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Thou1hts on a Research Agenda 

Adam Ga.maron 

Tho purpose of thia memo ia to 1hare my ihou1hts about the possibility of research and 
aval~ation in load communities and other areu of Jewish education in North America. I will 
discuas mbstanti\'e wues, both gerteral and those of special Jnterest to mo, and design issues. 

Sub,tantlve lasues 

llI undentan.d tbe plan in the "Report," the primary issue for research mu.st be the evaluation 
of specific programs taldng place' in tho lead communities, with the goal of disseminating 
lcnowled10 about thde proara.tm to the 'Wider Jewish education audience. AJ I understand it, 
th1a evaluation proceas will not bt one in which the researchers are completely outaide tho 
refonn proeeu; rather, there will be continuous feedback between the researchers and tho 
educator" in the lead communities. Thus, the project would involve botll formati,ic and 
aummadvcevaluatlon. 

The central problem for this mve•tf.gation is the identification of outcome,. Selocting and/or 
develop mdicato would need to be a primary tuk in the early years of the program.. Such 
indkator wo din iude those at the individual level ( coptive, affecti\'e, and behavioral) and 
at the COII':..tr.uni J L.,v-l (pcw.ble indicators include rate ofteachortumover, rate of education .. 
al partidpati 1l, r -~ , Int rm :rlage, etc.) . 

.1.-,=--, .. ...u.· should probably give equal weight to atudying the proccas of 
·e, p . • th early yean. In the lead communitlos, what organizational 

"O r change? What arc the barriers to chan1e, a:id how might they 
aurm t ~ ? To h t • e t can we attribute succeutul bmavatiom to the charisma and 

l p rtkuw il'1 . . d and to what extent can we identify orgmmational conditions 
o d c sful 'h e? These qucstjona are critical ft the lead communities aro to 
odel r Je1;.~h e ucitional improvement throupout North America. 

tbe p w of -~• ecomes moro critical when we recognize that the effects of 
..... l'WW'!ti n may not .. .manifested for several yean. For oxamplc, suppose ~mmunity .. X" 

a to u d!"'Up · it& nwnber of full•timo, profealionally• trained Jewi&h educaton. How 
10111 will it take for ibiJ ohanae to affect coamtive and a&ctive outoomea for atudenta? Since 
the relUlta cannot be detected immedia~ly, it would be important to obtain a qualitative some 
ot the extent to which tho profoaaional educators are being uaed oftectively. Studyin& tho 
proceu is also important in tha cue of umuccessful innovation. Suppose, despite the bost•laid 
plamt Community "X" is unable to inc:reuo ita profeaional teaching force. Learnin& from thla 
experience would req_uiro knowledge of the points at which the innovation broke dowti. 

Aaide from these issues, whid1 are paramount from tho pn.ctical aide, there are other pointl 
which are of special intereat to ·a sodologist of education. These concenu are intellec:tually 



pro.vocative to me because of my long•standln1 intcrcat in the effe~ of education "treatmonta" 
on outcomes; other researchen would obviously find different issues of special interest. 

W'JU Range of TNatment 

In research on secular education 1n western countrie1, a major probltm for studyma ~c ottecu 
of sehoolina on achievement and other outcomes ii mat there u relatively little variation in 
the quality of achoolizl&. Ill contrast, the rango of educational experiences in 1ewi&h education 
1a ~normously dlvenet t1Ull'll1s, u Jim .Coleman pointed out to me, from zero to total 
immonion. Yet to date, the best studies on tho effects of 1 ewiah education deal with only a 
reatrlctcd range of the total variation (Sunday achoo~ afternoon schoo~ l!1d day school). By 
considering the full array of J'ewish educational experienc:ea of tho youth of the lead com­
.m:un!tlea (e,&., by including suinmer amps, Israel trips, and youth sroups, a& well u schools), 
the project could ptovide a better analysis of the ~ffects of educatio1\al treatments on outcomes 

'-: than hu been poufblc In tho past. 

Empha.rir on Communltiu 

Cun ntly, there u a fair amount of attcndon to COMections between schools and communities 
in the wider educati literature. Tho r°'earch agenda has at least two d1menaiom: studying 
the coordination I or i e.ba fte&,) between schools and other aoclal 1ervf.co deliveiy agenta; 8Z1d 
the aocl no works •mong tet.chen, parents, students, and other members of tho community 
(as in C.o1 an - offer, 1987). Both of theae issues could be fruitfully examined in the 
Jti ' he u tion ,ont$X'L 

Th " 
talc 
in 
fi r 
to 
be 

cit in • for GOm.munity-widc emphasis on education. Tbu may 
d cooperadon among the, ewiah 1choola and other Jcwiahinstitutiona 

o» the pr cm and !ts re!ults would be interesting to a broad audience 
the r cal reasons. At the same time, the improvement effort may lead 

o o. for education among atudonu and theirparenu, and this would 
to &tudy. 

'What t e rc:!.ow-~ pr gram involve? My flnt thoughts ere that im.Ually, the roaearch 
would r6qU!r w,-o ajor effom: fieldwork studies of the process of ~hanae. and conceptual 
and experlmenial ( or pilotina) work o.~dicators of out~omes. These thouabts preauppoao 
that educational imtitutions ht the lead communities are automati~y receptive to resoaroh 
efforts. 

Ficlawork 

I ~\lld thhlk that a balf-timo researcher would be needed 1n each lead community. Tho 
resurch•n would have· doctoral traininl and fieldwork experience. Ar~ funds available for 
su.cbuefton? 
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More generally, would the research pro~ need to 1enerate its own funds, or have tho fu.nda 
already been committed? 

'Inc field ruoarchora would-be reaponaibic· for (1) deacrlbiI11 the baJic structure end operation 
of. Jewish education in the community, broadly defined; (2) deacribina chan1oa in those 
atruct\ltU and processes; (3) relating tboae ~ndluom io outeom.es, in a qualitative sense, 
drawin1 on tho subjective experiences and meanings of participants, as well aa providing an 
memal analysh of the cultural context and the quality of 1ewiah education in the community. 
Although much of their work would be done independently, these re3ear,aor1 would meet as 
a group at reauJar intervals (perhaps qparterly?) to exchange finclinas and critique one 
another's report,, 

In addition to the field researehers, I would advc"t• "reflcctf.~• practluoners." A few teachers 
and/or admfnfatraton in each co~niiy could be explicitly funded to carry out research on 
their , and thoao of their colleagues, with innovative educational proarazns. 

Al .o the• lection. cf comnmnitles, I have little to say. The only thiq that occurs to me ·a that 
mid-aized 1cwiah commumtlcs would probably be best from the standpoint of or&anizing the 
rosouch! Too saiall, and it may be difficult to find qualified field roae chers; too large, and 
tho commum y bet o complex form to ~pc vvith (Le., New York, Chica , Los An1cles). 

r..t of lnd,1,;att,r, 

div _ akill~ knowledae reqwrod for this aspect of the project, a tea01 of 
would be r quirod. with akilh in demography, social psychology, psychometric,, 
eh, content domains (Hebrew language, history, . ible, etc.). The team 
f ( ) to roach docisiona on what outcomes, exactly, ' t1 be mouured; 

dev 1 pm.en· f que.utitatlvo indicators of those outcomes. 

or tho ,~l-11,U,1 t wo f be preferable to p aaellno data from the very first 
y ~mographic and school~ :.:.mzatf ut it is not 

tive outcome!. 1 &ave little and teat 
le, but even if there are some, I JJ)timittic 
tely, as one would prefer. However, tho should 
ollnc data would h:e extremely valuable. 

Subaequently, one 6hould think abou:. ush11 the aw:ve11 111d test.I not only in the lead 
comnwutiea, but el&owbero, for comparative puipoaesr Aueaamont of causality is the central 
deaip problem tor this part of the project. I am not w~ that causal gcuoralizations will in fact 
be possible, and more thought Bl1d d!lc,,,.aaion must bo &f.von to this i.sruc. 
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The Second Jeruml@m Workshop ot the CUE 

Implementing the Recommendadons of the 
Commission for Jewish Education In North America: 

Documents for Dltcussloo-Prepared by S. Fox and A. Hochstein 

Introduction 

Draft l 

Durina it.a initi settin up period the CUB haa •~ceded in esta.blishin1 a human, organiza-
tional, and cial in uuoturc that is now ready to launch work on several of the 
recornm~ndatlona of tho Cammiasion. A fttst workplan and time line were established that in­
clude the !ollowlng elements (Bxhiblt 1): 

• B • lishina d Communiti!s 
• Undertaldn a. Mbcst p tices .. project 

• Drafting a policy paper io d1 the establishment of a re,earch capability in North 
mcrlca 

• Bulldin community upport, ineluding the preparation of a st1'8.tt,gic, p~ 

• evelopin me.stetplM for the training of personnel 

D v opina d 1 nchin monitOrln&, evaluation and feedback prosram alongside the 
Jm l medW:ion k 

This will d with Lead Communitica. Separate papera will be prepared on each of tho 
other clemen ( rthcomin ), 

Lead Communlttu 

In the paces that follow we will outline some of the ideas that could guido the CDE's approach 
to Lead Communit!t.s. 

l. What ta a Lad Community? 

i i ;,ort A. nm, to A.a the COmmisalon on Jewish Bducation 1n North America decided on 
tlbllshment of Lead Communities u a strategy fot bringing about 11anifi¢f.llt change and 

improvement ln Jewish Educatlon (Bxhibit 2). A Lead Community (LC) will be a site-en en­
tire community or a 1ar1e pan ot lt -that will undenalce a major development and improvo-­
ment pro1ram of its Jewish education. The pro&r&,m-prepued with the assistance of the 
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CUB, will involve the implementation of an action plan in the areas ot buildini the profession 
of Jewish education. mobilizing comm.unity support and in proarammatie areas auch as day• 
schools or Israel experience propams. It will be carefully monitored and evaluated, and feed .. 
back will be provided on an on1oin1 buis. 

Several Lead Communities will be established. Communities seleeteo for the proaram will be 
presented with a menu of projects for the improvement of Jewish education. This menu, 
prepared by the staff' of the CDB, will include requited programs (e,a., \Ulivcrsal in•scrvice 
education; recruitin& and involving top lay leadership; maximum "" of bclt practice!) u 
well u optie1ul1 ~rolfim• (o.,., Innovation and experimentation in proarammatic an:aa such 
u day schools. supplementary schools; summer camps; community center programs; lira.cl ex­
perience proawns). Ea.ch LC will prepare and undertake the implementation of a program 
most suited to meet its needs and resources. and likely to have a ~or impact on the SQOpC 
81\d quality of Jewish education provided. Each community will ne;otiate an agreement with 
the CUB, which will specify the proan,ms and projects to be carried out by the community, 
their aoals. anticipated outcomca, and the additional resources that will be made available. 
Terms for insuring the standards and scope of the plan will also be spelled out The agreement 
will specify the support communities will receive from tho CUB. A key clement in the LC 
plan ls the centrality of on-going e"81ua.tion of each project and of the whole plan. 

Throush tho LCs, the CUE hopes to implement a large number of CJtperlments in diverse com• 
rr.unltlea. Each ~ommunity will ma.kc significant cholcea, while they are being caref\llly 
&ulded and aasl ted. The data collection ud analysis effort will bo aimed at determining which 
program, d combination of programs are more successful, and whloh need modification. 
The more suc~sful program will be offered !or replication ln additional oommunitics, while 
others may bo adapted or dropped. 

This conception o Lead Communitic.t ls based on the following~: 

"..,.~: A lon .. term project is being undertaken. Change will be gradual and 
od oftim 

b. initiative for cstabli:shln& LC:s will come from the local community. 
Th d supported. The key stakeholders muat be committed 
to ,~11&.11.ll,lj mechanism (committee) will play the .m,Jor role in generat• 
in -"'"· implcmentlna them. With the help of the CD'B, it will be 
poi national for to work tOgether in d~ and fteld•tcsting IOlutions 
to the problem• ot 1ewi&h education. 

c. The CUE'• kole: FacWtatln& lmplementaUon and ensurtna contlnental Input. The 
CD'!, throuah its staft and consultants will make a critical contribution to the devdopment of 
Lead Communities. (See Item 2a below.) 

d. Community ud Personnel: Meaningful change requircl that those clernenis most crltical 
to improvoment be addressed. The Commission 1w called thc:ac "the buildina blocks of 
Iewlah education" or .. enablln1 options,• n decided mat without community '"'ppon tor 

ah education and deeJ!na with the shortage ot quallfted personnel, no •Y•~ change is 
y to occur. All LCs will therefore, deal with these elements. The bulk of the thinking, 

p1annlJ\1. and reaouree• will so to addro,aing tbcm. 

