member of a
mixed household (with some members Jewish, others non-Jewish) had a negative relationship
to membership. With all of these factors controlled, intensity of Jewish education continued to
have a positive relationship to number of memberships. Persons with 6 or more years of day
school education are on average likely to hold 0.7 more memberships than those with no Fewish
education at all.

Like organizational membership, synagogue membership is also correlated with age and gender,
as well as with intensity of Jewish education, {Table 6.) In general, older persons (ages 45-64)
have higher levels of membership than those age 25-44. The only exception is for those with
6 or more years of day school; in the day school population, 56 percent of those age 45-64 are
synagogue members, compared to 60 percent among persons age 25-44. The patterns by gender
are mixed, although women more often have higher levels of synagogue membership than men.

Again, intensity of Jewish education relates more strongly to synagogue membership for younger
persons than it does for those age 45-64. Among women age 25-44, those with supplementary
or day school education beyond 5 years have markedly higher levels of membership; for men,
any day school education is related to higher membership levels, as are 6 or more years of
supplementary education. At older ages, the relationship between the index of Jewish education
and synagogue membership is not as clear, aithough 6 or more years of day school is related to
higher levels of synagogue membership.

Contributions to Jewish Causes

Of major interest to those concerned with the financial viability of the Jewish community are the
factors that are associated with contributions to Jewish causes. NJPS indicated that just over half
of all respondents born or raised Jewish reported making some contribution to Jewish charities.
What motivates such giving? Again, the data show that the greater the intensity of Jewish
education, the more likely an idividual is to give to Jewish causes (not in tables).



Page 10 Jewish Education and Jewish Behavior

When the socio-demographic factors are considered, age, being female, and greater secular
education are positively related to giving; and those who are married or widowed are more likely
to give than the single or divorced/separated. In addition, having some or most of one’s friends
Jewish is related to the likelihood of giving, while being raised as "just Jewish" or non-Jewish
is related to lower levels of giving.

With all of these factors controlled, intensity of Jewish education has a significant positive
association with likelihood of giving. Those with 6 or more years of supplementary or day
school education are about 20 percent more likely to make contributions to Jewish causes than
those with no Jewish education at all. They are about 15 percent more likely to give than those
with less than 3 years of any kind of schooling or 3-5 years of Sunday school only. Qur data
suggest that Jewish education above the primary level may be effective in inculcating strong
positive values about giving to Jewish causes. This finding has imporiant implications for the
Jewish community in deciding the allocation of scarce resources. If Jewish education is
associated with greater giving, then allocating significant funds to Jewish education may be a
desirable way to educate future generation as to the desirability of Jewish giving, as well as
other Jewish values.

Jewish Milieu

A number of students of the changing American Jewish scene have pointed to the increasing
importance of Jewish social networks among friends, in neighborhoods, and at work in
strengthening Jewish identity and bonds to the community. Since NJPS asked questions about
the extent of the respondent’s interaction with other Jews, it is possible to calculate a simple
index of "Jewish milieu” (Appendix B) and to measure its relation to Jewish education. As for
the other indicators of strength of Jewish identification, Jewish education again is positive
effectly related to the importance of a Jewish milieu to the individual Jews.

As we have seen, having Jewish friends was a significant factor in membership in Jewish
organizations and in giving to Jewish causes, even while intensity of Jewish education also had
a significant positive impact. A strong relationship also exists between Jewish milieu and Jewish
education. Even when socio-demographic background characteristics are controlled, as are
denomination raised and type of household, a strong positive relation exists between Jewish
milieu and intensity of Jewish education. With the Jewish milieu index ranging between 0 and
6, each level on the Index of Jewish Education adds .06 to the score. That is, with all other
factors controlled, someone who has had no Jewish education on average scores 3.5 on the
index; someone with 6 or more years of day school education on average will score about 4.0.
Intensive Jewish education is thus associated with lifestyles which strengthen bonds to the Jewish
community both directly, through enhancing active participation in a variety of spheres, and
indirectly, through fostering informal contacts and networks.
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Intermarriage'

In concerns about Jewish continuity, intermarriage has been considered a major factor.’

