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feels rather at a loss, as this lack of involvement is accompanied by a lack of knowledge of the
dynamics and the structure of the communities’ leadership: a “mapping” is needed.

Partnership: “The Wall-to-Wall Coalition”

It turns out that the “wall to wall coalition” that has been assumed as a precondition for the
LC process is not so easily achieved; nevertheless, it is essential. While the CIJE cannot step
in and organize local communities, there was consensus that part of the joint planning process
to be carried out by core community leadership with CIJE staff must include the preparation
of strategies for effective communication of the LC program to all players, and for “bringing
on board” all relevant constituencies.

It was suggested that for purposes of this communication, communities be seen as concentric
in structure, with the professional leadership described by the following sequence from core to

periphery:

1) CIJE

2) Senior Federation staff

3) Senior educators and rabbis

4) Federation line staff, other educators, staff of Federation funded agencies
5) Informal educational organizations, foundations, universities

Levels 1 and 2 will constitute the key decision-making level (“core community leadership”);
level 3 will be the primary link to the community at large and to the supra-communal religious
(“denominational”) institutions.

What remains to be done is to develop a similar analysis of lay leadership, and to plan the
process of communication to and involvement of lay leaders.

It was emphasized that the appearance on the horizon of the CIJE, the “commission process,”
and the LC project has not suddenly erased the deepseated conflict between the Federation
world and synagogue- based institutions. While research has convinced Federation leaders of
the importance of maintaining religious institutions, and while synagogue and denominational
leadership supports and participates in the Federation process, the relationship is still a tou-
chy one. We must beware of the danger that synagogue-based leaders and educators will see
the LC project as just another power-play by the Federation, designed to take over control of
Jewish education.

The Goals Project may help bring these two worlds together, as it uses the resources of the
Federation and the CIJE to address issues of educational content, but does so through the
denominational movements. Thus, by forging a partnership on the national level, we expect to
be able to stimulate the formation of parallel partnerships on the local level. Moreover, this
project helps to bridge another gap: that between the “scientific” approach of communal (i.e.
Federation) administrators who require measurability and the traditional “Torah for its own
sake” approach of the religious education establishment. An important objective of the Goals
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Project is to stimulate civilized competition among the movement institutions, challenging
them to take an active role in supporting local communities, especially in the areas of person-
nel development, and of educational goals.

ITI.  Scope

It is crucial to the success of the LC project that all involved understand the goal of systemic
change. If communities perceive the LC project as simply a mechanism for obtaining funding
for interesting local programs, then the point will have been missed. Therefore we must be-
ware of pursuing “pilot projects.”

An important means for conveying the “systemic change message” is to focus on the supra-
communal nature of the LC planning process: while each community is unique and will
develop its own program in consultation with the CIJE and the denominational institutions,
we must cultivate an additional layer of planning and joint activity, involving all three lead
communities as a group.

Another element in our communication strategy must be the clarification of the distinction
between the two key “enabling” options and the various support projects. All LC activity must
be focused through the lenses of personnel and community mobilization. We must make it
clear that the support projects (Goals, Best Practices, Monitoring, Evaluation-Feedback) are
merely means to address the two key issues and should not be seen as the essential core of
CIJE’s activity.

IV.  CLJE-Community Relationships

With respect to funding and fundraising, it is important to clarify the process, so that the
communities. expectations and those of the CIJE will match. If indeed all parties see them-
selves involved in a joint planning process, it should follow that they will see themselves as
involved in a shared responsibility for fundraising. The CIJE must make it clear to community
leaders that it is only prepared to assist with fundraising (from extra-communal resources) for
efforts that foster systemic change and that address one or both of the two enabling issues. At
the same time, the CIJE must demonstrate sensitivity to the communities’ need for lead time
in planning any significant change in local fundraising priorities—and to the reality that while
education may now have become a higher priority, it is still not the only priority.

If a relationship of trust is to be established between the CIJE and the local communal
leadership, we must engage in a thoughtfully designed program of joint planning. A partner-
ship cannot work if either side feels manipulated or disenfranchised. While the communal
leadership accepts wholeheartedly the need for large-scale change, and respects the CIJE
leadership and staff, the relationship to this pointhas not been free of such feelings of manipu-
lation and disenfranchisement. It is essential that the May planning seminar be the first step in
a process that takes “process”seriously (see below).