2. 
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e. Scope and Quality: In order for a LC's plan to be valid and effective, it must fulfill two 
conditions: 

1. n muat be of sufficlent scop, to have a signiftr.ant impact on the overall educational plcture 
in the commu~tty. 
2. It must ensure high ttandard.r of quality throu&h the input of uporta, through planning, 
and evaluation procedures. 

t. Evaluation & J'eedbac:k-Loop: Through a process of data.• collection, and ltlalyait for tho 
purpose• of mQnltorina and evaluation the _community at large will be able to 1t\ldy and know what programs or plan• yield politive results. It will also permit the creation of a tt.edback­loop between planning and e'Y&luadon activities, and between central and local activities. 
I• Envlromaent: The LC should be characterized by an environment ot innovation and ex• 
perimentation. ~ograms should not bo limited to cxiating ideas but rather creativity should be enCOW'l&ed, As ideu a.re tested they will be caretully monitored and will be subject to critical analysla. T combination of openness and oreatlvlty with monitorlnJ and e.ccourttability ia not wily hed but la vital to the co~t cf LC. 

doubtp Between the CIJE and Lead Communities 

. The CD'S will otrer the Collowin& support to Lead Communities: 

2. Bridge to con tal/central resources, such u tho In$titutions of Hlaher Jewish lamina, 
.!ESNA, the 1CCA, C1P, e denomination,, etc. 
3, facili t1on t ouwd funding-in particular by Foundations 
4. sa tan.co ln tm nt of Leadership 
... . Oa in troubl&-ahooting (for matters of content and of process) 
6, Monitoring, UYl!!.ILuaLL ack loop 

tion 

b. Lead Communldes will oommit them.selves to the .followin1 elements: 
1. To en1 c th msJorlty ot =holden, institutions and programs dealin1 with eduoadon ht the plamrlna proceaa- os ldeolo&ical d denominational points of view. 
2. To recruit outstanding leadership that will obtain the necessary resources tor tho imp1 
tali.cm o! the pl . 
3. To plan lftd implemertt a program that includes the enablinl options and that ls ofa scope and -IWldard of quality that will W\lfC reaaonable dw\cc for alfniftcant change to occur, 

3. The Content: 
The oore of the development program undertaken by Lead Communities muat include tho .. cna­
blina optlona. • Theae will be required element in each LC proaram. However, communities will ehoose the prc,rammatic areu throuah whlch they wish to address these options. 

3 
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a. Rtqulrtd 1lement1: 

1. Community Support 

P AGE . 0':, 

Bvery Lead Community wW engage in a. major effort at bulldina community support for 
Jewish education. Thia will ranat from recniiting top leadcrwp1 to aft'ecting the climate in 
the community u re&ards 1 ewish education. LCs will need to inttodu~ programs that will 
make 1ewlsh education a hi&h communal priority. Some of these proarams will include: new 
and additional approaches to local fund-raisin&i establistun111ewifh odugatlon "lobby." inter­
communal networking, developing lay-professional dlalo1ue, seµh\1 an aaenda tor change; 
public relatlona efforts. 

2. PersoMCl Development: 

Tho community must be willing to implement a plan for rccrultin&, trainin&, and aeneraUy 
building the. profc&•sion of Jewish education. The plan will affect all eleMents of 1ewish educa­
tion in the community: formal; infotmali pre-service; 1n .. servi~; teachers; principals; rabbis; 
vocational; a-vocation . It will include developing a feeder system for recruitment; u.ung' pre­
viously underutilized human resources. Salaries and benefits must be improv¢; new career 
paths developed, empowcrmcmt and networking of educators addressed. The COB will recom­
mend the elements of such a program and a11tst in the planning and implementation as re-
qu ted. 

b. Proaram tJNtU 
I 

Bnablini option pplicd 1n programma.tie areas. Por c,camplc, when wo train principals, it 
l for the purpose of brin •. a a.bout improvement in schools. Vlhcn aupplementary school 
ieacnen partici to in in•service traJnin& pioaram~ the school ghould benefit. Tho link be· 
tw 11e lln " and pro ram opt!Ons wa.s made clear in the work of the Commlllion. 
It is th1ereirore proposed that each lead community select , as arcnaJ for the implementation of 
enabling option , those pro eas most auited to'. local necda and condltiont. Thc,o could 
include ty of formal and In~ ma1 settings, from day-schools, to summer camp,, to 
adult education.,._,,..., or II experience progra.inl. 

c. Thi Role of tM CUE 

The CUB will need to be prcpare.4 with 1uaaestion1 as to how LC•s should work in program 
areu. '11lertfore lt will need to build a know~edae base from the vttty inception of its work, 
Tho CUB will provida LC1 with information and Juidance regarding •best pt8Cticos" (see 
aepmte paper on .. beat prac;tices"). Por example, when a community chooses to undertake an 
i."\~acrvice traln1n& proaram tor lts supplementary sdlool or ICC staff, it will be o1fered 
several modela of successful tralnini proarams. The community will be off~ the rationale 
behind tho 1uccea, of those programs. They will then!~ able to either roplle&te, mm use or, 
or develop tholr own program,, in accordan~ with the standards of quality set by those 
models. 

4 

' I 
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d. Outcoma 

The Commiasion on 1ewlsh Bdu~on in North Am6rica wu brought into existence because 
of an expressed concetrt. with "MeaJtln&ful 1ewiah Continuity." The pl\U'allatic nature of the 
Commission. did not pennit it to deal with tho goals of Jewish education. However tho ques­
tion of desired outcomca is a major iuue, one that·hu not been addressed and that may yield 
different answers for each ideologi~ or denominational group in the community. Tho rote ot 
evaluation 1n the process of Lead Communttles will require that the question of outcomes be 
Addressed. Otherwi10, waluatlon may not yi.;&d doo1R4 rGl\lltl. How Will th.ii be ha..ndled1 
Should, fOr example, each an,up or inJtiNtion deal with this individually? (e.a, ask each to 
atate what is educationally of importance to them). Should it be a oollectlve endeavor? The 

• CUE may have to develop 'inldal hypotheses about the desired outcomes, base m work on 
these and amend them as work proaressea. 

4. MonltorlD.1. Evaluation and Feedback-loop 

The CD! will establiah IA evaluation project (unit)·. Its purpose will be three-told: 

1. to carry out ongoing monitoring ofprogras in Lead Communities, in order to assist com­
munity leaden, planners and cducaton in their dally work. A reaeatcher will be commls-
aio ed will pend much of his/her time locally, collecting and analyzina data and offming 
it to pl'I.Ctltloner for their consideration. The purpose of this process is to improve and cor• 

t imp en ti.on in h LC and between them. 

2. to evaluatt progres1 1n Communities-auessina, u time goes 011, the impact and el-
ven ot pro , d it.I ,ultability for. r'eplication elsewhere. Evaluation wW be 

conducted in variety of ~thods. Data will bo collected by the local rcaearcher and also n,a .. 
tio y i r pp le. Anal.ya! will be tho responsibility of the head ot the evaluation team 
wl o N""~"--s 1n mind: 1) To evaluate the etrectiveness of individual proarama and of the 
!ad Communiti maelves models for chanP,, and, 2) To begin to create lndleato11 and 

data t could e u the buis for an onao.tna useasment of the state of Jewish edUQl• 
don 1n North meri . This work wlll contribute to the publication of a periodic "'state of 
Jewi h ed tion. report I cs by the Commission. 

3. fetdbtzck..loop: din I of monitoring and evaluation activities will be oondnuoualy 
CIU\rUWLCG to 1 and tral pla.Mln activitios in order to atfect them and act U an ongohl1 
oomctlv . In tl\11 manner there will be a rapid exchan1e of knowled1e a.nd mutual influence 
b1~~ cd.cc and p, ........ MAu. Findina• from tho fteld will requ.iro onaoin& adaptation of 
plan1. Thea chanaed pl.aft& will in tum, aft'~t implementation and so on. 

5. Recrultmtllt ·and Selection of Leacl Communides 

Several possible waya fbr lho recruitment 0fLC'11hould be considered. 

1. Comm.unld.es, thou1ht:to bo appropriate could be invited to apply, while a public call•for­
propoaal would also mako it possible;tor·any interested communitiea to become candldatel. 

2. Another method could be for the CUB to determine crit.eria for the selectial of com• 
munldes and en001,1rage only those •~ most suitable to apply as candidates. 

s 
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• A.s pan of tho application process for participation. candldato communitiea will be invited to 
undertake an organizational process that would lead to: 

a. Tho recruitment of a atroPg community adcr(s) to take c:J1arae of tho prwess and to enpae 
others to assist in tho task. 

b. Bstabllshlng a stee.rina committee/commission to auidc the pr~ess including most or·a11 
educational institutions in the community~· • 

c. Conductin1 a self-study that will map the looal state of Jewilh ·education, ldentifyina current 
necda and detailing resources. 

d, Engaging a professional planning team for the process. 

Some or all of these elcmentJ may already e~st in several COff\munitics. 

A aido benefit from such a process would be communlty•wlde publicity regarding the work of 
the CIJB and the beatnnina of a response to the cxpcctations that have been created. 

Criteria for the selection of Lead communltiea were discussed at the r anuary Workshop and at 
the March mee of Senior Policy Advisora· (Bxhiblt 3), They muat now be refined and· tiJw. 
lud. 

• •••• 

We hope that thl document will help us in our disou11ion1 at the seminar. It is meant to be 
modltt , con-ected d chan . In 'addition we will need to contlder some of the following ~. ' 

l. How will th CUE 1car itself up for work with the LC? In particular it will have to recruit 
staff to unden&b the followl : 

. Community tions and community development capability 

b. t Pnici.lea, 

c. Plannina; r••eA!lft""; monitorln1, evaluation and feedback loop (a rest.areh unit?) 

d. Ovorall strateai or d~dopment (e,1. plan for the training of educaton; developmt.nt of 
community support). 

o. Development of financial rcaourcea-lnoluding work with foulldationt, federations and 
indlvlduals, 

2. How many Lead Communities can be launched simultaneously? Thia will require a careful 
conaidomlon of resources needed and available. 

3. What are the atagea for cstabllihift& an LC, from selection, to plannJ.na, to undertaking 
fttst prosrams and activities. 

6 



Jdyl.1991 CLTB rDlB LDIB - UlllL 1991 

1. ~ OMEF@I 

•• ~be 
.tr.~• pl-

h. st .. Jaa:a IA.a 
a caitJ' 

c. Dl!lftl.opaeau 
al project:• 

•· l>nalop nNrrUltaea1: 
l)rGC'eH f:er r,e 

1. ei.llt1.aas tor 
~l:.ioD 

2. a.crait:aea~ Ct:rabOY 
Ceal.l Yo1. pc .. -..1•7 ) 

3. :tDYi te c:eDdl4ate• t.o 
full-dily eeai.11.ar 

( •> .i- ar-snar 

(b) s.9d aa.t.erlal.• 

t. ~1op t:e~ of 
.. ~t (CIJB-Le) 

f. DeYelap se.lect:1aa proc••• 

• · Jeru••l- •l.&atllnv 
Wod.aktp (2) 

b. Aeaal~ •FeJ 1,.... of 
tM cus-

i. Pl•cu•• •u•tllllJ' • 
plo wJth senior•·•· 
'CIJE board 

j. .stat:f tor c:uB 

1. Dlrector 

2. •i.-.ns 

l . 1.eerait fr hlect liCII 

l. Ama.oUnc. dll!c:h1ca 
Le•d o,.._.1.u.e. 

4 s ' 7 

l.912 

1991 

' 10 11 12 l 2 

&hibll1 

19S2 
J t 5 I 

4 

F 
C9 
~ 

... 
\f) ..... 
..... 
VI 

r 

N .Jl 
~ 

i= !-
H z !­
Cl) - J 
-f 

H 

~ cl 

~ ;;; 
r ::: 

'° ;:;; 
~ -;v 

I\) ,- . 

$ ~ 
U) cl 
U) . 
UI 
,.... I · 

'=' 

I.O Z ~ ­
N 

N 

m 
-~ 

~ ..... 

cl 
I > w, 
m 

C, 

.J ((o 

~ 
' 

1 



Jtly :. 1991 CXJB -t-:nm LlllB - ~ 1991--~ 

•· Jllltpotlate t.ezaa 

•• 
(aet wp loe&l ~ 

• lllpl....CUSca 9JC011P) 

o ~ D&t.a col l.ct.J.aa. SYlll.-.~l, 

t. Feedback lc,ap 

l. JU.re rea 
t .tear i.e. .,.,..,,.,,,..tarill; 

Steeriao a-l.ttee; 

~lAl;C) 

2. 1.aaact. re ■ eardl 

3. lliUON f1Dd.1nga 

~- B .. t PrACC~cea 

q. 

