




































in contrast to the CJJE staff, which enjoyed the added advantage of previously working 

with many conference participants. 

Occasional visits by such local Jewish educators/leaders as Ban-y Shrag, director of 

Boston' s Combined Jewish Philanphropies: Josh Elkins, Solomon Schechter Day 

School headmaster; Herman Blumberg, congregational rabbi ; and others also lent 

support to the enterprise. 

The succeedings days brought presentations as varied as those of the first day and 

a half. The " major" presentations by Harvard faculty could be further subdivided into 

more subtle categories. Some were more methodological in content, while others seemed 

more directed at nurturing the inner psychological or intellectual or religious life of the 

leaders/participants. Talks by Mary Lou Hatten and Robert Chait could be labelled as 

methodologcal ; they each taught management techniques using case study strategies. 

The task of the participants/students was integration or synthesis, to take sophisticated 

business school methodologies and apply them in their own Jewish institutions. Mary 

Lou used vocabulary from the world of business and finance, vocabulary that Jewish 

educators needed to translate or integrate into their own, not for profit frameworks. For 

example, Mary Lou explained how functional analysis could be applied to four 

functions within an institution: marketing, programs, fi nances and human resources. 

After seeing how functional analysis could apply to a case study of the Steuben Glass 

Co. , participants were asked to apply it to their schools and agencies. No one objected 

on ideological grounds, but the task was not easy. Mary Lou had made her case 

effectively and passionately. She was offering new tools to what Jewish educators see as 

age old problems of recruitment of teachers and students and collection of money. 

Similarly Richard Chait spoke convincingly about strategies fo r assembling and 

managing a board. He asked how professionals could help create boards that are "more 

active but less intrusive." What constitutes appropriate tasks for board memers and what 

doesn ' t? he asked. One participant probably spoke for many others when she observed: 

(four board chair person knows about governance from his or her business, then it seems 

only right that we have the same strategies available to us. 

While Richard Chait dealt with such quasi external issues as what decisions are or 

are not appropriate for board members to grapple with, Robert Kegan asked participants 

to consider internal issues. He began the first of his two sessions advocating adult 

learning and development and suggested that for educational institutions to thrive Jewish 
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educators must work with adults. His insight was buttressed by demography which sees 

the aging of the American populace. He expounded his own theory of development 

within the adult years (the socializing mind, the self-authority mind, and the self­

transforming mind). Perhaps more importantly, in his second session he asked 

participants to consider themselves. He identified himself not as a "shrink" but rather as 

a "stretch" and through note taking with a partner guided participants in confronting 

obstacles that stand in the way of changing, especially in professional ways. The 

categories that Bob asked participants to react to were challenging: In column A, write 

your genuine commitment or conviction. In column B what are you doing or not doing to 

stop your commitment or conviction? In column C write your fear in changing what you 

wrote in column B and also write about the commitment implicit in that fear. Finally in 

column D complete the statement: I assume that if I do/do not (am/am not) , then what 

will happen is ___ While Bob assured participants that no one need reveal 

anything they did not want to, individuals were surprisingly frank and open. Bob 

cautioned participants who wanted to change their behaviors to do so slowly. He cited his 

first exercise with the group as an appropriate beginning place. In that exercise 

participants learned that it was more effective to compliment someone by speaking 

directly to that person. It is more effective, for example, to say "Hayim Y onkele. I 

really like the way you did your job," rather than before an audience, "Hayim Yonkele 

did a really fine job." Bob was a popular speaker; Gail announced that institute 

participants had bought out his latest book at the Harvard Coop Bookstore. 

What was more significant than the fact that participants responded positively 

to Bob' s presentation was the degree to which his entire approach was consistant with 

new ideas in education articulated by the CUE. This new thinking suggests that it is more 

important to invest in the personality of an educator rather than in j ust providing 

educational strategies. The idea is that the personality of the educator is the heart and 

soul of teaching; teaching strategies are only band-aids. A teacher who by dint of 

personality is able to reach out effectively to students will find materials and methods for 

teaching; all the strategies and tricks in the world can only be of marginal help to a 

teacher lacking in appropriate human skills. 

Professors Twersky and Hanson, although very different from one another 

might be linked in a category of religious thinker/teacher. Dr. Hanson reflected on the 

state of American religious community and upon Christianity's need for both the Jews 

and dialogue with the Jewish community. For educators working and perhaps living 

completely within the confines of the Jewish community it was an important message. 
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Dr. Hanson delivered his talk after dinner on the top floor of the Kennedy School, an 

impressive setting replete with views of Cambridge. Professor Twersky's presentation 

was quite different. He came into the large room at the Harvard Education School that 

was used throughout the conference. He put down a few books on a table, seated himself 

and began to teach. With few introductory remarks, he began reading from and 

commentinng on his texts. He encouraged questions: Don ' t hesitate to ask; we will get 

through as much as we get through. He began by discussing the notion of vision within 

Judaism and related the story of Hanina ben Tradyon, who when burned by the Romans, 

saw the letters of Torah flying to heaven while the parchment was consumed by 

flames. Dr. Twersky interpreted the story as expressing the eternal power of the essential 

Jewish vision, namely Torah. Later he turned to Maimonides' Guide for the Perplexed 

and Mishneh Torah, where he found such insight as the importance of loving kindness in 

Jewish life in general and Jewish education in particular. A participant observed: If we 

take seriously the dictum that everything shoould he done with loving kindness, 

shouldn ' t that loving kindness extend to include the reception we give to parents whom 

we know are only motivated to walk into our schools because they want a bar mitzvah for 

their kid ? Participants sensed the authenticity of the enterprise of studying with 

Professor Twersky . . Other presenters had come to the institute on a first name basis; no 

one thought of calling Professor Twersky Isadore. There is within Judaism the concept of 

the ba' al midot. a person of fine moral qualities, and there was the sense that Professor 

Twersky, who read each text with a strong but gentle and patient voice, was striving to 

realize the qualities of a ba' al midot. Ironically Professor Twersky, whose teaching style 

was most devoid of clever techniques and was most traditionally Jewish, embodied the 

latest idea in Jewish education: namely that the central task is to focus on the personality 

of the teacher. 