With respect to decision-making regarding programming, the concentric hierarchy (above)
must be followed: each successive level (starting from the core) must “sign off” on a new
program or policy before the idea is presented to the next level of leadership. While the CIJE
can of course withhold support from projects the community adopts over its objections —and
while the indirect costs to a community of flaunting CIJE opposition can be substantial —the
CUE cannot dictate community policy. Clearly, if an effective joint planning process is in
place, such head-on collisions should be avoidable. A case in point of a planning glitch that
has caused tension —but which may in the end turn out to be beneficial —is that of the station-
ing of the field researchers in each community. These were intended to serve as impartial
observers,gathering data to do a proper evaluation of change in the communities. However,
since they landed in the communities before any other manifestations of CIJE involvement
were apparent, they ended up being perceived as representing the CIJE. In some cases, they
accepted that role; in addition,their being fully funded by the CIJE gave the impression that
the CIJE was indeed a funding agency. Now, the CIJE and the local communities must decide
together exactly what role these researchers should play, and who should “own” them: it may
indeed be best for them to work for the community directly, rather than to serve as the eyes
of “big brother.”

V. The Process

What we need now:
a) atwo tiered action plan: individual LCs and the three LCs as a unit
b) clarity of expectation, and lead time: a two-year planning calendar

¢) aplan for communicating the general ideas and specific programs of the LC project to all
community constituencies (see above)

d) some visible results (new programs), to convince the communities that the project is real
and worthwhile

e) a joint planning process in which both LC leadership and CIJE have power and responsi-
bility based on a shared vision of the overall approach

The May 10-11 Planning Seminar: “Towards a Joint Action Plan”
Day 1

1. Opening presentation (Henry L. Zucker) on the current understanding of the LC process,
its successes and setbacks,based on the list of concerns raised a the simulation seminar
(see above, I).

2. Presentation and exercise on partnership structure (Marshall Levin): concentric circles
professional leadership;development of parallel chart for lay leadership.

3. Presentation of draft action plan and 28 month calendar of milestones and planning semi-
nars for the CIJE with the group of three LCs (see below, “key elements of calendar”).
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4. Projection of developments in the two enabling options and the three support projects to
fit the proposed calendar.
5. Assignment for overnight homework for representatives of each community: prepare draft
of local action plan to fit with group action plan proposed in 3-4 above.
Day 2
6. Integrate group and local plans to produce a master grid, to be studied in each community,
for formal approval at session of lay and professional leadership in August/September
7. Session on fundraising or goals (?)
8. Session for responding to various concerns and questions of community representatives
not dealt with in agenda thus far.
Key elements of calendar:
o key lay leaders with top professionals and CIJE will meet twice a year plus once at the GA
for a more ceremonial gathering.
e project directors will meet as a group with CIJE staff bimonthly (except summer) plus the
three above-mentioned lay leadership meetings
o visits by CIJE staff to local communities: every six weeks
e should be some kind of Israel experience each year Preparatory materials:

It was agreed not to send participants heavy doses of background reading, but rather to pre-
pare a binder containing worksheets for use during the meeting itself, to be distributed upon
arrival.
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For the Advanced ._Qlud_\ and [.)L‘_\'t.-_'.l-l)p'l‘!li._‘l'll of Jewish Education
CLJE - SIMULATION SEMINAR II
Wednesday & Thursday - July 21 & 22, 1993
AGENDA
— 1. The first 6 weeks of Alan’s installation as CIJE Director

a. People with whom he should meet, visits to the Lead Communities, Foundations,
Training Institutions, "non affiliated" lay leaders / pros / educators / rabbis etc.
b. ADH’s day-by-day schedule 18/7/93 - 12/8/93
¢. Barry Holtz’s day-by-day schedule 18/7/93 - Rosh Hashana
d. Gail Dorph’s day-by-day schedule 18/7/93 - Rosh Hashana
e. SF’s schedule in U.S.A.

g. ARH’s schedule in U.S.A.
h. SW’s schedule in U.S.A.

2. The new "bessora" Alan is bringing to his directorship of the CIJE
__——3.-The-agenda for the August staff seminar and for the second CUE / LC seminar
——4_. The induction of the new CIJE staff —
5. Logistics of the connection between Alan, Ginny and MI
6. Plan of action for the Denominations and Training Institutions

. 7. Desired outcomes for 1993/94

8. Twelve month calendar

Support projects (Goals, BP, MEF) ~gMb i
| Pidas )

(10; Role of Pekarsky, Elkin, Bieler, others -
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11. New MO (Method of Operation). Presentation to MLM
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