J. lllre CODM1ltal\t • 

lauacb 

2. out-• n--uncr■ 

1. LC aeewort r. 

2. Odaar coanuu ti•• 

2. Cewaai~ Support 

•. Prepare suet.eat.c: Pl.aD 

b . fla c:JJB Boa1't 

1. l!allperll 

2. -...rd _., tlag• 

3. Jauria ~ic.atloos 

c. Senior l'ollc:y J.dvhors 

1. He•t.iqa 

2. 

'I 
5 ' 1 Ill 

• 

1;992 

10 11 1.2 l 2 

Exblbit t 

1992 
l ' 5 ' ~ 

C 
r 

ts; 
~ 

' u: --
...., t= 

r 
.... 
(J 

I\ u .... 
f '.: 
2 

fz 
,-. 

~ :-
... 
U c 
~ ;:( 
:r rr ,., _ 
r ...o. 

ll rr 

" ;i: 

·r\ :: 

8~ 
IJ ""t " • 
(J 
,-. I 

r:: 

\J. = 
""\ . 

f\ 

r\ 

0 u 
" " u ... 

'"t 

\! 
'\ .... 
(.J 

""t 
I 
.J 

rr 

C 
L( 



~ 

... 

I 

N 
91 ... 

..c 
en 

I 
I 

ffl 

~ 
§, 

i -.. -t 

JUL 5 • ':l 1 J -'-l : -1 8 PP E f·l I E P C tJ F: P . H [ 1 r·l I H . PH,.) E . 1 0 

JUL. IO'+ ~.L ,1.;>,c:,c:, l ' IHt,J.Jr...L.. .1.11;:i, • .1..:>rs.t"'IC.L. :11c. c. 0 :,-:,:, .J.1. :11c;. c. o;;;,:,;;,,,.;~ r,,1..:.,,-,1.;> 

.. 
"" 
.. 

~~ ... 
N 

... 

~ 

" "" 
0 

"" 

... 
! 

I'" 

.. 
Vt 

• 

.. 

• • • • • 
C-, • A 

• 
.ci r.i ~ "' .. 



PRE11 I EP COR P. ADr·l It~. PAGE. I 1 
.,./_... .. - · -- -- -- . ,. ·--- .... - ---.-- L e~~u:arr -; ·-

III: ESTA.BUSHING UAO COMMUNITIIS 

M&ny of che acdvities dC$cribed above for the building of a. pro­

fession of Jewish educators and. che development of communicy 

support will cake place on & c:oncinenuJ. level. However, the 
'I 

plan also calls for intensified loca.1 efforts. 

Local. Lahoratrme.s fw J ftllilh aaM(ation 

Three co five mod~l c;om.qiun.i.ties will be established to de!mon• 

strac~ whac ea.n happen -when chete is an infusion or outstanding 

personnel into the educational system, when the importance of 

Jewish education is recognized by the community e.nd ics let.el• 
I 

ership, and when the necessary funds a.re se~\U'ed to meet addi .. 

tio cos . 
Thes model , c led Nlca.d Communities,". will provide a 

leadership ti.lnctioc. ("or other communities thtou.,hour North 

America. Tbeir p e is to serve u laboruori!S in which to dis­

covet the educatio p~ices and policies that work best. They 

ill fwicdon as th tesci~ p~es for .. best pmctices" - exem­

plary or excell nc pro rams - in all fi~lds or Jewish education. 
I 

E o( che Coinmuni ies will engage in the process of 

redesigning and improving the delivery of Jewish edu.c&tioo 
I 

throu. b wide u y of incen.sive progtaffl4. 

67 
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S,/,nion-af Lllld Communitiu 
' 

Pundamenca.l to che • success of the lead Communities will be 
' : 

che commitment of the community and its key ~t4keholders to 

this endeavor. The community must be willing to set high e!du• 

ca.clonal standacds, rai$t additional funding for edJwion, involve 
I 

all or most of its educational insdrucions in the
1 
proara.m. and 

thereby become a model for the rcsc of the couptry. Beca.we 
t~~ initiative will come from the tommW1icy its~lf, chis will 6~. 

. .: I 
& "bottOffl•Up" rather Chan I "to~own'" effort. ! 

I 

number of cities have already expressed thelc intere$t, and 

th e and oth t cities will be C'onsidered. The goal will be to 
I , 

choose those cb,t provide che strongest prospeets for su,ccs.s. 

t.nalysis ill be made of the different commuriities chat have 
offered top icip&te in die program, and criceria:-will be devel-

1 

oped fot che elei:tion or the Ii tel. 

One th Lea.d Com.mw:iides ue selected, a puqlk announce• 

m 1u· will b m de so th t the Jewish community u a. whole 

will know che pro ram unc:ie W&y. \ 
I 

. Gitting St11rtuJ 

d Communities m y inid ce their prcgwna iby creating a 
I 

local pl,nning om.miccee c::onsilting of the leade~ or the otgt.-

ted Jewish commwuty, rabbis. educators, end lar, leaders in all 
the orpniz.,tions involved ln J twi1h educ:1.don. , They would 

prepare & report on the state of Jewish' educadon !in their com-
1 

municy. Bued on their findlnas, 1- _plan of acdoc. would be 

developed that a.d.cl~~ses the specific: educationt.?
1 
needs o( the 

c:ommunity, indudi.ni rec;ommendacions for ftCW 1programs. 
1 
I 
I 

Pt-"-n3E 12 
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A BttJ!Pl\1NT FOR TH! ~UTUU 

An inventory of best .c:ciucational practices in North America. 

would be prepared as a guide to Lead Communities (a.nd even­

tually made &vailable to t~e Jewish community as & whole). 

Eac:h loc:&1 school, community cencer, summer camp, youth pro-­

sra.m, and lscacl experience program in rhe Lead Communities 

would_ be encoun.ged co select elements from chis inventory. 

After deciding which of .th~ best practices they might adopt:, 

th« community would develop the appropriate training pt~• - . gwn ·SO ch,i: these could be in~roduccd into the relevant insti-

tutions. .An import&nt: tuaetion of the local planning group 

would be to monitor and evaluate these innovations and to study 

thelr impact. 

The Lead Communities will be & m&jot tescing around for 

the new aou.rcea of peaonn l that will be developed. They will 

be pri.f? w-se: for tho e pa.rcic:i~ ing in the Ptllows program 

a well the J ewi h Educaclon Corps. Ia fact, while ocher com- • 

• mu.nit! uound the C'~untry will reap the benefiu ot these pro-

8 s, the positive effects will ~ mos-c appuenc in the Lead 

Comm 1.1lU des. 
Th injecdoa of o aonnel jnco a wd Community will 

b mt.d !or s ver purpos s: to inccodw:e new progra.ms; to 

off'e.r new ervic:es, such u adult t.nd family educacion; and ~o 

provide exptttl in areu su.c:h as the tcsiching of Hebrew, tht: 

Bible, t.nd Jewish history. 

11ua.Lead Commurucies will serve u pilot programs for con-
' 

dnenca.l eftort.S in the areas of recruitment, the improvement of 

aala.des a.nd benefits, tho development of 1-.dders of a.dva.nce• 

ment, and generally in the building of a. profession • . 

P.13/15 
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Criteria for the Selection of Lead Cotmnunl.ties 

Senior Policy Advisors 

What Criteria Should ba'UHd ln Selectlna Lead Communities? 

The followlna criteria will be considered in selectirt& lead communities~ 

a. City aize 

b. Geo1raphic location 

c. Lay leaderlhlp commltmt.nt 

d. The cxi1t6Jlce of a planning proce.ss 

c. Financial stability 

!. Availability of endc reaoW'CCS 

&· Stren of w instl.nu:u,1111 

h. nesenoe of so tro i,roiessional leadenhlp 

i. Wil---,•---• of community to over proceu and carry it furwatd 

j. Replicabillty 

k. Commitment to coalition building (synergism) 

l, Commitment to f.nncwation 

PHt~E. ! -1 

Exhlblt 3 

m. Com ........... -t to .. ...,...IMi049 •'IWI-Mlll'\1', " involvina all qca, formal and informal ed~ 

n. Comml t to notl of CltJl lbratl-willlnpess to involve all ae,inenta of Che 

QOm,munfty 
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Criteria for the Selection of LCs 

Janual')' 1911 Workshop 

Possible considerations in st.lcction ~ : 

i. Clty me 
2. Geographical location • 

3. Lay leadership commitment 

4. P.1ann!n1 process underway 

S. Financial atablllty 

6. Availability of aca.dcmlo reaO\lrCCa 

7. Strength of existing inatltutions 

8. Pmellce of so professional leadership 

r'HGE. ! S 

9. lliinanesa of communi to um aver process and carry 1t forward after tho initial period 

In cneral, th wu dlf& ty ln conceptualizing a clear set of criteria !or choosing lead 

communltl - din Gecliewut na the goals of replloabWty/domonatrabillty/models of 

excellence, What emergt.d &om this diseutslon was consensus on the idea of differentiated 

criteria: di t communiti 'aht be chosen fot different reasons. On the other hand, we 

ly ot afford to fall: how we choose ~didates, we muat be convinced that 

etWeen th cotnmunlty'1 ourccs and our own, success is Ubly. 
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To: Shulamith Elster 
From: Barry Holtz 
Re: Best Practice Version 2 

June 27, 1991 

Based on my original memo, our subsequent discussions and our 
meeting with Annette and Seymour, here is the way I see the Best 
Practice Project at this point. 

I. Introduction 

As I understand it the purpose of the project is to develop an 
inventory of "Best Practice" Jewish education programs in North 
America. This inventory would aid the future work of the Coun­
cil, particularly in the "Lead Communities" aspect of its work, 
because it would offer a kind of data base (or Rolodex) of suc­
cessful programs/sites/curricula to which the Council staff could 
refer as it. worked with the various Lead Communities. Thus a 
person from the Lead Community in "Toledo" (or wherever) could 
ask the Council "where is Hebrew taught well?" and the Council 
staff would be able to find such a program or school or site some 
place in the country through consulting the Best Practice in­
ventory. E.g. You, Shulameth, would be able to say: "Go to 
Temple Ansche Schmutz in Boston and there you'll see how Hebrew 
can be taught well in a day school/afternoon school/JCC/whatever 
setting." (I assume that the inventory would not be a published 
document but a kind of data base that the Council would keep or 
make available to particular interested parties.) 

Theoretically, in having such an index the Council would be able 
to offer both psychological and programmatic assistance to the 
particular Lead Community asking for advice. "Psychological"-­
because for many people (both lay and professional) there is 
doubt about the actual existence of "Best Practice" about many 
aspects of Jewish education. ("Is there really such a creature as 
a good Hebrew School," I have been asked.) "Programmatic"-- be­
cause by viewing the Best Practice of "X" in one location, the 
Lead Community could see a living example of the way that "X" 
might be implemented in its local. 

I say "theoretically" in the paragraph above because we really 
don't know how this will play out in real life and certain sig­
nificant stumbling blocks will have to be overcome. First, do we 
really know that viewing the Best Practice of "X'' in Boston of­
fers psychological comfort or confidence building to the person 
sitting in the Lead Community of Toledo. Perhaps he or she will 
say: "Hey, that's fine for Boston, but in Toledo we don't have 
"A" and therefore can't do "B." Of course, we could reply, 
learning that they don't have "A" and discovering (by seeing it 
in action) that they want to accomplish "B" may be the first step 
toward defining goals and a plan of action for a particular Lead 
Community. 



Holtz--2 

For me, however, the programmatic side of the Best Practice model 
is more problematic than the psychological issue. Knowing that 
Boston is able to implement a particular program and seeing that 
program in action does not guarantee that Toledo will be able to 
pull it off in their locality, no matter how good their inten­
tions. The issue of translation from the Best Practice site to 
the Lead Community community site is one which will require con­
siderable thought. I will come back to this later on in this 
memo. 

II. What do we mean by "Best Practice" and how do we go about 
figuring it out? 

Let's say for the sake of argument (and this is a big assumption 
from the theoretical point of view, but probably justified in the 
realm of the practical) that "we" know what we mean by "Best 
Practice". The "we" here is the network of people we know, trust 
or know about in the field of Jewish education around the coun­
try. I assume that we could generate a list of such people with 
not too much difficulty. Let's say Best Practice is-- in the 
tradition of D.W. Winnicott to Sarah Lightfoot Lawrence (The Good 
High School) to Joe Reimer (Mandel Commission paper)-- something 
like "good enough". Let's say that when you and I talk about 
Hebrew schools and Day schools we know what we mean by good 
enough. And that there are people with expertise in other areas 
that you and I might not have (e.g. early childhood; JCCs) who 
could do a similar task in those areas. 