The findings of NJPS, showing that half of all marriages contracted in the five years preceding
the survey involved intermarriage, have been considered particularly alarming. At the same time,
attitudes toward intermarriage have also become much more accepting of non-Jewish partners.
Fully one-third of those who identify themselves as Jewish by religion would support or strongly
support the marniage of their child to a non-Jewish person; only 22 percent would oppose such
a marriage. These trends are often seen as inevitable in an open society where Jews are free to
interact on most levels with non-Jews; the Jewish community is therefore seen as able to have
little direct impact on attitudes toward and levels of intermarriage. Yet our statistics indicate
that Jewish education is directly associated with these areas of behavior.

Among those respondents with less than three years of any kind of Jewish education or six or
more years of Sunday school, only 11-12 percent would oppose the intermarriage of their child.
With increasing levels of Jewish education, the percentage opposed rises to half of those with
six or more years of day school. These percentages vary somewhat by age and gender, but the
patterns are quite consistent. In all cases, more intensive Jewish education is associated with
stronger aftitudes against intermarriage. At the same time, we must recognize that, even
controlling for denomination raised, a substantial percentage of Jews are not opposed to
intermarriage among their children.

Marriage behavior itself aiso is closely related to intensity of Jewish education. Although the
levels vary somewhat by age, the percentage of respondents who were married to born Jews
generally rises with increasing intensity of Jewish education (Table 7). Among those age 25-44,
for example, only three out of ten of those with no Jewish education are in-married, in contrast
to about four out of ten of those with 3-5 years of Sunday or supplementary school, in further
contrast to eight out of ten of those with 6 or more years of day school training. When
denomination raised is controlled a similar relation is found, although it is not as direct. [It
shouid be noted that in this discussion, since data refer to respondents only, the intermarriage
statistics indicate the number of marriages that are homogamous or mixed, not the number of
individuals who are involved in different types of marnages. The percentages are therefore
different from the individual data reported for all Jews in Kosmin et al., 1991. See footnote #4
for full citation.

Finally, if the likelihood of intermarriage is explored through regression analysis, extensive
Jewish education has a significant relationship with inmarriage, even when background
characteristics such as age, gender, and denomination raised are controlled. For each step
increase in the index of Jewish educatton, the likelihood of intermarriage is reduced 2.5 percent.
Compared to those with no Jewish education, therefore, persons who have 6 or more years of
a day school education are 17.5 percent less likely to intermarry, all other characteristics being
held constant.
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CONCLUSION

The 1990 NJPS data show us the strong correlation of Jewish education and enhanced Jewish
identification. The mere fact of having received some Jewish education in childhood has little
impact on Jewish attitudes and behaviors during the adult years. However, extensive Jewish
education is definitively associated with higher measures of adult Jewish identification. Its impact
is demonstrated in almost every area of public and private Jewish life. Even after adjusting for
denomination of Judaism in which a person was raised, extensive Jewish education is related to
a greater ritual observance, greater likelihood of belonging to and attending synagogues, greater
levels of voluntarism for Jewish causes, and greater chances of marrying a Jew and being
opposed to intermarriage among one’s children. Moreover, the associational effect of extensive
formal Jewish education and heightened Jewish identification is more dramatic among younger
American Jews, ages 18 to 44, than among older groups. Indeed, research which does not divide
the group studied by age is likely to blur the strength of the association between extensive Jewish
education and extensive Jewish identification.

Among younger American Jews, extensive ritual observance characterizes 6 out of 10 who have
6 or more years of Jewish education, but only about one-third of older respondents.

Involvement in organizations and synagogue membership rises with increasing intensity of Jewish
education, especially for those with the most substantial levels. For both aspects of Jewish
commitment, older persons at almost each level of education are characterized by higher
percentages of belonging,

Extensive Jewish education is dramatically associated with the likelihood of inmarriage.
Intermarriage rates, even when controlling for denomination, were far higher among those with
minimal Jewish education than among those with 6 or more years of Jewish education

Similarly, although a substantial percentage of Jews are not opposed to intermarriage, more
extensive Jewish education is consistently associated with a pattern of greater opposition to their
children’s marrying out.

Although these patterns are clear and strong, a host of questions remains. Foremost is the issue
of the degree to which Jewish educational levels are associated with other, particularly family-
related, factors that enhance Jewish identification and commitment. Most likely, those
respondents who received either day school education or went beyond the Bar/Bat Mitzvah years
also came from families that placed high value on their Judaism and were active participants in
the Jewish community. It is impossible to disentangle these relations with the data available to
us here. Jewish education may well be an indicator of strong parental attitudes towards Jewish
involvement. Nonetheless, since the relation between level of Jewish education and
identificational factors holds even when branch of Judaism in which the respondents were raised
or with which they currently identify are controlled, our data suggest an independent effect of
education, which should be further explored and verified.
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Other questions raised by these data include the role of informal education, including Jewish
youth groups, trips to Israel, and other Jewish-sponsored activities through agencies such as
Jewish community centers. To what extent were the specifics of curriculum a factor in Jewish
enculturation? What external forces encourage continuing Jewish education, and how have these
changed over time?