Having considered the institute's distinguished faculty, it is time to ask who 

participants were. About 90% (?) were women. Very few had not been born in America. 

Perhaps two were Israeli , one or two South Africans, probably a few Canadians. They 

ranged from novice to veteran in their jobs which were generally in leadership positions 

within day schools , bureaus, day care programs, supplementary schools. Since this was 

the second annual assemblage of the institute, why had they come or in some cases 

come back? For some the answer was obvious: connection with the CUE, especially in 

such model cities as Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee, or subsidizing grants. The 

representation of teams from these model cities afforded the added benefit that members 

of teams could work together without interruptions and scheduling problems they might 

encounter at home. They also benefitted not only from their encounters with authorities in 
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their fields but also from witnessing how effectively the CIJE staff functioned as a team. 

Once again the CUE staff served as an important model. Furthermore a participant who 

was not the beneficiary of subsidy but rather an individual who "came on his own" 

explained the attraction : It is not denominational. If CAJE is its non denominational 

competitor, then the quality here is higher. Reaching across denominational barriers is a 

powetlul experience for us. And the networking can be helpful reaching far beyond the 

for and a half days of an institute. Another participant commented: It was gratifying to 

have the opportunity to come together with peers and to be pushed to think about ideas 

rather than solving bureaucratic problems. 

What was missing from the conference? A strategic and wise decision had been 

made in planning the conference: denominational confli cts were mitigated by eliminating 

public prayer. Some felt its absence but all appreciated the lack of conflict. While Gail 's 

authentic Judaism came through as she announced Rosh Hodesh or found a reference in 

Pirkei A vot, there were fewer major sessions with explicit Jewish content than there 

were sessions from general education. Form perhaps won out over content. The message 

seemed to be that participants would, in their own persons, supply the Judaism. Their 

task was to integrate what was reli vant from the methodologies presented. But that is not 

quite fair, for it neglects to recognize the constant questions raised by Ellen Goldring, 

Donny Marom, Danny Pekarsky and others about vision driven schools. Yet a nagging 

question remained: Participants were asked to integrate or synthesize insights from 

disparate sources, from general education and from Jewish education, but what if their 

own knowledge was heavily weighted in favor of one camp or another? A survey 

conducted a few years ago by CIJE in its model cities of Atlanta, Baltimore and 

Milwaukee revealed the following information about professional training of teachers in 

Jewish education. Thirty-five percent are trained in education: 12 % in Jewish studies; 19 

% in both; and 34 % in neither. Hopefully if such a survey selected out people in 

positions of adminisrative leadership, namely participants in the conference, the statistics 

might tell a better tale. But might there be room for further development in the future 

for the institute to serve a remedial function by offering more Jewish content? Gail 

explained that the conference had been planned on a colleagual model with no ambition 

of remediation. Clearly significnt goals for the conference had been realized: participants 

were struggling at synthesizing insights from widely disparate sources toward evolving 

thir own visions and leadership for Jewish education. In fact, the level of each 

presentation had been wondetlully high; and questions from participants were at equally 

high levels. The atmosphere had been warm and at the same time professional in tone. 
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The feeling was of peers learning from peers, and in some special moments learning 

from great scholars, such as time spent with Professor Twersky. By the end of the 

conference there was the sense that each participant, with his or her varied needs, had 

something to take home: ideas, strategies, questions, insights, methods, contacts , 

personal/professional growth. Furthermore, if remediation, however defined, was a task 

awaiting participants in their home comunities, then the conference helped strengthen 

them to assume that responsibility. Participants are, after all, the leaders. There was a 

sense that whatever their role definitions at the institute, everyone learned from one 

another in the spirit of: I have learned much from my teachers; more from my colleagues; 

but most from my students. 

So what really accounts for the quality of the institute? Was it the quality and 

diversity of faculty and staff? The strength of the planners' conceptualization ? 

Participants ' willingness to participate seriously and even stay up late to do preparatory 

reading? The thoughtful choice of speakers? The integration of speakers' topics and 

varied styles of presentation? The willingness on the part of participants and staff to 

work hard at the conference? Hevrashaft, roughly translated as conviviality and good 

humor? Lack of sleep and tight schedule? The fact that most partici pants and staff were 

largely separated from family and other professional obligations ? Participants' eagerness 

to grow, willingness to refect and to share insights with personal openness combined to 

make for a trully extraordinary experience. 

No, I have never been to a conference like it, but then I realized, it wasn ' t a 

conference; rather it was an educational experience. The vocabulary had been wrong. The 

group was not comprised of participants and presenters, but rather of students and 

teachers: learners and leaders one and all . 
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