Of course there is no such thing as "Best Practice" in the ab­
stract, there is only Best Practice of "X" particularity: the 
best (i.e. good enough) Hebrew School, JCC, curriculum for teach­
ing Israel, etc. The first problem we have to face is defining 
the areas which the inventory would want to have as these partic­
ular categories. Thus we could talk about some of the following 
areas: 
--Hebrew schools 
--Day Schools 
--Early childhood programs 
--JCCs 
--Adult Ed. programs 

Etc.-- Yes, this is beginning to get to be a long list and what's 
more it's only one cut into the problem. The above list is es­
sentially "sites" in which Jewish education takes place. But you 
could also run another list here: subject areas. 

Bible 
-- Hebrew 
-- Israel 
etc. 
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Complicating this is another factor: As you pointed out to me, 
sometimes you can find a "Best Practice" program for one subject 
area in a site that isn't necessarily so great-- for example, a 
not so great JCC that runs wonderful programs for early child­
hood. 

Hence the following question needs to be decided: What are the 
appropriate categories for the inventory? 

Perhaps the way to answer this is to say that we will choose the 
categories based on the following criteria: 
a) · what the Lead Communities appear to want and need. In other 
words, we wait for the Lead Communities before we do the job. 
b) what we think the Lead Communities will want and need based on 
our discussions in Israel about the Lead Community business. 
c) the quick and dirty approach: what we can get up and running 
quickly because we know the people (and maybe even some actual 
sites or programs) already (or can get that info. very fast.) 

A guess on b-- Best Practice in: Hebrew schools, early childhood, 
Israel programs, family education curricula or programs. 

III. Suggestions for a process. 

What has to be done to launch and implement the Best Practice 
project? I would suggest the following steps: 

1. Define the categories 
I've tried to make a first stab at this immediately above. 

2. Create a document (I will call it a "definitional guide'') for 
each category. 
The definitional guide is a document which is composed for each 
category. It briefly states what we are looking for when we use 
the term Best Practice of X. The definitional guide is an in­
house "screen" used by the "location finders" (see below) as a 
reference guide. Since this is an "in house" document, my guess 
is that we should not waste a lot of time writing fancy docu­
ments: You don't need to hand Vicky Kelman a definitional docu­
ment to ask her to identify 3-5 best, really good, or good enough 
Hebrew Schools. 

Okay we know we want to write some kind of definitional guide: 
how much expertise do you need to do this? Perhaps I should say, 
how many experts do you need? What I mean is this. You and I 
could do this job for day schools and Hebrew schools, could we do 
it for adult ed. programs? (I'll answer for myself: probably 
yes). For early childhood? (probably no) For special ed? 
(definitely no), etc. So how many people have to be involved 
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here? Here's a suggestion: I suspect that via "the network" we 
know how to find out who knows about each of these areas (that 
is, once we've figured out what the areas are). Can we commis­
sion a short statement from teams of people who could write this 
for each area. These are short pieces. They should also include 
a suggested list of "location finders'' for each area. I suggest 
two-person teams just so there can be some bouncing back and 
forth of ideas. 

3. Identify the location finders 

Once we define a list of categories and definitional guides for 
each, we would then want to find a group of "location (or sub­
ject) finders" who would recognize or know about "Best Practice." 
It may also require a meeting of people to brainstorm places, 
sites, people as well. Maybe there should be a brainstorming 
group of well-traveled Jewish educators who could suggest the 
"location finders"? And maybe there is another group of people 
who are real generalists just because they've been around the 
country so much that we would be able to ask them about any of 
the categories: Bob Abramson, Joel Grishaver, Eliot Spack, Gail 
Dorph, Vicky Kelman, Betsy Katz, etc. 

4. Get the lists 

Once we have the "location finders" for each category and the 
definitional guides, we can then put together the suggested lists 
for each category. This could come via meetings (as mentioned 
above), through phone calls or simply through getting submissions 
of lists from the location finders for each category. Obviously, 
we will have to buy some time from people, but except for meet­
ings this should not be an expensive or burdensome task for them. 

5. Evaluate the choices 

Here is something we haven't talked about before. Once we 
receive the proposed lists in each category, are we going to im­
plement some independent evaluation? Who would do that and is it 
necessary? 

6. Write up the reasons 

This project begins to overlap with "Research" at this point. 
Let's say we have received these lists of Best Practice sites, 
programs, etc. Well, can't we ask what makes them "best" (or 
"good" enough). Perhaps this is the same as #5, outside evalua­
tion; perhaps not. But I think we would have to go beyond mere 
lists to figure out what it is that defines the "goodness" of the 
good. (E.g. Reimer's Commission paper). Of course this is no 
small job. We could probably get some of this from the location 
finders. They could tell us their reasons for their choices. We 
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might be able to hire some of the location finders to write up 
the reasons in brief or in detail. Perhaps we would not need 
this for every example in every category but it does seem to me 
that we're going to need this if we want to get to #7: 

7. Translate to Action for the particular Lead Communities 

What in each Best Practice case can be translated to the Lead 
Community and what cannot? Thi's is a complicated question and 
requires the job described in #6 above, at least for those cases 
in which the Lead Community is planning to implement action. It 
then requires a careful monitoring of what is going on when the 
attempt to translate particular Best Practices actually is 
launched. Which of course leads us to #8: 

8. Research Dimensions 

Here we can mean many things: action research in looking at the 
implementation of Best Practice from one place to another; 
evaluation research to see what is "best" about best and how 
things translate from one setting to another; comparative re­
search as Best Practice from ''Boston" is tried out both in Toledo 
and Los Angeles. And more too, I imagine, but I will leave this 
to Isa's project. 

IV. Timetable 

What of the eight steps above can and should be done when? I 
will not address this here, but leave it as an open question for 
us to determine. But one thing is clear-- we do have to have a 
sense of schedule and probably should discuss this with the group 
in Israel. 

v. Don 1 t underestimate the political dynamite in such an in­
ventory. 

A bit of advice here: This is a matter that needs to be well 
thought out. Who sees this inventory? Is is public? If it's a 
secret that's also a problem. How do you keep this from becoming 
politicized by denominations or localities? Does making it onto 
the inventory mean you have a running start on getting funding? 
(I can hear it now: "after all our school is on the Inventory"-­
it's now a capital letter) How do you deal with people who are 
annoyed because they are not on it?! 
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To: Shulamith Elster 
From: Barry Holtz 
Re: Best Practice 
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As I understand it, the ultimate purpose of the Best Practice 
project is to develop an inventory of "Best Practice" Jewish edu­
cation programs around North America. This inventory would allow 
a person in Boston, let's say, to ask "where is Hebrew taught 
well" and to be able to find such a program or school or site 
some place in the country through consulting the inventory. I 
assume that the inventory would not be a published document but a 
kind of data base that the Council would keep and make available 
(under certain circumstances? conditions?) to interested parties. 

What do we mean by "Best Practice" and how do we go about figur­
ing it out? 

I . To begin with, it seems to me that ''Best Practice" may be one 
of those terms like pedagogy or mysticism-- it only makes sense 
as part of a larger phrase: is there "pedagogy" without "pedagogy 
of X subject" (e.g. teaching biology, not just teaching), Jewish 
or Hindu mysticism not just mysticism. So what does that mean 
for us? Well, I think it suggests that "Best (or even "Good" or 
"good enough") Practice" means that we have to define the areas 
which the inventory would want to have as its categories and then 
look at each category individually. Thus we could talk about 
some of the following areas: 
"Best Practice" in 

--Hebrew schools 
--Day Schools 
--Early childhood programs 
--JCCs 
--Adult Ed. programs 

Etc.-- Yes, this is beginning to get to be a long list and what's 
more it's only one cut into the problem. The above list is es­
sentially "sites" in which Jewish education takes place. But you 
could also run another list here: subject areas. 

Bible 
Hebrew 
Israel 

etc. 

Complicating this is yet another factor: As you pointed out to 
me, sometimes you can find a "Best Practice" program for one sub­
ject area in a site that isn't necessarily so great overall-- for 
example, a not so great JCC that runs wonderful programs for ear­
ly childhood . 
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Hence the following . question needs to be decided: What are the 
appropriate categories for the inventory? 

II. How do we find out what we mean by good practice? 

Problem #1. 

Let's say for the sake of argument (and this is a big assumption) 
that "we" know what we mean by "Best Practice" in any particular 
area. Let's say it is-- in the tradition of D.W. Winnicott to 
Sarah Lightfoot Lawrence (The Good High School) to Joe Reimer 
(Mandel Commission paper)-- something like "good enough". Let's 
say that when you and I talk about Hebrew schools and Day schools 
we know what we mean by good enough. Is the trick here to take 
our in-the-club knowledge and assumptions and shared language and 
turn it into something that a Charles Bronfman will understand 
and be interested in? Or is the document defining good practice 
just an in-house "screen" used by the "location finders" (see be­
low) as a reference guide? That decision will influence the kind 
of writing that has to be done. If this is an "in house" piece, 
my guess is that we should not waste a lot of time writing fancy 
documents: You don't need to hand Vicky Kelman a definitional 
document to ask her to identify 3-5 best, really good, or good 
enough Hebrew Schools. She knows because she know. 

Problem #2. 

Let's say that the answer above is: it's the Charles Bronfman 
type of document. If so, how do you make this sound something 
better than a set of old cliches? 

Problem #3. 

Okay we know we want to write some kind of definitional guide: 
how much expertise do you need to do this? Perhaps I should say, 
how many experts do you need? What I mean is this. You and I 
could do this job for day schools and Hebrew schools, could we do 
it for adult ed programs? (I'll answer for myself: probably yes). 
For early childhood? (probably no) For special ed? (definitely 
no), etc. So how many people have to be involved here? 

Here's a suggestion: I suspect that via "the network" we know how 
to find out who knows about each of these areas (that is, once 
we've figured out what the areas are). Can we commission a short 
statement from teams of people who could write this for each 
area. These are short (and inexpensive) pieces. They should 
also include a suggested list of "location finders" for each 
area. I suggest two-person teams just so there can be some 
bouncing back and forth of ideas. 



Holtz--3 

II. How do we locate the specific places, programs, people? 

I think this one is not too hard. Once we've solved the issues I 
outline at the beginning in Roman numeral "I", we'll have our 
categories. With that list of categories we would then want to 
develop a set of people, "location (or subject) finders," who 
would recognize or know about "Best Practibe. It may also re­
quire a meeting of people to brainstorm places, sites, people. 
Maybe there should be a brainstorming group of well-traveled 
Jewish educators who could suggest the "location finders"? And 
maybe there is another group of people who are real generalists 
just because they've been around the country so much that we 
would be able to ask them about any of the categories: Bob Abram­
son, Joel Grishaver, Eliot Spack, Gail Dorph, Vicky Kelman, Betsy 
Katz, etc. 

IV. Don't underestimate the political dynamite in such an in­
ventory. 

Yes, a bit of etzah here: This is a matter that needs to be well 
thought out. Who sees this inventory? Is is public? If it's a 
secret that's also a problem. How do you keep this from becoming 
politicized by denominations or localities? Does making it onto 
the inventory mean you have a running start on getting funding? 
(I can hear it now: "after all our school is on the Inventory") 
How do you deal with people who are annoyed because they are not 
on it?! (I'm not making this up: Do you think Edy and I won't 
feel annoyed if Melton is not on the "Best Practice" curriculum 
list?) 

Note to Seymour and Annette: you guys live across the seas and 
will not have to deal with the flak that Shulamith will face when 
such an in-group/out-group list becomes public. Or remains in 
the secret star chamber. It may well be a case of damned if you 
do, damned if you don't. 
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NOTES FROM MEETING WITH BARRY HOLTZ 
March 3, 1991 RE: Best Practice 

1. Basic questions: 
• What is good practice? 
• What are the intellectual/content standards for selection? 

How are these to be established? 
• Where do "unique" and "creative" programs fit in? 
• What of "good enough" practice? 

Reference: Introduction by Sara Lightfoot Lee to The Good 
High School. 

• How does "best practice" relate to research issues? 

2. One of several possible approaches: 
a. Barry Holtz will write a brief document identifying the 

issues and posing a set of questions. 
b. Identify a group of consultants - (from general education 

and senior policy advisors). 
c. Speak with them individually and as a group. (Written 

responses and interviews.) Possible meeting of group at 
CAJE. 

d. Final document with bibliography. 

5. Funding Options 
a. Grant to Barry - appoint him Project Director and 

award a fixed budget 
b. Grant to Barry for his work and direct compensation to 

consultants ($500 per day), and reimbursement of their 
expenses. 

6. Timetable 
March 
April 
May 
June 
July 
August 
September 

c:holtz 

Continuing dialogue on "conceptual" issue 
Agreement with Barry 
Initial Document/Identify Consultants 
Interviews 
Interviews 
Yorn I'yun/Group Meeting at CAJE 
Final Document 



July 31, 1992 

Introduction 

BOARDl.NB 

The Best Practices Project 
Progress Report and Plans for 1992-93 

Barry W. Holtz 

In describing its "blueprint for the future," A Time to Act, the report of the Commission on 
Jewish Education in North America, called for the creation of "an inventory of best educa­
tional practices in North America" (p. 69). 

