












































































































































































Managing the Change Process 
Karen Barth 

Everyone who has been involved with attempting the work of transformational change knows 
that it can be frustrating, devastatingly difficult, take much longer than ever envisioned and in the 
end produce disappointing results. Yet, it can also be an exhilarating and incredibly positive and 
productive enterprise. This session will examine what it takes to lead a successful process of . 
transformational change: how to get ready for change; how to make it happen; how to avoid 
common stumbling blocks. 

Presentation material to be handed out at the end of the session. 

Recommended Reading: 
John P. Kotter, "Leading Change: Why Transformation Efforts Fail," in Harvard Business 
Reyjew (Cambridge, MA: Harvard Business School Publishing, March-April, 1995, pp. 59-67). 



r 

Interviews with the following faculty at Mercy 
High School, Baltimore, MD: Pegeen 
D'Agostino, Amy R. Gibson, Elizabeth 
Lambertus, Mary Louise Merida, Tona A. 
Riggio, Joyce Rizzi, Joanne P. Simmons. 
September 199S. 

Miller, Jean Baker. "Women and Power." In 
Women's Growth in Connection by Judith V. 
Jordan, Alexandra G. Kaplan, Jean Baker 
Miller, Irene P. Stiver, and Janet L. Surrey. 
New York: The Guilford Press, 1991. 

News/ink. A Publication of Eastern Mercy Health 
System, Radnor, Pennsylvania, Summer, 
1995. 

Pritchett, Price. The Employee Handbook of New 
Work Habits for a Radically Changing World 
Dallas, Texas: Pritchett & Associates, Inc., no 
copyright date given. 

Profiles . Institute for Social Research Newsletter , 
April 1995, vol.19,no. 2. 

Reid, Russ. Presentation of "The Heart of the 
Donor" (Study/Report of the Russ Reid 
Company and Barna Research Group, January 
1995), OMA Conference, Washinton, D.C., 
January 24, 1995, unpublished paper. 

Ruffing, Janet, RSM. "Enkindling the Embers: 
The Challenge of Current Research on 
Religious Life." Address to the Leadership 
Conference of Women Religious Assembly, 
Dallas, Texas, August 14-18, 1993. 

Toffier, Alvin. Powershift: Knowledge, Wealth, 
and Violence at the Edge of the 21st Century. 
New York: Bantam Books, 1990. 

6 

Educational Leaders in Jewish 
Schools 

by 
Ellen B. Goldring, Vanderbilt University 

Adam Gamoran, University of 
Wisconsin-Madison 

Bill Robinson, Council for Initiatives in 
Jewish Education 

The research presented in this article was 
conducted with the support of the Blaustein 
Foundation in conjunction with the work of the 
Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education 
(CIJE). CIJE is an independent, non-profit 
organization dedicated to the revitalization of 
Jewish education. 

Leadership in all schools is complex and 
challenging, encompassing numerous roles. How­
ever the context ofleadership in Jewish schools, as 
well as in other religious schools, has some unique 
dimensions. The obvious distinction is that Jewish 
schools have cultural, religious and moral goals as 
well academic goals. Thus, the image of a school 
leader in a religious context may include spiritual, 
religious and moral responsibilities (Grace, 1995). 
These roles have been explored in Catholic school 
settings. For example, Bryk, Holland, and Lee 
( I 993) have suggested that educational leadership 
in Catholic schools is viewed by incumbents as "a 
vocation to serve," rather than an individual 
career. Similarly, in a study of Catholic 
headteachers in England, Grace ( 199S) found that 
an ethic of ' serving others' was central to their 
leadership roles. 

Terms such as 'spirit' and 'servant' are not new 
to the discourse on effective leadership (Depree, 
1989). Recently, writers in the field ofleadership 
in the businesss world have been exploring 
spirituality and servant leadership (Spears, 1995; 
Bolman and Deal, 1995). Many businesses facing 
new pressures, are 'awakening' to a different type 
of leadership, leadership that "addresses real 
human values, including the quest for meaning, 
and congruence with one's innermost source of 
power" (Renesch, 1992, p. ix). These writers 
suggest that leaders in the 21st century must lead 
with a new sense of commitment and spirituality. 



These ideas are beginning to make their way into• 
school settings as well (Sergiovanni, 1995). AH of 
these writers, however, caution that they are not, 
trying to bring religion into the workplace. 

The purpose of this article is to stimulate 
discussion about preparing leaders for Jewish 
educational institutions. What types of profes­
sional preparation programs can be developed for 
these roles? The first part of the article will present 
the context ofJewish schooling as a framework for 
analyzing educational leadership in Jewish 
schools. The second part of the article will report 
on the results of a survey done among leaders in 
Jewish education. The purpose of this survey was 
to identify certain demographic data regarding the 
leaders in the study and ascertain their reasons for 
entering the field of Jewish education. 

Context of Jewish Education 
It is estimated that 80% of Jews in North 

America receive Jewish education sometime 
during their lifetime (Rossel & Lee, 1995). Formal 
Jewish education typically occurs in three types of 
settings or schools: day, supplementary and pre­
schools. Jewisi1 day schools are independent 
private schools. These schools are full-day 
programs. Most Jewish day schools are 
accredited by their state or regional accrediting 
bodies. These schools typically have two parallel 
curricula and consequently two sets of teachers, 
those who teach the academic subjects, and those 
responsible for Judaic Studies (Hebrew, Bible, 
Prayer, Customs and Ceremonies). It is estimated 
that approximately 18% of Jewish children 
attending some type of Jewish school are enrolled 
in Jewish day schools (Jewish Education Service 
of North America, 1992, p. 5; Commission on 
Jewish Education in North America, 1990). 

Supplementary or congregational schools, are 
part-time schools usually formally connected to 
synagogues. By far, the largest number of Jewish 
children receive their Jewish education in 
supplementary schools. Students come to 
supplementary schools after regular school, and/ 
or Sunday mornings. Supplementary schools meet 
for a minimum of2 hours a week to a maximum of 
9 hours a week. The curriculum focuses only on 
Jewish Studies. These schools, despite their 
limited hours, are usually operated as traditional 
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schools. The schools are headed by educationa 
directors or principals who often report or work i, 
concert with the Rabbi of the congregatior­
Teachers are usually part-time teachers, many 
whom are referred to as "avocational" teacher: 
(see Aron, Lee, and Ossel, 1995). 

Jewish pre-schools include both full and part• 
time programs that work with pre-kindergarter 
children. They are usually associated witt 
synagogues or Jewish community centers. Mos· 
pre-schools have a formal director or principal 
l) 9ically called an Early Childhood Director. Th€ 
st_ff of Jewish pre-schools do not follow the da) 
school model with two sets of teachers. Ir 
contrast teachers in pre-schools are responsible 
for all aspects of the curricula. 

Most Jewish schools are not part of a larger. 
bureaucratic educational system as are public 
schools. However, Jewish schools are part o1 
larger religious communities and institutions, 
which may include synagogues, communit) 
centers or religious movements. Thus, school 
leaders are connected to a broad intersection of 
communal institutions. There are few external-. 
licensing demands placed on teachers ai 

administrators in Jewish schools. Therefore 
individual schools are relatively free to hire 
personnel in an unregulated manner. 

Most of the three types of schools are affiliated 
with one of three denominations: Orthodox, 
Conservative and Reform Judaism. In addition, 
some schools are community schools, bridging 
across all three denominations. 

Across these complex settings of Jewish 
education, it is very difficult to generalize and to 
articulate the goals of Jewish education. In its 
simplest sense, one could state that " . .Jewish 
education serves the function of making Jews 
Jewish .. "(Prell, 1995, p.141 ). Others have stated 
the goals of Jewish education in terms of 
developing strong Jewish identity. In a broader 
sense, goals for Jewish education include 
acquiring the knowledge base and cultural, 
religious and historical understandings rooted in 
the Jewish religion. Therefore, teachers and 
leaders in Jewish schools have both cognitive an 
affective objectives which include serving as role 
models for Jewish children. 