Broad spectrum survey research provides us with important outlines of indications, but it leaves
many questions unanswered. Each of the elements that forms a component of Jewish
identification is not only complementary to all the others, but together they may well yield an
impact that is greater than the sum of the parts.

The fact that so many questions remain should not detract, however, from the striking policy
implications which emerge from the data, There is no panacea for the challenges which confront
the contemporary American Jewish community. No magic formula can guarantee that today’s
Jewish children will become tomorrow's committed American Jews. However, substantial Jewish
education is clearly associated with patterns of Jewish identification among American Jewish
adults. As the effects of immigration and dense Jewish neighborhoods become less salient,
extensive formal Jewish education become increasingly important in shaping the attitudes and
behaviors of American Jews.
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Appendix A

CONSTRUCTION OF RITUAL INDEX

The Ritual Practices Index is a composite of five practices: Seder attendance, lighting Hanukah
candles, lighting Shabbat candles, maintaining kashrut (defined as having separate dishes and
buying kosher meat), and fasting on Yom Kippur. Since these practices vary in intensity, from
once a year to daily observance, they were weighted differentially in the construction of the
index,

*Seder attendance, lighting Hanukah candles, and fasting on Yom Kippur received a
weight of 2 if performed always or usually, 1 if performed sometimes, and 0 if never
performed.

*Lighting Shabbat candles was weighted 4 for always/usually, 2 for sometimes, and O
for never.

*Kashrut was given a weight of 6 if respondent reported always/usually and 0O otherwise.
The index had a range of 16 to 0.

When tested through cross-tabulation by the denomination of respondent, the pattern was
consistently in the expected direction. Orthodox respondents scored the highest, with two-thirds
scoring in the 9 to 16 range. Those reporting themsclves to be just Jewish had the highest
proportions scoring either 0 or | through 4.

We recognize that the elements used in the construction of this Ritual Index combine both
household and individual forms of behavior. It is not possible from the data set to disaggregate
which ritual the respondent personally performs and which is performed by others in the
household. Nor does it seem necessary to do so since correlations between pairs of rituals fall
within a relatively narrow range (about .4000 and .6000), indicating that the individual-level
ritual (fasting on Yom Kippur) is not differentially related to other rituals.

The one exception is Kashrut, which has lower correlation values (between 1600 and 3000,
except for a higher correlation with lighting Shabbat candles). 1t is nonetheless included in this
study because Kashrut is an important form of normative behavior in Judaism despite the fact
that it is not standard practice among Reform Jews. Even when the Ritual Index is constructed
without Kashrut as one of its components and its scale is reduced to a range of 0 to 10, with 8-
10 being a high score, the relation of the Ritual Index to both denomination raised and the index
of Jewish education holds. If anything, the relations are strengthened: The percentage scoring
high on the Ritual Index rises with intensity of Jewish education, from 14 percent of those with
no Jewish education to 69 percent of those with 6 or more years of day school.
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Appendix B

CONSTRUCTION OF THE JEWISH MILIEU INDEX

The Jewish Milieu Index combines variables on number of Jewish friends, Jewishness of
neighborhood, and importance of Jewishness of neighborhood. Each variable was given a score
of 0 to 2:

*No Jewish friends equalled 0, some friends equalled 1, and most or all Jewish friends
equalled 2.

*A neighborhood rated as not at all Jewish scored 0, somewhat Jewish rated [, and very
Jewish rated 2.

*If the Jewishness of the neighborhood was deemed not at all important by the
respondent, it was coded 0; it somewhat important, 1 if very important, 2.

The index was constructed to equal the sum of the scores, and has a range of 0 to 6.
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Endnotes

I. Explorations of the implications and potential of Jewish education have been wide ranging.
One group of analysts come out of the world of Jewish education. They include Isa Aron,
“Instruction and Enculturation in Jewish Education” (New York: Paper presented to the
Conference on Research in Jewish Education: 1987); Joshua Elkin, “Lay-Professional Relations
in the Jewish Day School,” in Daniel Margolis and E.S. Schoenberg (Eds.), Curriculum,
Community and Commitment: Views on the American Jewish Day School in memory of Bennett
1. Solomon (1990); Alvin Schiff, Jewish Supplementary Schooling: An Educational System in
Need of a Change (New York: The Board of Jewish Education of Greater New York: 1988).