The primary purpose of this inventory is to aid the future work of the CUE, particularly as it 
helps to develop the group of Lead Communities which will be selected this autumn. As the 
Lead Communities devise their educational plans and put these plans into action, the Best Prac­
tices inventory will offer a guide to Jewish educational success that can be adapted for use in 
particular Lead Communities. 

In addition, the Best Practices Project hopes to make an important contribution to improving 
the quality and quantity of Jewish educational research, as also proposed by A Time to Act. 
The Best Practices Project will add to the knowledge base about North American Jewish 
education by documenting outstanding educational work that is currently taking place. 

The Best Practices Project as of today 

This past year has been spent in inventing a methodology for conducting a project that has 
never really been done in Jewish education before in such a wide-scale fashion. How do we 
locate examples of best practice in Jewish education? As the year has proceeded both an 
approach to the work and a set of issues to explore has evolved. We began by identifying the 
specific programmatic "areas" in Jewish education on which to focus. These were primarily 
the venues in which Jewish education is conducted such as supplementary schools, JCCs, day 
schools etc. A best practices team is being developed for each of these areas. These teams are 
supervised by Dr. Shulamith Elster and me. 

We have come to refer to each of the different areas as a "division," in the business sense of 
the word. (Thus the Best Practices Project has a supplementary school division, an early 
childhood division, etc.) Each division's work has two phases. Phase 1 is a meeting of 
experts to talk about best practice in the area and to help develop the criteria for evaluating 
"success"; Phase 2 is the site visit and report writing done by members of the team. 

This year four different divisions were launched. We began with the supplementary school 
primarily because we knew that a) there was a general feeling in the community, particularly 
in the lay community, that the supplementary school had "failed"; b) because the majority of 
Jewish children get their education in the supplementary school and because of that perception 
of failure, the Lead Communities would certainly want to address the "problem" of the sup­
plementary school; c) as the director of the project, it was the area in which I had the most 
experience and best sense of whom I could turn to for assistance and counsel. 

As I reported earlier this year, a group of experts was gathered together to discuss the issue of 
best practice in the supplementary school. Based on that meeting I then wrote a Best Practices 
in the Supplementary School guide (see Appendix). A team of report writers was assembled 
and assignments were given to the team to locate good schools and good "stand-alone" 
programs. 

We currently have a team of seven people looking and writing. They are: Carol Ingall 
(Melton and BJE, Providence, RI), Vicky Kelman (Melton and Berkeley, CA), Sam Joseph 
(HUC-Cincinnati), Joe Reimer (Brandeis), Kathy Green (Reconstructionist Rabbinical Col­
lege), Stuart Schoenfeld (York University, Toronto), Michael Zeldin (HUC-LA). By the end 



of the summer we should have the reports on ten schools as written up by the group members. 
The first results indicate that, indeed, there are successful supplementary schools and we are 
finding representative places that are worth hearing about and seeing. In the spirit of Professor 
Lee Shulman's talk at this year's GA, we have discovered "existence proofs" that people in the 
Lead Communities can look at, visit and learn from. 

In May Dr. Elster and I launched our second division, early childhood Jewish education. We 
met with a group of experts in this field and following up that meeting I wrote a Guide to Best 
Practice in Jewish Early Childhood Education (see Appendix). The group included: Miriam 
Feinberg (Washington, DC); Ruth Pinkenson Feldman (Philadelphia); Jane Perman (JCC 
Association); Esther Friedman (Houston); Esther Elfenbaum (Los Angeles); Ina Regosin (Mil­
waukee); Charlotte Muchnick (Haverford, PA); Rena Rotenberg (Baltimore); Shulamit Gittel­
son (North Miami Beach); Lucy Cohen (Montreal); Roanna Shorofsky (New York); Marvell 
Ginsburg (Chicago). Many of the members of this group have already agreed to join our team 
of report writers. The writing will take place in September and October. 

A third division, education in the JCC world, is in the early stages of development. Dr. Elster 
and I met with a team of staff people at the JCCA. Lenny Rubin of the JCCA is putting 
together a group of JCCA staff and in-the-field practitioners to develop the Phase 1 
"guidelines" for this area. We will work with them in writing up the document. After this is 
completed (in the fall) a team of report writers (from that group and others) will be assembled 
to do the actual write-ups. 

Finally, a fourth area-- best practices in the Israel Experience-- has been launched thanks to the 
work of the CRB Foundation. The Foundation has funded a report on success in Israel 
Experience programming which was written by Steven M. Cohen and Susan Wall. The CUE 
Best Practices Project will be able to use this excellent report as the basis of further explora­
tions in this area, as needed by the Lead Communities. 

Next Steps: The 1992-1993 Year 

New Areas 

As mentioned above, we should have reports of the Early Childhood division completed in the 
early fall. The JCC division should be operationalized in the fall. During the 1992-3 we also 
plan to launch the following areas: day schools, adult education, camps, and college programs. 
Each presents its own interesting challenges. Of these four, we have already begun to plan in 
a preliminary way for the day schools division. Here the goal is to gather together experts 
from the academic world of Jewish education (like our supplementary school group) as well as 
actual practitioners from the field. The current plan is to have each school that is written up 
be analyzed for one particular area of excellence and not for its over all "goodness." Thus we 
would have X school written up for its ability to teach modern Hebrew speaking; another for 
its text teaching; another for its parent education programs; another for its in-service educa­
tion, etc. A specific school can be asked to nominate the aspect of its own program that it 
would most like to "export" to other places, what the school imagines other schools would 
most want. 

We will probably turn to the college area next and then to camping and adult education. 

Documentation 

Another task that needs to be considered is finding more examples of best practices within 
those areas that we have already looked at, or to look at the examples we currently have in 
even greater depth. This applies particularly to supplementary schools because we will have 
only explored ten schools and programs and there is such a wide range of supplementary 
schools across America that we ought to have some more breadth in this area. A similar case 
could be made for early childhood programs. 



At the time of our first exploration of supplementary schools, we sent a letter to all the mem­
bers of the Senior Policy Advisers asking for their suggestions. In addition, we worked with 
Eliot Spack to send a similar letter to "friends within CAJE." Because of these initiatives we 
now have a list of 20 to 30 Hebrew schools that we might want to investigate. 

Jon Woocher has asked the following question: "for the purposes of the project, how many 
examples of best practice do you really need in any one given area?" Do we need to have ten 
reports of supplementary schools or twenty or sixty? Another question might be raised about 
the "depth" of the current reports. Many of the report writers have said that they would like 
the chance to look at their best practice examples in more detail than the short reports have 
allowed. I have called this the difference between writing a "report" and writing a "portrait" 
or study of an institution. 

The research component of the Best Practices Project would certainly welcome either greater 
breadth or greater depth, but at the present moment we believe that the first priority is to ans­
wer another question: What do the Lead Communities need? After meeting with the Lead 
Community representatives we will have a better sense of the next stages of the Lead Com­
munity Project-- what the planning and implementation needs will be. At that point we will 
be able to decide the best direction the documentation should move in. 

Lead Communities: Implementation-- and How to do it 

Aside from launching the other divisions mentioned above the other main initiative of the Best 
Practices Project for the coming year will be thinking through the issue of best practices and 
Lead Communities. Seymour Fox has often spoken about the Best Practices Project as creat­
ing the "curriculum" for change in the Lead Communities. The challenge this year is to 
develop the method by which the Lead Community planners and educators can learn from the 
best practices that we have documented and begin to introduce adaptations of those ideas into 
their own communities. This can occur through a wide range of activities including: site visits 
by Lead Community planners to observe best practices in action; visits by best practices prac­
titioners to the Lead Communities; workshops with educators in the Lead Communities, etc. 
The Best Practices Project will be involved in developing this process of implementation in 
consultation with the Lead Communities and with other members of the CUE staff. 

From Best Practice to New Practice 

On other occasions we have spoken about the need to go beyond best practices in order to 
develop new ideas in Jewish education. At times we have referred to this as the "department 
of dreams." We believe that two different but related matters are involved here: first, all the 
new ideas in Jewish education that the energy of the CUE and the Lead Community Project 
might be able to generate and second, the interesting ideas in Jewish education that people 
have talked about, perhaps even written about, but never have had the chance to try out. It is 
likely that developing these new ideas will come under the rubric of the Best Practices Project 
and it is our belief that the excitement inherent in the Lead Community Project will give us the 
opportunity to move forward with imagining innovative new plans and projects for Jewish 
educational change. 
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August 4, 1992 

Introduction 

BOARD2.NB 

The Best Practices Project 
Progress Report and Plans for 1992-93 

Barry W. Holtz 

In describing its "blueprint for the future," A Time to Act, the report of the Commission on 
Jewish Education in North America, called for the creation of "an inventory of best educa­
tional practices in North America" (p. 69). 

The primary purpose of this inventory is to aid the future work of the CUE, particularly as it 
helps to develop the group of Lead Communities which will be selected this summer. As the 
Lead Communities devise their educational plans and put these plans into action, the Best Prac­
tices inventory will offer a guide to Jewish educational success that can be adapted for use in 
particular Lead Communities. 

In addition, the Best Practices Project hopes to make an important contribution to the 
knowledge base about North American Jewish education by documenting outstanding educa­
tional work that is currently taking place. 

The Best Practices Project as of today 

This past year has been spent in designing a methodology for conducting a project that has 
never really been done in Jewish education before in such a wide-scale fashion. How do we 
locate examples of best practice in Jewish education? As the year has proceeded both an 
approach to the work and a set of issues to explore has evolved. We began by identifying the 
specific programmatic "areas" in Jewish education on which to focus. These were primarily 
the venues in which Jewish education is conducted such as supplementary schools, JCCs, day 
schools etc. A best practices team is being developed for each of these areas. These teams are 
supervised by Dr. Shulamith Elster and me. 

We have come to refer to each of the different areas as a "division," in the business sense of 
the word. (Thus the Best Practices Project has a supplementary school division, an early 
childhood division, etc.) Each division's work has two phases. Phase 1 is a meeting of 
experts to talk about best practice in the area and to help develop the criteria for assessing 
"success"; Phase 2 is the site visit and report writing done by members of the team. 

This year four different divisions were launched. We began with the supplementary school 
primarily because we knew that a) there was a general feeling in the community, particularly 
in the lay community, that the supplementary school had not succeeded; b) because the 
majority of Jewish children get their education in the supplementary school and because of that 
perception of failure, the Lead Communities would certainly want to address the "problem" of 
the supplementary school; c) as the director of the project, it was the area in which I had the 
most experience and best sense of whom I could turn to for assistance and counsel. 

As I reported earlier this year, a group of experts was gathered together to discuss the issue of 
best practice in the supplementary school. Based on that meeting I then wrote a Best Practices 
in the Supplementary School guide (see Appendix). A team of report writers was assembled 
and assignments were given to the team to locate both good schools and good elements or 
programs within schools (such as parent education programs). 

We currently have a team of seven people looking and writing reports (see Appendix). By the 
end of the summer we should have the reports on ten schools as written up by the group mem­
bers. The first results indicate that, indeed, there are successful supplementary schools and we 
are finding representative places that are worth hearing about and seeing. In the spirit of 
Professor Lee Shulman's talk at this year's GA, we have discovered real examples that "prove 



the existence" of successful supplementary schools. These are sites that people in the Lead 
Communities can look at, visit and learn from. 

In May Dr. Elster and I launched our second division, early childhood Jewish education. We 
met with a group of experts (see Appendix) in this field and following up that meeting I wrote 
a Guide to Best Practice in Jewish Early Childhood Education . Many of the members of the 
group have already agreed to join our team of report writers. The writing will take place in 
September and October. 

A third division, education in the JCC world, is in the early stages of development. Dr. Elster 
and I met with a team of staff people at the JCCA. Mr. Lenny Rubin of the JCCA is putting 
together a group of JCCA staff and in-the-field practitioners to develop the Phase 1 
"guidelines" for this area. We will work with them in writing up the document. After this is 
completed (in the fall) a team of report writers (from that group and others) will be assembled 
to do the actual write-ups. 

Finally, a fourth area-- best practices in the Israel Experience-- has been launched thanks to the 
work of the CRB Foundation. The Foundation has funded a report on success in Israel 
Experience programming which was written by Dr. Steven M. Cohen and Ms. Susan Wall. 
The CUE Best Practices Project will be able to use this excellent report as the basis of further 
explorations in this area, as needed by the Lead Communities. 
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Next Steps: The 1992-1993 Year 

New Areas 

As mentioned above, we should have reports of the Early Childhood division completed in the 
early fall. The JCC division should be operationalized in the fall. During the 1992-3 year we 
also plan to launch the following areas: day schools, adult education, camping and the college 
campus. Each presents its own interesting challenges. Of these we have already begun to plan 
in a preliminary way for the day schools division. Here the goal is to gather together experts 
from the academic world of Jewish education (like our supplementary school group) as well as 
actual practitioners from the field. The current plan is to have each school that is written up 
be analyzed for one particular area of excellence and not for its over all "goodness." Thus we 
would have X school written up for its ability to teach modem Hebrew speaking; another for 
its text teaching; another for its parent education programs; another for its in-service educa­
tion, etc. 