Methodology 
A survey of educational leaders was 

conducted in three Jewish communities in the 
Southeastern, Midwestern, and Northern United 
States. The three communities were chosen 
because they are engaged in a project that is aimed 
at reforming Jewish education. The survey was 
administered to all directors of fonnal Jewish 
educational institutions, including day schools, 
supplementary school, and pre-schools. Other 
supervisors and administrators in these schools, 
such as vice-principals and directors of Judaic 
Studies, were also included. A total of 100 
surveys were administered, and 77 persons 
responded. As additional support for the survey 
analyses, data from in-depth interviews with 58 
educational directors from the three communities 
are included. The interviews concerned 
educators' backgrounds, training, work condi­
tions, and professional opportunities (Interviews 
were designed and conducted by Roberta Louis 
Goodman, Claire Rottenberg, and Julie 
Tamrnivaara. All quotations in this report come 

r from those interviews (see Gamoran, et. al., 
1996)). 

Educational Leaders in Jewish Schools 
Most of the educational leaders (77%) who 

respond to the survey are principals or directors of 
their schools. The remaining 33% hold 
administrative or supervisory positions below the 
top leadership positions in their school. Thirty-six 
percent of the educational leaders work in day 
school, 43% in supplementary schools, and 21 % in 
pre-schools. 

Thirty-one percent of the educational leaders 
work in Orthodox schools. Twenty-two percent 
work in schools affiliated with the Conservative 
Movement and the same percentage are with 

• schools connected to the Refonn Movement. 
Eleven percent of the respondents are leaders in 
schools that are designated as community schools, 
while 7% indicated that their schools are 
traditional, and 4% reported their schools are 

,,,,..--.. located within Jewish Community Centers. The 
remaining 4% stated that their schools are 
independent or have no affiliation. 

Seventy-eight percent of the educational 
leaders indicated that they are employed full-time 
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as Jewish eductors. Ninety-six percent of day 
school educational leaders reported being 
employed tull-time, as did 81 % of pre-school 
educational leaders. In contrast, only 61 % of 
educational leaders working in a supplememtary 
setting work full-time in Jewish education. Of the 
supplementary school leaders who work part­
time, half would rather be working full-time in 
Jewish education, while the other half prefer their 
part-time status. 

Two-thirds of the educational leaders sur­
veyed are women, including all the pre-school 
directors, 61 % of supplememtary school leaders, 
and 52% of day school administrators. Ninety-five 
percent of the educational leaders are married, and 
their median age is 44. The educational leaders are 
predorninatly American-born (88%). Only 7% 
were born in Israel, and 5% in other countries. 

Most of the educational leaders of the three 
communities have worked in the field of Jewish 
education for a considerable length of time. 
Seventy-eight percent of the educational leaders 
have been working in Jewish education for more 
than l O years. Thirty percent have been employed 
in Jewish education for over 20 years, while only 
9% have 5 years or less experience. Thus, for 
example, one educational director began his career 
in Jewish education by tutoring Hebrew at the age 
of 14. From tutoring, he moved on to teaching in 
a congregational school while in college. A rabbi 
suggested that he pursue a seminary degree, which 
he did. Upon graduation he spent 14 years as 
educational director of various supplememtary 
schools. Now he directs a day school. 

The educational leaders in the three communi­
ties have less experience in positions of Jewish 
educational leadership than they have in Jewish 
education overall. Pre-school leaders have the 
least amount of experience in leadership positions, 
with only 12% having worked as educational 
leaders for more than 10 years. Thirty-seven 
percent of supplementary leaders and 28% of day 
school leaders have more than IO years of 
experience as leaders in Jewish schools. 

The large majority of educational leaders 
(78%) plan to remain as administrators or 
supervisors in the same school in which they are 
currently employed. In total, only 6% plan to 
become educational leaders in a different school. 



None of the educational leaders want to work in 
another type of Jewish educational institution 
(such as a central agency), and only one percent 
plans to leave the field of Jewish education. Nine 
percent of education leaders are unsure about their 
future plans. The remaining 5% plan to pursue 
avenues such as returning to teaching and 
retirement. 

In summary, the educational leaders in Jewish 
schools have widespread experience in the field of 
Jewish education and plan to remain working in 
their current settings. Despite the part-time nature 
of many Jewish schools, many leaders work full­
time. 

Attraction to Jewish Education 
Educational leaders in the three communities 

enter the field of Jewish education for a variety of 
reasons. A theme of service to the Jewish 
community and developing Jewish identity in 
children do seen to permeate the leaders' 
responses. Intrinsic issues, such as working with 
children (83%), teaching about Judaism (75%), 
and serving the Jewish community (62%), were 
rated as very important 1,1otivating factors by the 
highest percentage of educational leaders. 

As one educational director commented, "I 
have a commitment. I entered Jewish education 
because I felt that I wanted to develop [the 
children's] souls. My number one priority is to 
develop their love for who they are Jewishly." 
Another educational leader explained that he was 
attracted to " the idea of working, seeing children 
develop and grow. It's something special to be at 
a wedding of a child that you entered into 
kindergarten. It does have a special meaning to 
know you've pl.-iyed a role or to have students 
come to you years later, share with you that they 
remember your class, the role you played in their 
lives." 

Other factors that have strong intrinsic value, 
such as working with teachers (43%) and learning 
more about Judaism (49%), were considered by 
almost half of the educational leaders as very 
important motivating factors for entering Jewish 
education. 

In contrast, extrinsic factors were rarely 
considered as important. Only 25% of the 
educational leaders said the full-time nature of the 
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.. 
profession was a very important reason fo1 
entering the field. The level of income wa: 
considered by only 7% of educational leaders to b< 
a very important reason for entering Jewi(-.. 
education and by 59% as unimportant. Finall>­
the status of the profession was rated as vef) 
important by only 9%, while 66% of the 
educational leaders considered it to be unimportant 

The religious affiliation of the school (62%: 
was mentioned as the most important factor ir 
making the decision to work in the school in whid 
they are currently employed. Among educationa 
leaders who work in schools affiliated with c 
religious movement (i.e., Orthodox, Traditional. 
Conservative, Reform), almost all the educationa: 
leaders have a personal affiliation that is either the 
same or more observant than the affiliation of the 
school where they work. 

In summary, the educational leaders in the 
three communities were attracted to Jewish 
education first and foremost as a way to serve the 
Jewish community through teaching. They an; 
extremely committed to their work in Jewish 
education as evidenced by their overall long tenure 
in the field of Jewish education, diversity of pa...--... 
experiences in both formal and informal Jewi::.. 
education settings, and their future plans to remain 
in their current positions. 

Given their future plans, and the fact that 95% 
of the educational leaders consider Jewish 
education to be their career, it seems that these 
leaders want to work with Jewish children as a way 
of serving their religious community. These 
findings are consistent with the research on 
principals in Catholic schools that found that these 
principals, as compared to their public school 
counterparts, have a spiritual, communal attach­
ment to their roles (Bryk et al, 1993 ) . 

Professional Preparation 
This section describes the formal trammg 

backgrounds and the professional development 
activities of the educational leaders in the three 
communities. Ninety-seven percent of all of the 
leaders have college degrees, and 70% have 
graduate degrees. Day school educational leadE>· 
are the most likely to hold graduate degree::., 
followed by supplementary school leaders. 
Almost two-thirds· of the leaders (65%) hold 



university degrees in education and 53% of the 
leaders are certified as teachers in general 
education. In addition, 61 % of all leaders have 
previous experience in general education settings. 