A second group of analysts are based in the world of quantitative and/or qualitative social
science. They include Geoffrey Bock, Does Jewish Schooling Matter? (New York: American
Jewish Committee: 1977); Commission on Jewish Education in North America, A Time to Act:
The Report of the Commission on Jewish Education in North America (Lanham:
MD.:University Press of America:1990); Allie E. Dubb and Sergio DellaPergola, First Census
of Jewish Schools in the Diaspora, 1981/872 1982/83; United States of America, Research
Report No. 4, Project for Educational Statistics. (Jerusalem: The Hebrew University, and New
York: Jewish Educational Service of North America: 1986); Calvin Goldscheider and Frances
Goldscheider, The Transition to Jewish Adulthood: Education, Marriage and Fertility
(Jerusalem: Paper presented at Tenth World Congress of Jewish Studies: 1989); Harold
Himmelfarb, "Jewish Education for Naught: Educating the Culturally Deprived Child," Analysis.
21, 1-12 (1975); Harold Himmelfarb and Sergio DellaPergola, Jewish Education Worldwide:
Cross Cultural Perspectives (New York: University Press of America: 1989); Perry London and
Barry Chazan, Psychology and Jewish Identity Education (New York; American Jewish

Committee: 1990); David Sidorsky, "Summary Report and Recommendations: Colloquium on

Jewish Education and Jewish Identity," In Jewish Education and Jewish Identity (New York:

American Jewish Committee: 1977).

In addition to formal studies, numerous “think pieces” about Jewish education have appeared.
Some of these are: Ruth Wisse, "The Guilt for Jewish Ignorance," Broward Jewish World,
December 25-31; Gary Rosenblatt, "Starting from Aleph: Baltimore Tries a New Approach to
Revitalize Family Education,” Baltimore Jewish Times, Nov. 13, 1992: and Horlene Winnick
Appelman, “Family Education Can Lead Us Out of Our Jewish Morass," Detroit Jewish News,
Nov. 13, 1992,

2. As Barry Kosmin, "The Permeable Boundaries of Being Jewish in America,” Moment,
August 1992, pp. 30-33, 51-52, p. 33, eloquently states: "In an individualistic, free society,
where ethnicity and religion are voluntary, the authority of tradition, family, kinship and
community has decreasing force and validity, Anybody is Jewish if he or she wants to be and
usually on individualistic terms, In practice, everyone is a ‘Jew by Choice.""

3. Joshua O. Haberman, "The New Exodus Out of Judaism," Moment, August 1992, pp. 34-37,
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51-52, p. 52, for example, suggests that "3.5 million unaffiliated and largely alienated Jews"
lack "the inspiration and education missed in their youth,”

4. The first national study of American Jews undertaken since 1970, the 1990 NJPS, conducted
by the Council of Jewish Federations, studied some 6500 individuals in 2440 Jewish households,
which were found after extensive screening through random digit dialing techniques. These
households represent Jews across the country living in communites of diverse sizes and
composition. A summary of the findings is provided by Barry A. Kosmin, Sidney Goldstein,
Joseph Waksberg, Nava Lerer, Ariella Keysar and Jeffrey Scheckner, Highlights of the CIF
National Jewish Population Survey, Council of Jewish Federations, 1991.

5. See, for example, Suzanne Singer, "A Critical Mass of Judaism May Prevent Intermarriage, "
Moment, October 1991, p. 4, and Steven Bayme, "Resisting Intermarriage Starts with Strong
Jewish Identity,” Broward Jewish World, October 25-31, 1992, p. 9a.

6. Dr. Jonathan Woocher, executive vice-president of the Jewish Educational Service of North
America, estimates that a billion and a half dollars are spent on Jewish education in the United
States each year. Naomi Liebman, "Federations Allocations to Jewish Education,” Document
Prepared for CJF, 1991, indicates that Jewish Federations' allocations committees throughout
the United States set aside $63,335,132 for Jewish education in 1991. While the percentage of
money devoted to Jewish education, at 24 percent of total allocations, was slightly lower than
in 1986 (27 percent), the actual dollar amount devoted to Jewish education has risen
substantially.