Documentation 

Another task that needs to be considered is finding more examples of best practices within 
those areas that we have already looked at, or to look at the examples we currently have in 
even greater depth. This applies particularly to supplementary schools because we will have 
only explored ten schools and programs and there is such a wide range of supplementary 
schools across America that we ought to have some more breadth in this area. A similar case 
could be made for early childhood programs. 

At the time of our first exploration of supplementary schools, we sent a letter to all the mem­
bers of the Senior Policy Advisers asking for their suggestions. In addition, we worked with 
Dr. Eliot Spack, Executive Director of CAJE, to send a similar letter to "friends within 
CAJE." Because of these initiatives we now have a list of 20 to 30 Hebrew schools that we 
might want to investigate. 

Dr. Jonathan Woocher, Executive Director of JESNA, has asked the following question: "for 
the purposes of the project, how many examples of best practice do you really need in any one 
given area?" Do we need to have ten reports of supplementary schools or twenty or sixty? 
Another question might be raised about the "depth" of the current reports. Many of the report 
writers have said that they would like the chance to look at their best practice examples in 
more detail than the short reports have allowed. I have called this the difference between writ­
ing a "report" and writing a "portrait" or study of an institution. 

The research component of the Best Practices Project would certainly welcome either greater 
breadth or greater depth, but at the present moment we believe that the first priority is to ans­
wer another question: What do the Lead Communities need? After meeting with the 
representatives of the Lead Communities that are chosen, we will have a better sense of the 
next stages of the Lead Community Project-- what the planning and implementation needs will 
be. At that point we will be able to decide the best direction the documentation should move 
m. 

Lead Communities: Implementation-- and How to do it 

Aside from launching the other divisions mentioned above the other main initiative of the Best 
Practices Project for the coming year will be thinking through the issue of best practices and 
Lead Communities. Professor Seymour Fox has often spoken about the Best Practices Project 
as creating the "curriculum" for change in the Lead Communities. The challenge this year is 
to develop the method by which the Lead Community planners and educators can learn from 
the best practices that we have documented and begin to introduce adaptations of those ideas 



into their own communities. This can occur through a wide range of activities including: site 
visits by Lead Community planners to observe best practices in action; visits by best practices 
practitioners to the Lead Communities; workshops with educators in the Lead Communities, 
etc. The Best Practices Project will be involved in developing this process of implementation 
in consultation with the Lead Communities and with other members of the CUE staff. 

From Best Practice to New Practice 

On other occasions we have spoken about the need to go beyond best practices in order to 
develop new ideas in Jewish education. At times we have referred to this as the "department 
of dreams." We believe that two different but related matters are involved here: first, all the 
new ideas in Jewish education that the energy of the CUE and the Lead Community Project 
might be able to generate and second, the interesting ideas in Jewish education that people 
have talked about, perhaps even written about, but never have had the chance to try out. It is 
likely that developing these new ideas will come under the rubric of the Best Practices Project 
and it is our belief that the excitement inherent in the Lead Community Project will give us the 
opportunity to move forward with imagining innovative new plans and projects for Jewish 
educational change. 
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APPENDIX 

Team Members: Best Practice in the Supplementary School 

Report Writers: 

Ms. Kathy Green (Reconstructionist Rabbinical College, Philadelphia) 
Ms. Carol Ingall (Melton Research Center and BJE, Providence, RI) 
Dr. Samuel Joseph (HUC-Cincinnati) 
Ms. Vicky Kelman (Melton Research Center and Berkeley, CA) 
Dr. Joseph Reimer (Brandeis University) 
Dr. Stuart Schoenfeld (York University, Toronto) 
Dr. Michael Zeldin (HUC-LA) 

Additional Consultants: 

Dr. Isa Aron (HUC-Los Angeles) 
Ms. Gail Dorph (University Of Judaism, Los Angeles) 
Dr. Samuel Heilman (Queens College, NY) 

Team Members: Early Childhood Jewish Education 

Report Writers 

Ms. Miriam Feinberg (Washington, DC); 
Dr. Ruth Pinkenson Feldman (Philadelphia); 
Ms. Jane Perman (JCC Association); 
Ms. Esther Friedman (Houston); 
Ms. Esther Elfenbaum (Los Angeles); 
Ms. Ina Regosin (Milwaukee); 
Ms. Charlotte Muchnick (Haverford, PA); 
Ms. Rena Rotenberg (Baltimore); 
Ms. Shulamit Gittelson (North Miami Beach); 
Ms. Lucy Cohen (Montreal); 
Ms. Roanna Shorofsky (New York); 
Ms. Marvell Ginsburg (Chicago). 
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PRACTICE.I 
April 11, 1991 
To: Shulamith Elster 
From: Barry Holtz 
Re: Best Practice 

As I understand the ultimate purpose of the Best Practice project, the Council would like to 
develop an inventory of "Best Practice" Jewish education programs around North America. 
This inventory would allow a person in Boston, let's say, to ask "where is Hebrew taught 
well" and to be able to find such a program or school or site some place in the country through 
consulting the inventory. I assume that the inventory would not be a published document but a 
kind of data base that the Council would keep and make available (under certain circum­
stances? conditions?) to interested parties. 

What do we mean by "Best Practice" and how do we go about figuring it out? 

I. To begin with, it seems to me that "Best Practice" may be one of those terms like pedagogy 
or mysticism-- it only makes sense as part of a larger phrase: is there "pedagogy" without 
"pedagogy of X subject" (e.g. teaching biology, not just teaching), Jewish or Hindu mysticism 
not just mysticism. So what does that mean for us? Well, I think it suggests that "Best (or 
even "Good" or "good enough") Practice" means that we have to define the areas which the 
inventory would want to have as its categories and then look at each category individually. 
Thus we could talk about some of the following areas: 
--Hebrew schools 
--Day Schools 
--Early childhood programs 
--JCCs 
--Adult Ed. programs 

Etc.-- Yes, this is beginning to get to be a long list and what's more it's only one cut into the 
problem. The above list is essentially "sites" in which Jewish education takes place. But you 
could also run another list here: subject areas. 
-- Bible 
-- Hebrew 
-- Israel 
etc. 

Complicating this is another factor: As you pointed out to me, sometimes you can find a "Best 
Practice" program for one subject area in a site that isn't necessarily so great-- for example, a 
not so great JCC that runs wonderful programs for early childhood. 

Hence the following questions needs to be decided: What are the appropriate categories for the 
inventory? 

II. How do we find out what we mean by good practice? 
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Problem #1. 

Let's say for the sake of argument (and this is a big assumption) that "we" know what we 
mean by "Best Practice". Let's say it is-- in the tradition of D.W. Winnicott to Sarah 
Lightfoot Lawrence (The Good High School) to Joe Reimer (Mandel Commission paper)-­
something like "good enough". Let's say that when you and I talk about Hebrew schools and 
Day schools we know what we mean by good enough. Is the trick here is to take our in-the­
club knowledge and assumptions and shared language and turn it into something that a Charles 
Bronfman will understand and be interested in? Or is the document defining good practice just 
an in-house "screen" used by the "location finders" (see below) as a reference guide? That 
decision will influence the kind of writing that has to be done. If this is an "in house" docu­
ment, my guess is that we should not waste a lot of time writing fancy documents: You don't 
need to hand Vicky Kelman a definitional document to ask her to identify 3-5 best, really 
good, or good enough Hebrew Schools. 

Problem #2. 

Let's say that the answer above is: it's the Charles Bronfman type of document. If so, how do 
you make this sound something better than a set of old cliches? 

Problem #3. 

Okay we know we want to write some kind of definitional guide: how much expertise do you 
need to do this? Perhaps I should say, how many experts do you need? What I mean is this. 
You and I could do this job for day schools and Hebrew schools, could we do it for adult ed 
programs? (I'll answer for myself: probably yes). For early childhood? (probably no) For spe­
cial ed? (definitely no), etc. So how many people have to be involved here? Here's a sugges­
tion: I suspect that via "the network" we know how to find out who knows about each of these 
areas (that is, once we've figured out what the areas are). Can we commission a short state­
ment from teams of people who could write this for each area. These are short (and 
inexpensive) pieces. They should also include a suggested list of "location finders" for each 
area. I suggest two-person teams just so there can be some bouncing back and forth of ideas. 

II. How do we locate the specific places, programs, people? 

I think this one is not too hard. Once we've solved the issues I outline at the beginning in 
Roman numeral "I", we'll have our categories. With that list of categories we would then 
want to develop a set of "location (or subject) finders" who would recognize or know about 
"Best Pracout. It may also require a meeting of people to brainstorm places, sites, people as 
well. Maybe there should be a brainstorming group of well-traveled Jewish educators who 
could suggest the "location finders"? And maybe there is another group of people who are 
real generalists just because they've been around the country so much that we would be able to 
ask them about any of the categories: Bob Abramson, Joel Grishaver, Eliot Spack, Gail 
Dorph, Vicky Kelman, Betsy Katz, etc. 

IV. Don't underestimate the political dynamite in such an inventory. 

Yes, a bit of etzah here: This is a matter that needs to be well thought out. Who sees this 
inventory? Is is public? If it's a secret that's also a problem. How do you keep this from bee-



oming politicized by denominations or localities? Does making it onto the inventory mean you 
have a running start on getting funding? (I can hear it now: "after all our school is on the 
Inventory"-- it's now a capital letter) How do you deal with people who are annoyed because 
they are not on it?! (I'm not making this up: Do you think Edy and I won't feel annoyed if 
Melton is not on the "Best Practice" curriculum list?) 

Note to Seymour and Annette: you guys live across the seas and will not have to deal with the 
flak that Shulamith will face when such an in-group/out-group list becomes public. Or 
remains in the secret star chamber. You're damned if you do, damned if you don't. 

11 
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Seymour Fox and Annette Hochstein 
Mandel Institute 

Dear Seymour and Annette, 

May 12, 1992 

I've been giving some thought to my conversation with Annette 
last week, following upon my memo about the Lead Community Pro­
ject and where it is going. Part of this is trying to figure out 
the way that the Best Practices Project fits in to all this and 
where it might go. 

At my meeting with you, Annette, you said "make us a proposal" 
about future directions for Best Practices. This memo is a first 
stab at that. But before I get into that matter, I want to react 
to your questions about other possible connections for me vis a 
vis the Lead Community enterprise. My current inclination is to 
continue along the lines that I have been working with the CIJE 
up to now-- that is, as an outside consultant, working with 
Shulamith on the Best Practices Project. I will see if there are 
ways that I can give the CIJE a little more time. But, given my 
necessary obligations to Melton and JTS, I don't see how it can 
be too much more than what I'm currently offering. How all this 
will fit with the needs of the Lead Community Project is some­
thing we can determine as that moves forward. 

There are, however, other possibilities and they may be tied to 
a serious expansion of the Best Practices Project. That's what 
I meant by a "proposal." Here's what I am thinking: 

The Best Practices Project is one that has enormous potential. I 
am finding it to be extremely interesting and, I believe, it is a 
project whose underlying purpose is quite intelligible to the lay 
community as well. Where could the Best Practices Project go? 
It seems to me that we should think about creating an institution 
that might be called the Center for the study of Jewish Educa­
tion. There are two main focus points that such a Center could 
explore: 

1) Research 

This component would be the main business of the Center. It 
would include: 

a) Best Practices of today: The documentation, study and analysis 
of current best practices in Jewish education. Essentially, this 
means moving forward with the work of the Best Practices Project 
as we've done it so far. However, it means expanding that work 
as well by seeing the project as an ongoing research project in 
which the success stories of Jewish education are studied in 
depth and successive "iterations" of research are performed on 
each setting. 
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It may also mean convening conferences and consultations with 
those doing this research to try to discern patterns and implica­
tions of the analysis. 

b) The Department of Dreams: This is the area that we've often 
talked about-- all the ideas in Jewish education that people have 
written about and never had the means to try. In addition this 
"department" would commission "dreams"-- encourage people to in­
vent solutions to problems and imagine new directions for Jewish 
education. 

c) Best Practices of the past: Looking at those success stories 
of the past (e.g. Shragge Arian's famous school) to see if we can 
reconstruct what was done and why it was important. 

2) Practical Implications 

The second thrust of the Center would be to test out the practi­
cal implications of its work. In particular this would mean 
working closely with the Lead Communities as they try out the 
ideas discovered by the analysis of best practices, past and 
present and of dreams for the future. 