Very few educational leaders are formally 
trained in Jewish studies or Jewish education. 
Only 37% of all leaders are certified in Jewish 
education, and only 36% hold degrees in Jewish 
studies. Although supplementary and day school 
leaders are the most likely to hold certification 
and/or degrees in Jewish education, only forty­
four percent of day and 48% of supplementary 
school leaders are certified in Jewish education, 
and similar numbers hold degrees in Jewish 
studies. No pre-school educational leaders hold 
degrees in Jewish studies, and only 12% are 
certified in Jewish education. 

Educational leaders in Jewish schools have 
very little formal preparation in the areas of 
educational administration, leadership or supervi­
sion. We define formal preparation in 
administration as either b~ing certified in school 
administration or holding a degree with a major in 
administration or supervision. Only 25% of all the 
leaders are certified or licensed as school 
administrators and only 11 % hold degrees in 
educational administration. Day school educa­
tional leaders are the most likely to have fonnal 
preparation in educational administration. 

Preparation for Leadership Positions 
To fully explore the background of educa­

tional leaders it is important to consider 
simultaneously training in 1) general education, 
2)Judaic subject matter, and 3) educational 
administration. Looking first at those who are 
trained in both general education and Judaica, the 
results indicate that only 35% of the educational 
leaders have formal training in both education and 
Judaic studies. Another 41 % are trained in 
education only, with 14% trained only in Jewish 
studies. Eleven percent of the educational leaders 
are not trained: they lack both collegiate or 
professional degrees in education and Jewish 
studies. 

Training in educational administration is an 
important complement to formal preparation in 
education and Judaic content areas. Looking at 
those who are trained in all three components, 
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general education (pedagogy), Judaica, and 
educational administration, the results indicate 
that 16% of educational leaders are very well 
trained, that is, they hold professional or university 
degrees in education, Jewish studies and 
educational administration. An additional ·l 0% 
are trained in educational administration and either 
Jewish studies or education, but not all three. 
Thus, looking at the three components of 
leadership preparation, a total of 84% are missing 
one or more parts of their formal preparation for 
leadership positions. 

An important qualification to these findings is 
that they emphasize formal schooling and 
credentials. Jewish content and leadership skills 
are not only learned in formal settings. Focusing 
only on formal preparation thus underestimates 
the extent of Jewish knowledge and leadership 
abilities among the educational leaders. Nonethe­
less, the complexities of educational leadership in 
contemporary Jewish settings demand high 
standards which include formal preparation in 
pedagogy. Jewish content areas, and administra­
tion. 

Professional Growth 
What sort of professional growth activities do 

the educational leaders undertake? Overall, the 
survey results show little sign of extensive 
professional development among the educational 
leaders in these communities. The educational 
leaders reported attending few inservice work­
shops: on average, they attended 5.1 over a two 
year period. Supplementary and pre-school 
administrators attended more workshops than did 
the day school leaders. If we assume a workshop 
lasts 3 hours on average, 5 workshops over a two 
year periods come to approximately 37.5 hours of 
workshops over 5 years, far short the 100 hours 
required for example, by the State of Georgia. 

Besides workshops, about one-third of the 
respondents said they attended a class in Judaica or 
Hebrew at a university, synagogue, or communitiy 
center during the past year. Notably, three­
quarters reported participating in some form of 
informal study, such as a study group or reading on 
their own. 

Other opportunities for professional growth 
include participation in national conferences, and 



organizations. Some educational directors belong 
to national organizations and attend their annual 
meetings, such as Jewish Educators Assembly 
(Conservative); Torah U'Mesorah (Orthodox), 
and National Association of Temple Educators 
(Reform). Other educational leaders are members 
of general education professional organizations 
such as Association for Supervision and 
Curriculum Development (ASCD) and The 
National Association for Education of Young 
Children (NAEYC). 

An additional type of professional growth is 
achieved through informal and formal networking 
with other educational leaders in the same 
community. Some leaders participate in their local 
principal's organization as a mechanism to share 
ideas, network, learn about resources, and 
brainstorm. However, even with these organiza­
tions, some educational leaders reported infre­
quent help and support from their colleagues 
within their communities. Supplementary school 
educational leaders indicate the highest level of 
collegial support and pre-school leaders report the 
lowest. 

Although they attend few in-service work­
shops, many respondents generally think their 
opportunities for professional growth are ad­
equate. Over two-thirds (68%) said that 
opportunities for their professional growth are 
adequate or very adequate, including 74% of day 
school administrators, 59% of supplementary 
school leaders, and 75% of pre-school directors. 

Some educational leaders are not as satisfied 
with their professional growth opportunities. 
They specifically expressed a desire for an 
evaluation process that would help them grow as 
professionals and provide them with constructive 
feedback. For example, two pre-school education 
directors each stated that they would like a peer, 
someone in the field, who would comment on their 
work. In describing this person and elaborating on 
their role, one director said, "They would be in 
many ways superiors to myself who have been in 
the field, who understand totally what our goals 
are and who can help us grow." 

Another educational director stated similar 
desires: 'T d like to be able to tell people what I 
consider are strengths and weaknesses. I'd like to 
hear from them whether I'm growing in the areas 
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that I consider myself weak in. And I'd like to hear 
what areas they consider that there should be 
growth." 

In summary, the educational leaders have solid_ 
backgrounds in general education, but very fe 
are well-trained overall. Most educational leaders 
have inadequate background in Judaic content 
areas. There is also a lack of preparat1on in the 
areas of school administration. Supplementary 
school educational leaders are better prepared 
than their counterparts in other settings while pre­
school educational directors have the greatest 
need for further training. The pre-school 
educational leaders are notably weak in the area of 
Jewish studies. 

Despite the limited formal training of many 
educational leaders in Jewish schools, they do not 
participate in widespread professional growth 
activities, even though the majority of educational 
leaders work full-time, in one school, and are 
committed to a career in Jewish education. Their 
level of participation in workshops is far below 
standards required of most educational leaders in 
public schools. 

Discussion 
These findings suggest a great challengt 

awaits the field of Jewish education. Jewish 
educational leaders are committed to serving their 
profession and the wider Jewish community. They 
come to the field of Jewish education with a 
commitment of service. However, the leaders 
have relatively little formal preparation for their 
roles. Most of the educational leaders have 
training in the field of general education, but only 
half have collegiate and professional background 
in Judaic content areas. Furthermore, the majority 
of educational leaders do not nave formal training 
in school administration, supervision or leader­
ship. 

One possible conclusion could be that the field 
should be upgraded by increasing participation in 
existing pre-service and in-service programs in 
school administration. Furthermore, educational 
leaders in Jewish schools can be encouraged to 
participate in ongoing, systematic professional 
development activities. Professional network· -
can be developed or expanded so leaders can 
benefit from senior colJeagues who could observe 



university degrees in education and 53% of the 
leaders are certified as teachers in general 
education. In addition, 61 % of all leaders have 
previous experience in general education settings. 

Very few educational leaders are formally 
trained in Jewish studies or Jewish education. 
Only 37% of aU leaders are certified in Jewish 
education, and only 36% hold degrees in Jewish 
studies. Although supplementary and day school 
leaders are the most likely to hold certification 
and/or degrees in Jewish education, only forty­
four percent of day and 48% of supplementary 
school leaders are certified in Jewish education, 
and similar numbers hold degrees in Jewish 
studies. No pre-school educational leaders hold 
degrees in Jewish studies, and only 12% are 
certified in Jewish education. 

Educational leaders in Jewish schools have 
very little formal preparation in the areas of 
educational administration, leadership or supervi­
sion. We define formal preparation in 
administration as either b~ing certified in school 
administration or holding a degree with a major in 
administration or supervision. Only 25% of all the 
leaders are certified or licensed as school 
administrators and only 11 % hold degrees in 
educational administration. Day school educa­
tional leaders are the most likely to have formal 
preparation in educational administration. 