7. Egon Mayer, "Why Not Judaism,” Moment, October 1991, pp. 28-42, discusses "outreach"
as a "delicate blend" of "evangelism, marketing, and social work." He argues that parents "want
their leaders to mirror in comnmunal policies the emotional acceptance that most express for their
children’s marriage choice."”

8. Egon Mayer urges that rather than concentrating on prevention efforts, which are fruitless,
the Jewish community should be "as open and welcoming to our own interfaith familics as
America has been open and welcoming to us ... And this requires us to be as respectful of the
philosophical and life style choices of interfaith families as we would want them to be of more
traditional Jewish choices.” Egon Mayer, "Intermarriage: Beyond the Gloom and Doom," San
Diego Jewish Press, November 13, 1992,

9. A fuller discussion of the methodology of NJPS can be found in Barry Kosmin et al,
Highlights of the CJF 1990 National Jewish Population Survey, Council of Jewish Federations,
1991, or in Sidney Goldstein, "Profile of American Jewry: Insights from the 1990 National
Jewish Population Survey,” American Jewish Year Book, (Philadelphia and New York: Jewish
Publication Society and the American Jewish Committee, 1992).
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10. Alice Goldstein, "New Roles, New Commitments? Jewish Women’s Involvement in the
Community’s Organizational Structure,” Contemporary Jewry (1990), pp. 49-76; Alice
Goldstein, "Dimensions of Giving: Volunteer Activities and Contributions of the Jewish Women
of Rhode Island,” in Contem wish Philanthropy in America, Barry Kosmin and Paul
Ritterband, eds. (Totowa, NJ: Rowman and Littlefield, 1991), pp. 93-115,

11. In this report intermarriage is defined dichotomously as those born Jews married to current
non-Jews versus those married to other born Jews or converted Jews.

12, See Peter Y. Medding, Gary A. Tobin, Sylvia Barack Fishman, and Mordechai Rimor,
“Jewish Identity in Conversionary and Mixed Marriages,” American Jewish Year Book, 1992,
pp. 1-74; Sylvia Barack Fishman, Mordechai Rimor, Gary A. Tobin, and Peter Y. Medding,
“Intermarriage and American Jews Today: New Findings and Policy Implications. A Summary
Report” (Maurice and Marilyn Cohen Cenler for Modern Jewish Studies, Brandeis University,
1990).
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TABLE 3
Percent Scoring High on the Ritual Practices Index,
By Index of Jewish Education and Age

Age Group
| Index 18 - 24 25-44 45 - 64 65+ All Ages
None 8.4 6.2 12.6 14.6 10.0
Less then 3 years 12.7 5.8 10.2 20.6 11.1
3-5 Sunday School 22.6 9.8 2.1 15.6 8.9
6+ Sunday School 5.5 10.4 10.2 12.6 10.4
3-5 Supplementary 10.5 7.3 20.3 23.2 14.0
3-5 Day School 0.0 28.3 14.0 35.9 17.7
6+ Supplementary 30.8 18.9 32.2 36.6 26.3
6+ Day School 73.5 60.0 36.5 37.6 55.4
Total 21.2 14.0 18.1 21.1 17.0
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TABLE 4
Intensity of Jewish Education and Ritual Practices
(Multiple Classification Analysis controlling for age,
gender, and denomination raised)

Intensity of Jewish Education® Ritual Practices Index
| None 3.99

Minimal 5.35

Moderate 5.39

Substantial 7.01

Grand Mean 5.35

* Intensity of Jewish Education level: Substantial
includes six or more years of supplementary or day school,
Moderate includes 3-5 years of supplementary or day
school and six or more years of Sunday school, Minimal
includes 3-5 years of Sunday school and less than 3 years
in any type of formal Jewish education; None indicates no
Jewish education. Scores range from a low of zero to a
high of 16. A high score was defined as being in the 9 1o
16 range.
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TABLE 5

Percent Who Belong to Any Jewish Organization
by Index of Jewish Education, Age, and Gender