How would such a Center for the Study of Jewish Education be 
organized? There are many possible routes. It seems to be that 
one could view such a Center as a joint project of the Mandel In­
stitute (for the research side) and the CIJE (for the Lead Com­
munity side). Perhaps the Center would be physically located at 
an institution currently in place-- JTS or Brandeis. Perhaps at 
JESNA, though I would prefer not to see it there. Perhaps the 
Mandel Institute's connection with Harvard could be formalized 
via the Center for the Study of Jewish Education. All this would 
need to be explored. 

My questions to you two are: is this something that is worth ex­
ploring further? If so, how? Is there a possibility for fund­
ing? Or is this an idea which is premature at this point? 

I am interested in being involved with such an enterprise. If 
you think it's worth pursuing, I think we ought to talk about 
ways that it can be fleshed out. 

Best wishes, 

cw 
Barry W. Holtz 



MELTON 
RESEARCH 
CENTER 

for Jewish Education 

To: Steve, Shulamith, Seymour, Annette: 
From: Barry Holtz 
Re: Best Practices Plan 

Dear Friends, 

September 26, 1991 

I. This memo summarizes my understanding of ideas that Seymour, 
Shulamith and I discussed in a two-hour meeting on September 5, 
1991. At that time Seymour reacted to a set of questions that I had 
raised about the best way to implement the Best Practices Project. 
The three of us discussed Seymour's suggestions and came to an 
agreement about some of the steps required to launch the project. 
Because of the holidays that soon came upon us (and because in the 
midst of all that I managed to come down with the flu which dragged 
on for a while), there was more lag time between the meeting and 
this memo than I would have liked, but I believe that I have ac­
curately represented our discussion below. 

II. One of the issues raised about my original paper in Israel (and 
to some extent about the revised-- July 30th-- version as well) was 
that the plan of action that I proposed was perhaps too planned, too 
overly determined and dependent on implementing a set of defined 
logical steps. The problem with such a plan was that it didn't take 
into account the issue of time exigencies, it was not sufficiently 
"messy" to deal with real-life situations, and it spun out a web of 
actions that might not be needed at all. The first issue that 
Seymour addressed at our meeting, then, was: is there a way to do a 
quicker, messier run at the problem and still get results that might 
be as useful as the other more "planful" method? 

Second, I was concerned about the whole enabling option vs. program­
matic option conflict. By aiming at the enabling options only would 
we be giving the Lead Communities the help they wanted and needed? 

Finally, would we run into political problems by having to 
"evaluate" (even indirectly) the national training institutions when 
we looked at the preservice enabling (i.e. personnel training) op­
tion? 

Other questions were also raised (such as how do we define the cate­
gories of Best Practice that we're going to look at). All these 
questions seemed to be solved or at least put on hold by the plan of 
action that we discussed in the September 5 meeting. 
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III. The plan is a kind of advanced simulation for attacking the 
Best Practices Project. It tries to work "quick and dirty," 
evaluating itself as it goes along and using the familiar as a way 
to learn about how to understand the unknown. We would work like 
this: 

A. We would try to find four categories that Best Practices should 
focus on. The suggestions would come from polling senior policy ad­
visors and other "friends" of the CIJE and they would come by look­
ing at the local Commission reports to see what those communities 
suggested were their needs on the assumption that the Lead Com­
munities would in all likelihood resemble the five (yes?) local com­
munities who have had commissions on Jewish education. 

B. We would then try out the following exercise: Assume that we had 
only one monthy to help a Lead Community. We would take one of the 
four categories of "A" above and play it out. We would take the 
category that we felt that we already had some good contacts and 
ideas about. Most likely candidate: the supplementary school. We 
would gather (ideally in person; if not via telephone or by individ­
ual interviews) five good people with knowledge of that area. These 
five are people we know or know of through our current contacts and 
we wouldn't worry at this point about all the good people whom we 
haven't included. Eventually we will gather others. 

~ -)= The group of five would look at our category and ask the question 
~ ~ ~ what do we mean by Best Practice in the realm of X (e.g. sup-

., ~~ l') plementary school)? In answering this question matters of both a 
"--,A ~~ programmatic and enabling type would surely emerge. Once we genera­

-::!,~~~ ted this list of ideas or components, we would then ask: 1) What 
"[ ~ ::' ~ examples in real life do we know of the Best Practice of these com-
S _. \: ponents? 2) And knowing these examples, now what would all this 

1 <6 / ;-- mean for the Lead Communities? How useful is it? v. \.,_(\[ 0 LC-
\/'\ ~ / 'Do JI(_ 1\({~ '(('\Je_, \V 

We would then "give ourselves a grade." We would also ask a few 
outside critics for their grade. It's possible at this point that 
we would say that this process is a "good enough" cut at dealing 
with our issue. If so, we've learned a lot about how to get into 
this quickly and usefully. A more refined version could then be in­
vented for later iterations. If we have serious questions about 
what we've done, we should then be able to rethink the process fig­
ure out how to fix it. Most importantly it would give us a model 
for determining Best Practice in areas that we have less knowledge 
of familiarity with-- the other categories from "A" above. 

c. If this quick and dirty method is good enough to be of use to the 
Lead Communities, it might mean that we could go immediately into 
the research component. Here we would be doing serious examination 
of the Best Practices that we've listed, trying to analyze and de­
scribe in a reflective way the nature of the work going on in these 
places. It may be, in other words, that for immediate aid to the 

I \ _L l IA l' , LV ~ f I'! q L c_ ~ Cl we_. y1 -e -e (L -l v r, . - ---c- c 
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Lead Communities, the serious research is not necessary-- it can 
kick in later down the road, as we move the work into a higher stage 
of analysis. 

D. This plan deals with the enabling option in the following way: 
One of the questions that the group of five must always ask is what 
kind of personnel-building is going on in the site we are talking 
about? Is it preservice or in-service? A second question would be 
what kind of training would we need to implement in a Lead Community 
to duplicate the quality of programmatic excellence that we found in 
the Best Practice setting? In other words, the enabling option of 
personnel is dealt with by examining a) what is happening in person­
nel in the Best Practice setting and b) by imagining how we could 
recreate the Best Practice of X site in the Lead Community-- in this 
arena the "programmatic" and the "enabling" overlap without ques­
tion. In a way it's an answer to the issue of translation raised in 
my original paper: translation means finding the way we can move a 
Best Practice into the Lead Community by "building the profession." 
In that fashion we have an elegant solution to the problem of ena­
bling vs. programmatic: namely, there is no dichotomy-- the enabling 
is the way we bring the programmatic into the Lead Community. 

E. Some of the above is my 
plan and I may have missed 
nette and Shulamith should 
tions or corrections. Let 

Barry 

cc. Isa Aron 

own language and rephrasing of Seymour's 
something (or a good deal). Seymour, An­
feel free to offer additions, clarifica­
me know what you think. 



MELTON 
RESEARCH 
CENTER 

for Jewish Education 

To: Shulamith Elster, Steve Hoffman, 
Seymour Fox, Annette Hochstein 

From: Barry Holtz 

Friends, 

July 31, 1991 

Here is the new version of the Best Practices Project paper, 
revised for use with the Senior Policy Advisers and the Board. 
Please let me know if you want other changes. 

After speaking with Shulamith and Seymour, I have answered my 
question from the previous version: Best Practices will focus 
on the enabling option of personnel, not on particular program­
matic options per se. Programmatic options will have a role 
here, but personnel ("building the profession") will be the mi­
croscope under which certain programmatic options will be 
viewed. 

BUT: after thinking about this, something here makes me nervous 
and I would very much like to hear your collective response: 
I began to think about how going this route is bound to run 
into heavier political troubles than what we'd get doing a 
straight collection or analysis of various examples of best 
practice among the programmatic options. Why? Because doing 
some of the programmatic options would tend to be a much more 
local thing, while the personnel issue is going to put us in 
the situation of evaluating national institutions. That is, if 
I am looking at examples of best practice within JCCs or look­
ing for good supplementary schools or places where Hebrew is 
taught well (i.e. the programmatic options approach), I am 
going to find one in Denver, another in San Diego, another two 
in Boston, etc. But if I am looking at who does training of 
personnel for supplementary schools (i.e. going the enabling 
option route of personnel)-- aren't I stuck having to deal with 
a small number of national institutions (JTS, HUC, Brandeis) 
and in the politically touchy waters of evaluating them? 

I think this could present major problems for the project and 
I'd like some response from you four in this matter. Is there 
any way to avoid this? Am I missing something here? 

While I have your attention, let me now raise a second problem 
(which was in the other draft of the paper as well). I just 
got off the phone with Isa and she asks the following: by not 
doing the programmatic options are we going to shortchange the 
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Lead Communities who are looking for some very practical short­
range advice about issues such as teaching Hebrew in the day 
school, running good (best practice) trips to Israel, hearing 
about curricula for early childhood education? Isn't the per­
sonnel issue too broad and too "non-programmatic" for good, 
quick help to the Lead Communities? Any responses? 

News flash: I finished this letter and then got a call from 
Adam who had a very similar reaction to Isa's. He thinks that 
an "inventory" makes sense when it is a collection of programs, 
but the personnel issue doesn't seem to have that "practice" 
dimension which will be of immediate use to the Lead Com­
munities. So what do you all think? 

Best, 



October 8, 1991 

To: Steve, Shulamith, Seymour, Annette: 
From: Barry Holtz 
Re: Best Practices Plan 

Dear Friends, 

I. This memo summarizes my understanding of ideas that Seymour, 
Shulamith and I discussed in a two-hour meeting on September 5, 
1991. At that time Seymour reacted to a set of questions that I had 
raised about the best way to implement the Best Practices Project. 
The three of us discussed Seymour's suggestions and came to an 
agreement about some of the steps required to launch the project. 
Because of the holidays that soon came upon us (and because in the 
midst of all that I managed to come down with the flu which dragged 
on for a while), there was more lag time between the meeting and 
this memo than I would have liked, but I believe that I have 
accurately represented our discussion below. 

II. One of the issues raised about my original paper in Israel (and 
to some extent about the revised-- July 30th-- version as well) was 
that the plan of action that I proposed was perhaps too planned, too 
overly determined and dependent on implementing a set of defined 
logical steps. The problem with such a plan was that it didn't take 
into account the issue of time exigencies, it was not sufficiently 
"messy" to deal with real-life situations, and it spun out a web of 
actions that might not be needed at all. The first issue that 
Seymour addressed at our meeting, then, was: is there a way to do a 
quicker, messier run at the problem and still get results that might 
be as useful as the other more "planful" method? 

Second, I was concerned about the whole enabling option vs. 
programmatic option conflict. By aiming at the enabling options 
only would we be giving the Lead Communities the help they wanted 
and needed? 

Finally, would we run into political problems by having to 
"evaluate'' (even indirectly) the national training institutions when 
we looked at the preservice enabling (i.e. personnel training) 
option? 

Other questions were also raised (such as how do we define the 
categories of Best Practice that we're going to look at). All these 
questions seemed to be solved or at least put on hold by the plan of 
action that we discussed in the September 5 meeting. 



III. The plan is a kind of advanced simulation for attacking the 
Best Practices Project. It tries to work "quick and dirty," 
evaluating itself as it goes along and using the familiar as a way 
to learn about how to understand the unknown. We would work like 
this: 

A. We would try to find four categories that Best Practices should 
focus on. The suggestions would come from polling senior policy 
advisors and other "friends" of the CIJE and they would come by 
looking at the local Commission reports to see what those 
communities suggested were their needs on the assumption that the 
Lead Communities would in all likelihood resemble the five (yes?) 
local communities who have had commissions on Jewish education. 
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B. We would then try out the following exercise: Assume that we had 
only one month to help a Lead Community. We would take one of the 
four categories of "A" above and play it out. We would take the 
category that we felt that we already had some good contacts and 
ideas about. Most likely candidate: the supplementary school. We 
would gather (ideally for 2 days) five good people with knowledge of 
that area. These five are people we know or know of through our 
current contacts and we wouldn't worry at this point about all the 
good people whom we haven't included. Eventually we will gather 
others. 

The group of five would look at our category and ask the question 
what do we mean by Best Practice in the realm of X (e.g. 
supplementary school)? In answering this question matters of both a 
programmatic and enabling type would surely emerge. Once we 
generated this list of ideas or components, we would then ask: 1) 
What examples in real life do we know of the Best Practice of these 
components? 2) And knowing these examples, now what would all this 
mean for the Lead Communities? How useful is it? 