Preparation for Leadership Positions 
To fully explore the background of educa­

tional leaders it is important to consider 
simultaneously training in 1) general educatio n~ 
2)Judaic subject matter, and 3) educational 
administration. Looking first at those who are 
trained in both general education and Judaica, the 
results indicate that only 35% of the educational 
leaders have formal training in both education and 
Judaic studies. Another 41 % are trained in 
education only, with 14% trained only in Jewish 
studies. Eleven percent of the educational leaders 
are not trained: they lack both collegiate or 
professional degrees in education and Jewish 
studies. 

Training in educational administration is an 
important complement to formal preparation in 
education and Judaic content areas. Looking at 
those who are trained in all three components, 
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general education (pedagogy), Judaica, and 
educational administration, the results indicate 
that 16% of educational leaders a re very well 
trained, that is, they hold professional or university 
degrees in education, Jewish studies and 
educational administration. An additional 10% 
are trained in educational administration and either 
Jewish studies or education, but not all three. 
Thus, looking at the three components of 
leadership preparation, a total of 84% are missing 
one or more parts of their formal preparation for 
leadership positions. 

An important qualification to these findings is 
that they emphasize formal schooling and 
credentials. Jewish content and leadership skills 
are not only learned in formal settings. Focusing 
only on formal preparation thus underestimates 
the extent of Jewish knowledge and leadership 
abilities among the educational leaders. Nonethe­
less, the complexities of educational leadership in 
contemporary Jewish settings demand high 
standards which include formal preparation in 
pedagogy, Jewish content areas, and administra­
tion. 

Professional Growth 
What sort of professional growth activities do 

the educational leaders undertake? Overall, the 
survey results show little sign of extensive 
professional development among the educational 
leaders in these communities. The educational 
leaders reported attending few inservice work­
shops: on average, they attended 5.1 over a two 
year period. Supplementary and pre-school 
administrators attended more workshops than did 
the day school leaders. Ifwe assume a workshop 
lasts 3 hours on average, 5 workshops over a two 
year periods come to approximately 37.5 hours of 
workshops over 5 years, far short the 100 hours 
required for example, by the State of Georgia. 

Besides workshops, about one-third of the 
respondents said they attended a class in Judaica or 
Hebrew at a university, synagogue, or communitiy 
center during the past year. Notably, three­
quarters reported participating in some form of 
informal study, such as a study group or reading on 
their own. 

Other opportunities for professional growth 
include participation in national conferences, and 
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them at work to help develop a shared professional 
community that could provide a framework for 
continued renewal and feedback. 

Given the unique goal of Jewish educating 
institutions, however, it is important to ask, what 
type of preparation programs should be developed 
for these principals? It is not clear that models 
from general education really "fit" the Jewish 
educational context. On the one hand, it would be 
appropriate to say that Jewish educational leaders 
should embrace many of the same qualities as 
those in general education settings: they should be 
instructional leaders, transformational leaders, 
change agents and developers of a moral culture 
supporting inquiry. 

On the other hand, Jewish educating 
institutions have goals that are deeply rooted in 
Jewish content and Jewish meaning. It is not clear 
how to best help leaders become prepared to 
embark on the moral, ethical and value 
commitments necessary for Jewish educational 
settings. How can they be prepared to best "serve" 
the Jewish community? This is extremely difficult 
in the present context of American Jewish life, 
where many competing cultures face Jewish 
youth. 

We suggest that serious learning in Jewish 
studies is crucial. Rich study of Torah, traditional 
texts and Jewish history could make a difference. 
Gerald Grace states, "the rhetoric of the qualities 
which headteachers and school principals should 
display, especially on matters to do with values, is 
becoming part of the check-list culture of 
education management studies" (Grace, 1995, p. 
157). The field of Jewish education could go 
beyond checklist to infuse real Jewish content into 
values, symbolism and spirituality. 

The uniqueness of religious educational 
settings requires a complete marrying of academic 
studies (in this case Judaic studies) and the 
cultivation of Jewish identity, morals and values. 
There should be no difference in Jewish schools 
between academic learning (the core technology 
of teaching and learning) and religious identity. 
The academic learning is the content needed to 
develop Jewish identity. 

With the prevalence of writing about servant 
leadership and spirituality, little is discussed about 
how to provide frameworks for leaders to embrace 
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these ideas. It is clear that more thinking is needed 
about how to prepare leaders to cultivate values. 
It seems like discussions around these questions 
would be beneficial to all educational leaders. 
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LITERA TIJRE REVIEW 

INIRODUCTION 

Volunteer leader- Jewish professional relations in the Jewish educational 

setting is a topic in need of both empirical study and analysis. Very little has been 

written to deepen the theoretical understanding of the complexities and nuances of the 

subject. There are five bodies of literature which bear relevance to this research: the 

non-profit institutions literature, independent school literature, Catholic school 

literature, Jewish communal service literature, and Jewish education literature. 

NON-PROFIT INSTI1UTIONS Ll1ERA1URE 

The area most replete with research-based and anecdotal literature is the non­

profit sector. The enonnous growth of the nonprofit sector in recent years has spawned 

new literature as well as a research based institute, the Program on Non-Profit 

Organizations (PONPO) at Yale Univ,ersity which is devoted exclusively to research 

on non-profit organizations. Non-profit organizations are struggling to define 

themselves in a clearer fashion than merely by what they are not: i.e. not for profit A 

more useful definition of a non-profit in.5titution is that it is characterized by the 

following features: an institution with a service mission which is organized as not-for­

profit, a governance structure including an tmpaid board of trustees and an executive 
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often, although not necessarily, employed full-time, and exemption from paying federal 

tax (Wolf 1984). 

The literature identifies four distinct characteristics which highlight the 

successful relationships between professionals and volunteer leaders in non-profit 

institutions: commitment to the institution, clarity of roles, confluence of vision, and 

communication. 

Comminnent to Institution 

Peter Drucker, a preeminent theoretician on organizational leadership, describes 

the non-profit institution as an organization which exists to bring about a change in 

individuals and in society and ""ttich articulates this goal through its mission (Drucker 

1990). Drucker also argues (similar to what Bernard Reisman posits in his analysis of 

Jewish voh.mtarism) that volunteers are drawn to serve on boards because they are 

looking for challenge, responsibility, and a chance to make a real difference. They are 

not looking to be "rubber stamps" for the professional. They want ownership in the 

decision-making process. They have a stake in the future of the organization in which 

they serve (Drucker 1989). 

Clarity of Roles 

Most non-profit institutions share a common structure: each has an unpaid 

board and a paid professional. The simplistic formula is that board members set the 

policy and the administrators execute it (Carver 1990). Yet the problem with this 
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statement, as several theoreticians and practitioners have noted, and as this case study 

corroborates, is that the adage ignores the complexities of governance (Drucker 1990, 

Wolf 1990, El.kin 1992). Executives make policy recommendations to the board and 

educate the board as to what is needed for a solllld policy decision (El.kin 1992). Glen 

and Conrad call the relationship one of "dynamic tension" ( 1976). The relationship 

and division of responsibility is much more dynamic than static and much more open 

to question than what might be written in the constiMion of such an institution. 

Moreover, it is important to note the development.al stages of institutional life. 

Although a fully mature, well-staffed organization might be equipped with enough 

staff power to assume all operations, no institution begins that way (Ostrowski 1989, 

p.185). Roles which are considered appropriate for voltmteers to fill at an early stage 

in an institution's development, such as fundraising. office work, or even vohmteering 

in the classroom, are often considered to be inappropriate tasks for voltmteers in a 

later stage in the non-profit's history. 

Although many theoreticians argue that circumscribing the role of the volllllteer 

board to policy-making is too limiting in terms of the idea.I, Unterman and Davis 

found that most trustees do not have the time to fulfill even such a limited role. 