Age Group 25 - 44 Age Group 45 - 64

Index Total | Women Men Total Women Men

None 14.8 14.8 14.6 29,1 335 17.9
Less than 3 years 13.2 16.9 0.1 24,4 35.7 13.6
3-5 Sunday School 30.2 28.4 33.4 26.2 35.4 13.7
6+ Sunday School 17.1 16.6 17.8 20.0 23.1 10.9
3-5 Supplementary 18.9 24.3 16.7 37.1 53.0 29.7
3-5 Day School 32.6 353 30.0 19.2 - 19.2
6+ Supplementary 33.5 43.0 26.3 40.8 65.7 26.6
6+ Day School 39.9 55.0 29.4 42.8 64.6 38.0




S.B. Fishman & A. Goldstein, Jewish Education -- NJPS 1990 Data

TABLE 6

Percent Who Are Synagogue Members
by Index of Jewish Education, Age, and Gender

Age Group 25 - 44 " Age Group 45 - 64

Index Total | Women Men || Total Women Men

None 20.0 23.4 11.4 30.4 27.7 37.2
Less than 3 years 10.0 6.8 t3.4 249 345 15.7
3-5 Sunday School 25.9 25.2 27.3 37 43.4 15.7
6+ Sunday School 28.1 30.1 25.2 33.6 2.4 37.1
3-5 Supplementary 21.5 204 18.2 43.8 58.8 36.8
3-5 Day School 31.0 6.2 55.3 36.6 36.6
6+ Supplementary 43.5 49.3 391 53.1 63.0 47.5
6+ Day School 9.2 6.3 9.1 559 85.4 49.5




S.B. Fishman & A. Goldstein, Jewish Education -- NJPS 1990 Data

TABLE 7
Percent Married to Born Jews,
by Index of Jewish Education and Age
Age Group
Index 25 -4 45 - 64 65 + over
None 34.0 58.0 88.0
Less than 3 years 41.7 58.2 71.4
3-5 Sunday School 39.5 41.1 *
6+ Sunday School 44.6 59.3 81.2
3-5 Supplementary 38.0 81.9 87.2
3-5 Day School * * *
6+ Supplementary 51.3 64 .8 84.8
6+ Day School 79.6 79.0 *

* Fewer than [0 unweighted cases.



TABLE 8
Results of Regression Analysis for Selecte., Variables

Dependent Variables

Independent Variables Ritual | No. Jewlsh Coniribute Jewish Atilude to Intermarriage
Index Orgs. Jewish Causes Milieu | hstermarriage Status

Index of Jewish Educ. - * * * » *
Age " * " 0 0 -
Education * * * 0 ] ¢
Gender(D} o * * * » 0
Marital Status(D) * 0 - * * .
Foreign Birth(D) * 0 0 * * -
Denomination Raised(D) » * * * * *
Jewish Friends(D) - - * . * -
Jewishness of Home * * * . - .
Region of Residence . 0 D * * .

R? 412 167 06 234 160 146

Key:

(D).....Dummy Variable
LU Significant at < .05
0...... Not Significant
SN Not in Model

|. Dummy variable with sore than two comnponents; (F any one of the compunents was signilicant i relation
to the reference proup, we have given that variable an *
2. Refers to whether all household members were Jewish.
Mate: For ease of presemation and interpretation, we have not provided all the regression coefficients in this table. They
are available from the anthors on request.

The regression equations on the range of dependent variables shown at the top of each
column in Table 8 include a mix of continnous and categoncal variables. For the continuous
variables, such as the index of Jewish education and age, each wvalue af the varable is
meaningful as a step in a continuum. For example, in the Jewish Milieu index, each level of
Jewish education adds another .06 to the numercal score. Thus, points on the index are
incremental. The index of Jewish Education builds upon the previous level, so that the regression
coefficient has a cumulative effect with increased level of Jewish education. In contrast, for
variables such as gender or marital status, the categories are discrete and do not form a
continuum {e.g. Male or Female). These are treated as "dummy” vanables; for each varable
one of the categories was chosen as the reference group, to which the remaining categories in
the variable refer. For example, for manital status, marmed was used as the reference group and
single, divorced and widowed are compared to the married. For the categoncal (dummy}
variables, the signs of the coefficients were not always Lhe same for each value, and the level
ot significance also varied.

In Lhis table, an asterisk (*) denctes that at least one of the categories of the dummy
variables had a significant relation to the reference group. The lable does not indicale Lhe
direction of the reiation; this is discussed in the text. Tabie 8 is intended merely to serve as a
summary tble to indicate the significance of the relation of the vaniables to each other and to
point out that of Lthe variables used in our analyses, index of Jewish education was among the
few that consistently had a significant relation to the dependent variables under discussion.
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