Similar to research found on independent schools (Kane 1991), Unterman and Davis' 

empirical study of more than I 00 non-profit institutions indicates that board members 

do not have the time necessary to fulfill the role of policy-making (I 982, pp.35-6). 

Although board members agree in principle that policy-making is a critical part of 

their responsibility, they lament a lack of time to fulfill their responsibilities. 
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Likewise, the widely held partnership theory of interdependence in the non­

profit literature between the professional (the term "executive". is more often used in 

this body of literatlll"e ), and the board member is merely a myth according to several 

theorists (O'Connell 1976; Trecker 1970 and Weber 1976). Kramer argues that this 

theory is based on a metaphor 'w'h.ich assumes consensus and collaboration between 

equal partners. He claims that the metaphor breaks do\.VI1 when one realizes that many 

partnerships are often silent, limited, and junior partnerships (Kramer 1985). 

Similarly, Argyris and Schon (1974) posit that partnership is the "espoused 

theory," but that the "theory in use" of most executives, i.e., the practical concepts 

they use in perceiving their roles and relationships and that guide their behavior, are 

more complex, and involve elements of power, dependency, and even conflict. The 

concept of partnership is too limited in scope and does not adequately reflect the 

broader range of conditions W1der which there is not only collaboration but also 

disagreement between boards and executives. These collaborations and disagreements 

often require different roles, strategies, tactics, and resources (Brager and Holloway 

1978, pp.131-4). This theory poses a challenge to Reisman's second model of 

partnership. 

Perhaps the following two citations best reflect the distinction between 

prescription and description found among many of the authors whose works are 

reviewed in this section. On the one hand, Brian O'Connell, arguing that voltmteers 

leading should be the nonn, Mites: 

Staff exists to help the volunteer do the work of the 
organization The greatest sinner is often the president 
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statement, as several theoreticians and practitioners have noted, and as this case study 

corroborates, is that the adage ignores the complexities of governance (Drucker 1990, 

Wolf 1990, Elkin 1992). Executives make policy rerommendations to the board and 

educate the board as to what is needed for a sound policy decision (Elkin 1992). Glen 

and Conrad call the relationship one of "dynamic tension" (1976). The relationship 

and division of responsibility is much more dynamic than static and much more open 

to question than what might be vvritten in the constitution of such an institution. 

Moreover, it is important to note the developmental stages of institutional life. 

Although a fully mature, well-staffed organization might be equipped with enough 

staff power to assume all operations, no institution begins that way (Ostrovvski 1989, 

p.185). Roles which are considered appropriate for volunteers to fill at an early stage 

in an institution's development, such as fundraising, office work, or even volunteering 

in the classroom, are often considered to be inappropriate tasks for volunteers in a 

later stage in the non-profit's history. 

Although many theoreticians argue that circumscribing the role of the volunteer 

board to policy-making is too limiting in tenns of the ideal, Unterman and Davis 

found that most trustees do not have the time to fulfill even such a limited role. 

Similar to research found on independent schools (Kane 1991), Unterman and Davis' 

empirical study of more than 100 non-profit institutions indicates that board members 

do not have the time necessary to fulfill the role of policy-making (1982, pp.35-6). 

Although board members agree in principle that policy-making is a critical part of 

their responsibility, they lament a lack of time to fulfill their responsibilities. 

14 



r 

who far too often gives over responsibility to the 
executive director. Staff is hired to assist the volunteers 
to do their citizen jobs in fulfillment of the voluntary 
agency's mission (1976, Chapter 25, p.7). 

On the other hand, Tulipana and Hmnan (1983, p.57) conclude, after much 

research of non-profit organizations, that in reality, the more effective organiz.ation is 

one with "strong" ~"<ecutive directors and '1.hat the influence of the board of directors 

is not very important." Indeed, the later literature reflects a growing appreciation of 

the centrality of the professional as the primary educational leader in the equation of 

"executive-board relations." Several years after the publication of the study cited 

above, Robert Herman studied the effectiveness of executives, and found that the 

executives perceived as "highly effective" provided substantially more leadership for 

their boards than the comparison group. Hmnan defined leadership as exhibiting 

proactive attempts to influence the board rather than merely being reactive to the 

board's demands and/or requests (Herman 1991). 

Melis.5a Middleton examines several factors that can theoretically influence the 

dynamic interaction between a nonprofit board and its chief executive. One relevant 

factor is the disparity in socioeconomic status. Middleton claims when executives feel 

"awed, overwhelmed, and impotent," it is likely that the board will dominate the 

executive. A second factor (and often interrelated with the first) is the professional 

credentials of the executive. When the executive has professional status and the board 

members represent different professions, the executive is likely to dominate the board 

The third factor that Middleton notes is the life cycle of an organization. She argues 
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that a board is most likely to dominate in an organization's early stage. 

Middleton also argues that often in an organization's midlife cycle, there is an 

identity crisis involving consolidation, merger, or expansion which pU5hes the board 

into a role of dominance as board members' resources and influence in the 

community are crucial (1983). Although much of Middleton's analysis is valuable and 

well defined, it can be critiqued for its language of "dominance" without clearly 

defining what is meant by the term. 

Peter Drucker ( 1990) addresses this conundrum of role clarity decisively when 

he describes the most effective and best managed non-profit institutions in this 

country. He argues that these organizations have clear and functioning governance 

structures and do not dwell on the difference between policy and operations, or the 

relevance of partnership models. Executives in the best managed non-profit institutions .-

talk about work and results and determine which segment of the organization will 

achieve the desired results. The institutions have clear missions, a clear definition of 

the desired results, and strong, effective boards as well as strong executives both of 

whom are accountable for their perfonnance. 

If Drucker is correct, much of the argument as to where to draw the policy/ 

operations line in the non-profit institution is purely a semantic one. Drucker believes 

that getting mired in the language of role clarity serves as a distraction to an effective 

organization. It remains unclear whether role clarity is an ideal to strive towards in 

organizational life as Kramer and others suggest, or if the Drucker model of outcomes 

and results is more relevant to this study. 

17 



One critique· of Drucker's perspective on the partnership model is that it does 

not adequately take into consideration the age of the institution. Middleton's analysis 

of the developmental stages of the life of the non- profit institution adds a valuable 

dimension to_ the discussion. Perhaps Drucker's model is most appropriate for a 

"mature" organization ( or at least after the executive has been serving an organization 

for a considerable amount of time) after much of the role delineation has been 

negotiated. Even Drucker (1990a) argues that the two types of leaders are colleagues 

who perform complementary tasks. He also su&,oests that while it is preferable for the 

chair of the board to assume some responsibility for the effective governance of the 

organization, in actuality, the only successful model that he bas seen is for the chief 

executive to assume this responsibility. 

Drucker suggests that the term ''volunteer leader" is perhaps "no longer quite 

the right word These people are different from the paid workers in that they are not 

paid There is less and less difference between the work they do and that done by the 

paid workers"(l990b). In fact, in a poignant moment of tribute to the volunteer fire 

departments in Suffolk County in the aftermath of the "East End Fires" in September 

1995, Suffolk County Executive Robert Gaffuey noted at a parade honoring the fire 

fighters, ''To me, you're not volunteers. You're unpaid professionals." 

Confluence of Vision 

Although Peter Senge does not write for the non-profit world, but rather for 

corporate America, his understanding of organizations is generaliz.able to the non-
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profit world in general and to the Jewish educational setting in particular. Senge 

argues for the need to articulate a "shared vision" in order to be a successful 

organization. When Senge uses the term "shared vision" he is generally referring to all 

the constituent groups who work in a particular organization. The "shared vision" in 

Jewish educational setting.5 is understood as the commonality of vision among the 

volunteer leaders and professionals and not just among the staff of the instiMion. In 

fact, Senge's term for a successful organization is "the learning organization" (Senge 

1990). 

Senge argues that without a vision, no organization can move foi:ward. Without 

a shared vision, an organization lacks a raison d'etre. A shared vision answers the 

question: What do we want to create? (Senge 1990). Senge argues that one of the 

reasons people seek to build shared vision is their desire to be connected to an 

important tmdertaking. This concurs with Huberman (1987) and Reisman (1992) 

cited above. Articulating a personal vision for a particular Jewish educational setting 

can serve as an entry point for the voltmteer into personal Jewish meaning. If a 

personal vision derives its power from an individual's deep concern, shared vision 

derives its power from a common goal. 

Shared vision provides the focus for an organization. In its absence, 

"organizational pettiness" prevails. Lacking an overarching vision to focus the 

conversation of an organization, discussion is easily reduced to the parochial concerns 

and narrow interests of the individuals involved in the decision-making process. In 

non-profit institutions, this often translates into squabbling between the executives and 
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the voltmteers. 

Senge explains that an organization needs to develop "governing ideas" for • 

itself. These include: the mission, the vision, and the core values. The mission ( or 

purpose) answers the question, "Why does the institution exist?" The vision answers 

the question, "What picture of the future do the members of the instiMion seek to 

create?" The core values answer the question, "How do members of the institution 

want to act, consistent with the mission along a path toward achieving the vision?" 

Personal visions must be translated into a shared vision if an organization is 

to succeed This is what Senge and many others call "leadership." Most relevant to 

this research is Senge's explanation of the tmderlying desire of members of an 

organization to create "shared vision,, He argues that "one of the deepest desires 

miderlying shared vision is the desire to be connected to a larger purpose and to one 

another'' (1990). This spirit is fragile and is tmdennined whenever individuals lose 

respect for one another. 

This literattn"e tmderscores the importance of investigating the role that personal 

vision plays within Jewish educational institutions and among Jewish educational 

leaders. It is critical to investigate in the ca.5e study whether the personal visions are 

translated into shared vision and if so, by what process this occurs; what role does the 

Jewish professional play in facilitating this process of vision articulation; and what is 

the quality of involvement of vohmteers in the Masoret Day School. Do the voltmteers 

feel that their time is ''well-spent'' within the institution? Do the professionals feel as 
. 

though they are working with a committed group of vohmteer leaders, or do they feel 
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that they are working in an environment of adversarial interactions? 

Communication 

Peter Drucker (1992) argues that because of the complexities of the nonprofit 

institution, communication of the organizational goals with all constituent bases is 

critical. The communication between the executive and the board is especially critical 

because the board must not feel as if something is being hidden from them The board 

members should serve as the public emissaries of the institution to the outside 

community and work to improve it from the inside. They will not serve either role 

well if they are suspicious that their credibility might be undermined by information of 

which they are unaware about the institution. Communication builds allies and 

supporters on the board and in the community. 

Most of the literature argues that without good communication between 

professionals and volunteer leaders of nonprofit institutions, it is extremely difficult to 

successfully plll"SUe the vision of the institution Poor communication breeds distrust, 

suspicion and personal attacks. There is wide agreement on the critical value of good 

communication 

In sum, there is evidence of four salient dimensions in the non-profit world 

which prescribe, and in some cases, describe the relationship between professionals 

and their board members. One particularly valuable descriptive piece of literature for 

the purpose of this research is Profiles of Excellence (Knauft, Berger, and Gray 
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1991) in which a srudy was conducteq of more than nine htmdred non-profit 

institutions. It best corroborates the findings of the nonprofit literature and augments 

the research of Drucker, Senge and others. Authors of the study identified "four major 

hallmarks of excellence which differentiated the great nonprofits from the rest." 

1. A clearly articulated sense of mission and its primacy 
among the leaders~p. 

2. The presence of an effective leader who enables and 
motivates the institution to fulfill its mission. 

3. An involved and committed volunteer board that 
relates dynamically with the chief officer and provides a 
bridge to the larger community. 

4. An ongoing capacity to attract sufficient financial and 
human resources (Knauft, Berger and Gray 1991 ). 

1his study shows that commitment to the institution, the clear articulation of 

the mission of the instiMion, and effective executive and board leadership are critical 

for su~ in non-profit instirutions. 

INDEPENDENT SCHOOL UlERATIJRE 

The Masoret Day School is a Solomon Schechter Day School. Jewish day 

schools share several characteristics with independent schools. Both types of schools 

have a self-governance structure, self-selected students, self-selected faculty, and are 

relatively small when compared to the public school system (Kane 1992). Self 

governance requires investment of resources, time and commitment of both the 

professionals and the vohmteers of these instirutions. Research about effective boards 
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of trustees and principals within independent schools otfern some guidance. Three 

challenges facing the independent school movement today which inform our research 

include commitment, composition and role definition. 

The old model of the board members who "gave much and demanded little" is 

outmoded. In John McPhee's The Hradroa51er, the story of Frank Boyden (the 

headmaster of the Deerfield Academy for sLxty-six years), the school trustees' roles 

and the role of the headmaster are richly described. Board members arrived with their 

checkbooks when summoned. The trustees gave money and ceded authority of school 

governance to their charismatic headmaster (Kane 1991 ). 

Board members today are expected to give not only their money, but also their 

time and expertise. A recent study shows that the ammmt of time that board members 

must devote to school affairs has increased by thirty-five percent in the last ten years. 

In fact, the study claims that most boards need more time from their members than 

members are prepared to give. (Ledyard 1987). 

The composition of independent school boards further confuses clear role 

definition. Many board members are not steeped in the culture of the institution. Many 

did not experience this type of education as students when they were growing up. 

Many fail to llllderstand that their role, described in the nonprofit literature as 

"bolllldaty spannm," is to serve as advocates of the school in the general commlll1ity 

and responsible spokespersons internally within the school (Cole 1994). 

An additional problem currently facing independent schools is that board 

members often relinquish their sense of corporate responsibility and behave with only 
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self interest in mind. This is often a problem \1,,Tien a board has a preponderance of 

parents with children in the school. These "single issue" board members become major 

impediments to constructive board meetings (Kane 1991, p. 26). The challenge is to 

fashion a board which represents diverse interests, concerns, and strengths within the 

school community. Board orientation and training, evaluation, and recruitment are 

critical to maintaining diverse composition while strengthening board effectiveness. 

A good place to explore role definitions is to look at the various publications 

of the NAIS- the National Association of Independent Schools. NAIS publishes many 

tapes, books, and pamphlets on strategies to improve governance structures in 

independent schools. Much of its literatt.rre is prescriptive. For example, in a speech at 

the rvfarch 1995 NAIS convention, Kathleen Emvards SU&,oested that "heads should 

devote thirty percent of their time to board members and board issues" (Edwards 

1994). Another of its publications, The Indepery<lent School Trustee Handbook, has 

been revised several times. Again, its statements suggest an ideal and are not 

descriptive accmmts of the current reality. The 1974 edition described the division of 

responsibilities between the head and board in a statement directed to the head of 

school, 

The board sets the purpose and policy of the school, you 
operate the school so as to cany out that purpose and 
policy. Each complements the other but neither ""3Ilders 
uninvited into the other's backyard (Parkman and 
Springer 1974 p.3). 

Contrast that statement to the 1989 (sixth) edition. 

Defining the responsibilities of board and head is more 
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complicated than the usual distinction between policy and 
administration. The n:lation between an independent 
school board and its head is a more even p:rtnership 
than is the case in other not-for-profit institutions 
(Stanton 1989, pp.2-3) [emphasis added]. 

Stanton's claim notwithstanding, there is a great deal of ambiguity regarding 

the role definitions and power bases of the heads of school and the board Even he 

acknowledges that although the head is considered the leader when it comes to all 

educational decisions, the board has the power to hire and fire the head of school 

(Stanton 1989). Certainly this debate mirrors the partnership discussion which is 

found in the non- profit literature. 

The findings within the independent school literature also parallel the realities 

of the relationship between volunteer leaders and Jewish professionals in Jewish 

educational settings with respect to specific issues of the composition of board 

members, commitment to the institution and role clarity. Witness the recent 

phenomenal growth of the Solomon Schechter Day School movement; schools are 

growing at rates which often outstrip their physical aq,acities (Abramson 1995, 

personal interview, May 10, 1995). Few current board members themselves attended 

Solomon Schechter Day Schools. Many are not intimately familiar with the distinctive 

ethos of the Jewish day school. They may need to be educated to develop a 

commitment to this type of Jewish educational setting and a full appreciation of its 

distinctive culture. 
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self interest in mind. This is often a problem when a board has a preponderance of 
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CAIBOLIC SCHOOL LI1ERA1URE 

The similarities in governance structure between Jewish day schools and other 

private religious schools are striking. Both are schools with religious missions which 

are coupled with academic goals. The professionals have expertise and specific skills 

in the educational and religious domain of the school. Therefore, the third topic in this 

section is the Catholic school literature, since this is the largest religiously affiliated 

school sector and has a relatively strong research base. 

The Catholic schools share many features in common with the Jewish day 

school. Since Vatican II, church commtmities have undergone radical changes in the 

structure of their educational system The Catholic schools became venues to build 

community and to encourage charity (Bryk, Lee, Holand 1993, p.51 ). The church 

awarded opportunities to the laity to form local governing boards of individual 

Catholic schools. It encouraged the formation of local advisory boards (Bryk, et al. . ' 

p.149). The development of local school boards was an attempt to include the 

vohmteer leaders in the articulation of the mission of the church and its educational 

institutions. Although the religious orders continue to play a significant role in the 

mission of the local Catholic schools, the role has been dramatically shifted from 

"ownership" to "sponsorship" (Bryk et al p.157). 

Church leaders are keenly aware that the development of local, volunteer­

driven boards poses new challenges. As Hughs and Bamds explain, the structure of 

central authority remains. 

Th.is evolution to a more collaborative or partnership 
organmuional style does not imply the elimination of 
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authority, but a more discerning use of authority. It does 
not suggest a blurring. of the difference and rights in roles 
and responsibilities, but an increased respect and 
understanding of each, and a greater openness brought to 
the planning and decision-making process by those who 
are affected by the decisions. A partnership style does not 
promise an absence of conflict, but invites increased 
wisdom, respect and grace in resolving it (1989, p.5). 

Although both Jewish day and Catholic schools are similar in their commitment 

to intensive religious education, there are also many differences between the Jewish 

day school and the Catholic school model. To be sure, the differences of the two 

religious traditions and their respective attitudes toward authority is a factor. 

l\t1inimally, there is no central office of authority to which a l~ Jewish day school 

must report. Although there is a national Solomon Schechter Asrociation, it serves in 

only advisory and resource capacities, and each school is an independent institution. 

Nevertheless, there are enough parallels t<;> make this literattn-e relevant The 

Catholic school is a religious institution seeking to perpetuate its religious ideology 

through education. The head of the school must articulate that mission and embody its 

values. The principal is often seen as the religious leader of the school. F.specially in 

those Solomon Schechter schools where the principal is also an ordained rabbi, there is 

an espoused value that the head serves as both the educational and spiritual head of 

the institution. 2 That added dimension may influence the power distribution and role 

definition of the lead professional. 

Approximately twelve of seventy current Solomon Schechter Day school 
principals are ordained rabbis. 
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Again, the literature is prescriptive in nature rather than descriptive of actual 

institutions. The handbooks preach what "ought to be" the relationship between the 

priest and the board The most recent edition of the Catholic School Principal 

Handbook acknowledges- perhaps unwittingly- the complexity and ambiguity of the 

role: 

The principal is the leader of the board, initiator of 
educational policy, the teacher of the board, the motivator 
of the board to inspire and challenge board members to 
growth in the sense of the mission of Catholic education­
and employee of the board (Drahmann 1989, p.37). 

In an institutional analysis of Catholic high schools (Bryk, Lee, Holland 1993, 

pp.154-5), three sets of concerns are identified as the primary foci of the principal' s 

time and energy: managing operations and personnel, building personal relations, and 

fostering community and spiritual leadership. 

JEWISH COMMUNAL SERVICE LITERA1URE 

Although the largest body of literature in Jewish research which addresses the 

topic of the relationship between the Jewish professional and the volunteer leaders is 

the Jewish communal service literature, this literature does not shed a great deal of 

light on the research question at hand for two rea50ns. First, the culture and historical 

context of the Jewish communal service world is quite different from the Jewish 

education model. It is only recently that "Jewish continuity''3 has become prominent 

Jewish Continuity as a planning priority within the organized Jewish community 
can be defined as the allocation of resources to improve the quality of Jewish 
educational experiences to foster Jewish identity development. 
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on the Jewish communal agenda, leading the Jewish communal service world to speak ---.. 

the language of Jewish education. Second, much of the discourse has been on a very 

unsophisticated and prescriptive level. Nevertheless, the discrete articles which have 

relevance to the topic of this research are reviewed in the fourth section of this 

literature review. 

The Jewish communal service world has a longer history of dealing with the 

issue of volunteer- professional relations than do the educational and religious arenas 

of Jewish life. The Journal of Jewish Communal Service has a plethora of articles 

dat.ing back as far as 1957 devoted to the topic. A few describe the state of affairs, but 

most offer prescriptions and strategies for improving relations and many lament the 

need for a more systematic approach to studying the relationship. Most of the 

literature focuses on "board-executive relations" in the Jewish Federation world There 

are very few empirical studies that are available . on the subject. One study was 

commissioned by the American Jewish Committee entitled American Jewish 

Leadership in Jewish Federations and conducted by Jacob Ukeles in 1991. Although 

Ukeles did not exclusively address the subject of this research, he did conduct focus 

groups to discern the relationship of '\,ohmteer leader- professional staff relationships 

in the Jewish communal enterprise." He fotmd: 

1. Approximately half of the voltmteer leaders and 
professional staff saw serious negative dimensions in the 
existing board-staff relationship. 

2. There is enough concern to justify substantial effort to· 
clarify the division of responsibility between the 
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volunteer leader and professional staff (Ukeles 1991). 

Gerald Bubis and Steven Cohen are currently planning a national quantitative 

study of the relationship between Jewish communal service directors and the lead 

volunteers in these settings. Although this study will make a contribution to communal 

service field, the researchers intend to a.ddres.5 only the Jewish communal service 

setting and not Jewish education (Personal interview with Gerald Bubis, April 28, 

1995). 

The debate in much of the non-profit literarure a5 to whether partnership is the 

correct metaphor for the relationship under question can also be found in the literature 

from the Jewish communal service sector. There is great debate in this literature as to 

which model best describes the relationship between board5 and executives. "Lay 

participation- but not dominance" (Berenbaum 1988), "team but not partners" (Cardin 

1989), 'learn leading and team building" (Bubis 1995) are a few of the wide array of 

models. Even as far back as 1964, Louis Goldstein called the "partnership of executive 

and board" both "reality and myth." He perceptively noted that: 

The validity and myth of partnership are often in tension. 
The actual state of affairs and the true nat1.n'e of the 
relationships will appear in situations of disagreement or 
serious conflict (Goldstein 1964). 

The most recent literature points towards a need for a greater sense of 

collegiality, partnership, relationship building, role definition (Feinstein 1994) and 

accountability of the board (Solomon 1995). There is also a growing appreciation of 

the role of the Jewish professional as the primary educator of the voltmteer leadership. 
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If the board is not knowledgeable or invested in Je\1/ish concerns, more experts 

acknowledge that it is the responsibility of the lead professional to educate the board 

accordingly (Dubin 1992). 

Perhaps the most valuable lesson which can be gleaned from the Je\1/ish 

communal service literature is a reminder by Jeffrey Solomon of the need to 

distinguish between involvement of many different stakeholders within an institution 

and the governance of that institution. He cautions that a desire to involve key people 

often straps Jewish professionals with boards that lack the "skills, seriousness and 

commitment to fulfill this sacred trust [of governance] properly'' (Solomon 1995). 

JEWISH EDUCATION LI1ERA1URE 

Last, the scant literature in Jewish education which addresses the research 

question is reviewed. There are no empirical studies in Jewish educational literature of 

the relationship we are seeking to understand 

We can say that the working relationships between lay 
and professional leaders in day schools and, for that 
matter, in all of Je\1/ish education, have attracted little 
attention. For the most part, professionals meet their lay 
cowiterparts within a context marked by severe lack of 
reflection. When a productive working relationship does 
seem to exist, energy rarely exists to think systematically 
about the components contributing to that positive 
collaboration. Few, if any, case records, exist which 
document successful working relationships such that 
someone could analyze them in the future and derive 
some useful guidelines for others (El.kin 1992). 

Although El.kin and others cited above consider the relationship between 
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volunteer leaders arid Jewish professionals in need of study and improvement for a 

variety of reasons, there is meager quantitative, ethnographic, or case study data Only 

a few prescriptive papers have been written. While there are case studies of Jewish 

educational setting.5, most are ethnographic studies of the total school culture and do 

not directly or exclusively address the topic of this study (Cohen 1992, Heilman 

1976, Heilman 1992, Lipnick 1976, Schoem 1989, Stern 1993, Wolfson 1974). 

Although the relationship between the Jewish professional and the volunteer 

leaders is not the focus of any of the studies, Schoem's ethnographic study of a Jewish 

supplementary school within a synagogue setting briefly addresses the problems 

surrounding the lack of trust which he fotmd in varying degrees among the parents, 

principal, rabbi, faculty and the school board (Schoem 1989). Burton Cohen's~ 

Studies in Jewish School Mana~ent describes six Jewish schools and offers 

recommendations for improvement for each school (Cohen 1992). While it is a useful 

and needed study in the Jewish educational literature, it does not specifically address 

the research question of this paper. 

The most relevant research is Stern's Ten Studies of Jewish Schools. Stern 

evaluates seven Jewish day schools (the remaining three are supplementary religious 

schools) and highlights the problems found in each setting. Two cases, in particular, 

analyze the relationship between the voltmteer leadership and the Jewish professional 

leadership. One is entitled: "SCifilOP: A case of failed lay- leadership." Stern argues 

that a lack of clarity of authority and responsibility of the head of school's role 

results in much confusion and poor governance. Stern uses the other case, "TAMA: 
. ' 
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They mean well, but these laymen don't know where to stop" to outline three types of 

goverr.ance structures available to Jewish day schools. 

I. The Proprietary Model: The board selects an 
administrator who is left largely on her own. The board's 
fimction is solely to judge -whether the administrator is 
serving a proper proprietary- entrepreneurial role, as 
judged by the "bottom lines" of enrollment and budget. 

2. The Leadership Model: The board engages an 
administrator from whom it expects educational 
initiatives, which initiatives [sic] are supported by the 
board after some discussion but minimal fact- finding. 
The administration's effectiveness is judged in bottom 
line terms, matched against goals which have been 
previously been agreed upon. The administrator is never 
judged in operational terms. 

3. The rvfanagerial Model: The board determines all 
policy and guides much of the operation, delegating 
through the administrator the managerial fimction of 
carrying out board directives. The administrator's 
effectiveness is judged by her operational follow through 
of board decision ( Stern 1993, p.40). 

Stern argues that different schools require different governance models. 

Unfortunately, since these studies were written for the purpose of program and 

structmal evaluation and not for research or process evaluation purposes, in each case 

the reader is provided with scant description. Reisman's analysis (1992) described 

above offers a theoretical model of partnership, but does not offer pragmatic 

suggestions for shifting the paradigm. 

HA Alexander grapples with some of the practical struggles in the volunteer 

leader-professional relationship in a provocative fictional conversation co~cted 

among three people: a veteran professional in Jewish education, a Jewish college 
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student, and a ,volunteer leader in a local synagogue and school board Although it is 

sparse on detail, and not useful as research based literature, it can be used in an 

educational setting to generate discussion among different leaders as to the appropriate 

role distinctions between the two groups of leaders (Reimer 1987, pp. 51-61). 

Joshua Elkin (1992) argues persuasively for the need to take the professional­

board relationship more seriously than Jewish education has in the past. He offers a 

prescription for improving the relationship: collaboration, improved communication, 

goal setting, board evaluation. Yet he also states that there is a great need for case 

studies to help all Jewish educational institutions develop strategies for su~ess. 

Despite all of the attempts to improve relations, the Jewish community is still 

struggling to find the best means to achieve the goal. 

LESSONS FROM 1HE LITERATIJRE REVIEW 

The most valuable lessons from the relevant literature is that succes.5ful non­

profit institutions must be mission-<iriven and must generate a clearly articulated 

common vision. In addition, all of the literature emphasizes the need to make the work 

of the board member real, authentic, and substantive. There is also a consensus on the 

need for clear role delineation between the professional and the volunteer leaders. All 

of the literature acknowledges the critical importance of corrummication among the 

different types of leadership within an institution. Each body of literature also reflects 

a range of opinions on the partnership continuwn as to what the ideal relationship 

constitutes. Some of the different opinions are purely semantic in nature; others 
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represent very different understandin~ of the nature of the balance of power within an 

organization. Perhaps most significantly, most of the literature is prescriptive. Very 

few empirical studies directly address the nature of the relationship between the Jewish 

professional and the volunteer leader in Jewish education. 

Nevertheless, several qualities emerge from the research literature as most 

significant in understanding the nature of the relationship between professionals and 

volunteer leaders in Jewish education. Four frames emerge through which the 

volunteer-professional relationship is best analyzed: clarity of roles, confluence of 

vision, commitment to the institution, and comrmmication. The case study, therefore, is 

divided into four distinct chapters guided by the dimensions identified through the 

literature review. The case study explores these four dimensions through an analysis of 

the handling of conflict, the decision-making process, the expressions of commitment --..., 

to the school and the utilization of channels of communication by all members of the 

school community. 

This study examines the importance of the four dimensions in a particular 

Jewish educational setting: commitment, confluence of vision, clarity of roles, and 

communication. The analysis investigates how volunteer leaders express their 

commitment to an institution and assesses the imoortance of commitment to the . 
success of the institution; the extent to which the school's mis.5ion drives the 

institution is reflected in it; whether there is a strong confluence of vision and, if so, 

who serves as the primary articulator of that vision. The analysis further explores the 

clarity of the roles of both the volunteer leadership and the professional leadership; 
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existing channels of communication in light of the assumption that good 

communication is essential to the success of any organization. 

Additional issues raised in the literature which are explored in this case srudy 

include the role that the he3d of school plays in serving as the "educational leader and 

facilitator,, of the board; policy vs. implementation as an operative distinction; 

receptivity to the spiritual leadership of the head of school among the school 

community the school; and last, whether the partnership metaphor seems to be the best 

term to describe the nature of the relationship between the professionals and the 

volunteer leaders at Masoret Day School. In sum, this study reveals whether the 

dimensions identified in the literature as confluence vision, clarity of roles, 

communication, and commitment to the Jewish educational instiM ion emerge as 

critical factors in t.mderstanding of the dynamics of the head- volunteer leader 

relationship in the school. 

The richness of detail of a case study facilitates moving beyond the theoretical 

and prescriptive models to an understanding of how they operate within a "real life" 

setting. Thus, better understanding of the factors which influence the volunteer leader­

Jewish professional relationship can be achieved.. 
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