We would then "give ourselves a grade." We would also ask a few 
outside critics for their grade. It's possible at this point that 
we would say that this process is a "good enough" cut at dealing 
with our issue. If so, we've learned a lot about how to get into 
this quickly and usefully. A more refined version could then be 
invented for later iterations. If we have serious questions about 
what we've done, we should then be able to rethink the process 
figure out how to fix it. Most importantly it would give us a model 
for determining Best Practice in areas that we have less knowledge 
of familiarity with-- the other categories from "A" above. 

c. If this quick and dirty method is good enough to be of use to the 
Lead Communities, it might mean that we could go immediately into 
the research component. Here we would be doing serious examination 
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of the Best Practices that we've listed, trying to analyze and 
describe in a reflective way the nature of the work going on in 
these places. It may be, in other words, that for immediate aid to 
the Lead Communities, the serious research is not necessary-- it can 
kick in later down the road, as we move the work into a higher stage 
of analysis. 

D. This plan deals with the enabling option in the following way: 
One of the questions that the group of five must always ask is what 
kind of personnel-building is going on in the site we are talking 
about? Is it preservice or in-service? A second question would be 
what kind of training would we need to implement in a Lead Community 
to duplicate the quality of programmatic excellence that we found in 
the Best Practice setting? In other words, the enabling option of 
personnel is dealt with by examining a) what is happening in 
personnel in the Best Practice setting and b) by imagining how we 
could recreate the Best Practice of X site in the Lead Community--
in this arena the "programmatic" and the "enabling" overlap without 
question. In a way it's an answer to the issue of translation 
raised in my original paper: translation means finding the way we 
can move a Best Practice into the Lead Community by "building the 
profession." In that fashion we have an elegant solution to the 
problem of enabling vs. programmatic: namely, there is no 
dichotomy-- the enabling is the way we bring the programmatic into 
the Lead Community. 

E. some of the above is my own language and rephrasing of Seymour's 
plan and I may have missed something (or a good deal). Seymour, 
Annette and Shulamith should feel free to offer additions, 
clarifications or corrections. Let me know what you think. 

Barry 

cc. Isa Aron 



October 18, 1991 

To: Steve, Shulamith, Seymour, Annette: 
From: Barry Holtz 
Re: The Best Practices Plan (Revised) 

Dear Friends, 

This memo will propose the "final" plan for the Best Practices 
Project, based on my meeting on September 5, 1991 with Seymour and 
Shulamith and on subsequent discussions with both of them. 

The plan as it currently stands is an attempt to find an efficient 
and realistic way to implement the Best Practices Project. It tries 
to work, "quick and dirty," evaluating itself as it goes along and 
using what is well-known to us as a way to learn about how to 
understand the unknown. We would work like this: 

A. We would decide on the four main areas or categories (such as 
"the supplementary school" or "early childhood programs") that the 
Best Practices Project should focus on. The suggestions would come 
from polling senior policy advisers and other "friends" of the CIJE 
and they would come by looking at the local Commission reports to 
see what those communities suggested were their needs-- on the 
assumption that the Lead Communities would in all likelihood 
resemble the local communities who have had commissions on Jewish 
education. 

B. We would then work in the following manner 

Round One 

we would try out the following exercise: Assume that we had only one 
month to help a Lead Community. We would take one of the four 
categories of "A" above and play it out. We would take the category 
that we felt that we already had some good contacts and ideas about. 
Most likely candidate: the supplementary school. We would gather 
(ideally for 2 days) five good people with knowledge of that area. 
These five are people we know or know of through our current 
contacts and we wouldn't worry at this point about all the good 
people whom we haven't included. Eventually we will gather others. 

Phase One 
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The group of five would look at our category and ask the question 
what do we mean by Best Practice in the realm of X (e.g. 
supplementary school)? In answering this question matters-- to use 
the language of~ Time to Act and the Commission-- of both a 
programmatic and enabling type would surely emerge. In other words, 
we would hear about good programs (e.g. "how to teach Hebrew in the 
supplementary school") and we would hear about successful attempts 
at "building the profession" (e.g. "how one school implements a good 
staff training program"). 

Once we generated this list of ideas or components, we would then 
ask: l) What examples in real life do we know of the Best Practice 
of these components? 2) And knowing these examples, now what would 
all this mean for the Lead Communities? How useful is it? After 
that discussion, the group of five would go home and do some 
"scouting". They would look into programs that they personally know 
about; they would call people they know for some advice and 
suggestions. Let's assume that this would take two days of work. 
After scouting around, they would be in touch with us (Shulamith and 
Barry) with their report. 

Phase Two: Site visits 

At this point it may be necessary to initiate a certain number of 
"site visits" to look at some of the examples of Best Practice that 
have been suggested. In most cases such visits will probably not be 
needed since the group of five will have recent and direct contact 
with the Best Practice sites that they are recommending. However, 
it is also likely that in researching for other examples, 
individuals will hear of sites that ought to be looked at. We 
anticipate up to five such site visits. 

Next Steps: Evaluating what we have done 

c. Once the sites visits are completed, we would then be in the 
position to "give ourselves a grade." We would ask: "Do we need 
more in order to help a Lead Community?" We would also ask a few 
outside critics for their grade. It's possible at this point that 
we would say that this process is a "good enough" cut at dealing 
with our issue. If so, we've learned a lot about how to get into 
this quickly and usefully. A more refined version could then be 
invented for later iterations. If we have serious questions about 
what we've done, we should then be able to rethink the process to 
figure out how to fix it. Most importantly it would give us a model 
for determining Best Practice in areas that we have less knowledge 
of familiarity with-- the other categories from "A" above. 

If this method is good enough to be of use to the Lead Communities, 
it might mean that we could go immediately into the research 
component. Here we would be doing serious examination of the Best 
Practices that we've listed, trying to analyze and describe in a 
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reflective way the nature of the work going on in these places. It 
may be, in other words, that for immediate aid to the Lead 
Communities, the serious research is not necessary-- it can kick in 
later down the road, as we move the work into a higher stage of 
analysis. What we do have to think about is how much do we need to 
know in order to be able to help a Lead Community. 

This would lead us to 
Phase Three 

Here there are three options depending on how we answer the question 
immediately above. To help the Lead Communities: A) We have enough 
just simply by having a Rolodex card with the name of the site and 
relevant on-site people, the nature of the work done there and the 
seal of approval from our group of 5. B) we would need 1 to 3 page 
write-ups of the programs we've seen. C) We would need serious 
portraits/profiles of the schools in the manner of Sara Lawrence 
Lightfoot's The Good High School. 

Round Two 

Round Two, also to be done in the first year, would deal with a 
second area/category from the A. list above. We would take the 
knowledge we had gained from Round One, adapt and change the method 
based on that experience, and deal with our new category. We should 
note, however, that it is likely that each subsequent "round" will 
take more time to implement, even though we will be refining the 
process as we go along. Why? Because we are going to begin with 
the area/category we know best, where we have good and reliable 
experts and contacts (e.g. to make up our group of 5). But in the 
later rounds we will be moving into areas that are less familiar to 
us and we will need more time to figure out who the right experts 
are and to gather the information. 

YEAR TWO 

Year Two would consist of developing additional "rounds" (to deal 
with other areas/categories--see A. above) and implementing what we 
have learned from Best Practices into the Lead Communities 
themselves. 

This latter process-- what we have called "the issue of translation" 
in other memos-- should involve a serious discussion and exploration 
by the staff of the CIJE before we undertake the work. It would be 
important to try to determine among other things: a) the particular 
nature of Best Practices that we have seen and the potential 
difficulties in moving any individual best practice from its "home" 
to the Lead Community; b) an evaluation of the economic implications 
of Best Practices-- what does it cost to implement and run the 
programs we have seen and what might it cost to take a program from 
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one place and introduce it into a Lead Community. Startup costs may 
have to be taken into consideration, for example, or hidden costs 
that may not be apparent until we try to move a practice into a Lead 
Community; c) Seymour has pointed out that we will need to invent a 
"curriculum" for translating any particular Best Practice into a 
Lead Community. In other words, one issue that we will have to deal 
with is finding a way for the educators and involved laypeople in 
our Lead Community simply to understand the Best Practice we want to 
introduce. Then we must figure out the steps that can move the 
practice into the Community. In that regard we ought to look at: d) 
the literature from general education about the introduction of 
change into educational settings and particularly the question of 
what happens when change is mandated "from above." This might be 
very useful in our thinking about the Lead Communities. 

Barry 

cc. Isa Aron 



August 4, 1992 

Introduction 

The Best Practices Project 
Progress Report and Plans for 1992-93 

Barry w. Holtz 

In describing its "blueprint for the future,"~ Time to Act, the 
report of the Commission on Jewish Education in North America, 
called for the creation of "an inventory of best educational 
practices in North America" ( p. 6 9) . 

The primary purpose of this inventory is to aid the future work 
of the CIJE, particularly as it helps to develop the group of 
Lead Communities which will be selected this summer. As the Lead 
Communities devise their educational plans and put these plans 
into action, the Best Practices inventory will offer a guide to 
Jewish educational success that can be adapted for use in 
particular Lead Communities. 

In addition, the Best Practices Project hopes to make an 
important contribution to the knowledge base about North American 
Jewish education by documenting outstanding educational work that 
is currently taking place. 

The Best Practices Project as of today 

This past year has been spent in designing a methodology for 
conducting a project that has never really been done in Jewish 
education before in such a wide-scale fashion. How do we locate 
examples of best practice in Jewish education? As the year has 
proceeded both an approach to the work and a set of issues to 
explore has evolved. We began by identifying the specific 
programmatic "areas" in Jewish education on which to focus. 
These were primarily the venues in which Jewish education is 
conducted such as supplementary schools, JCCs, day schools etc. 
A best practices team is being developed for each of these areas. 
These teams are supervised by Dr. Shulamith Elster and me. 

we have come to refer to each of the different areas as a 
"division," in the business sense of the word. (Thus the Best 
Practices Project has a supplementary school division, an early 
childhood division, etc.) Each division's work has two phases. 
Phase 1 is a meeting of experts to talk about best practice in 
the area and to help develop the criteria for assessing 
"success"; Phase 2 is the site visit and report writing done by 
members of the team. 



This year four different divisions were launched. We began with 
the supplementary school primarily because we knew that a) there 
was a general feeling in the community, particularly in the lay 
community, that the supplementary school had not succeeded; b) 
because the majority of Jewish children get their education in 
the supplementary school and because of that perception of 
failure, the Lead Communities would certainly want to address the 
"problem" of the supplementary school; c) as the director of the 
project, it was the area in which I had the most experience and 
best sense of whom I could turn to for assistance and counsel. 

As I reported earlier this year, a group of experts was gathered 
together to discuss the issue of best practice in the 
supplementary school. Based on that meeting I then wrote a Best 
Practices in the Supplementary School guide (see Appendix). A 
team of report writers was assembled and assignments were given 
to the team to locate both good schools and good elements or 
programs within schools (such as parent education programs). 

We currently have a team of seven people looking and writing 
reports (see Appendix). By the end of the summer we should have 
the reports on ten schools as written up by the group members. 
The first results indicate that, indeed, there are successful 
supplementary schools and we are finding representative places 
that are worth hearing about and seeing. In the spirit of 
Professor Lee Shulman's talk at this year's GA, we have 
discovered real examples that "prove the existence" of successful 
supplementary schools. These are sites that people in the Lead 
Communities can look at, visit and learn from. 

In May Dr. Elster and I launched our second division, early 
childhood Jewish education. We met with a group of experts (see 
Appendix) in this field and following up that meeting I wrote a 
Guide to Best Practice in Jewish Early Childhood Education. 
Many of the members of the group have already agreed to join our 
team of report writers. The writing will take place in September 
and October. 

A third division, education in the JCC world, is in the early 
stages of development. Dr. Elster and I met with a team of staff 
people at the JCCA. Mr. Lenny Rubin of the JCCA is putting 
together a group of JCCA staff and in-the-field practitioners to 
develop the Phase 1 "guidelines" for this area. We will work 
with them in writing up the document. After this is completed 
(in the fall) a team of report writers (from that group and 
others) will be assembled to do the actual write-ups. 

Finally, a fourth area-- best practices in the Israel 
Experience-- has been launched thanks to the work of the CRB 
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Foundation. The Foundation has funded a report on success in 
Israel Experience programming which was written by Dr. Steven M. 
Cohen and Ms. Susan Wall. The CIJE Best Practices Project will 
be able to use this excellent report as the basis of further 
explorations in this area, as needed by the Lead communities. 
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Next Steps: The 1992-1993 Year 

New Areas 

As mentioned above, we should have reports of the Early Childhood 
division completed in the early fall. The JCC division should be 
operationalized in the fall. During the 1992-3 year we also plan 
to launch the following areas: day schools, adult education, 
camping and the college campus. Each presents its own 
interesting challenges. Of these we have already begun to plan 
in a preliminary way for the day schools division. Here the goal 
is to gather together experts from the academic world of Jewish 
education (like our supplementary school group) as well as actual 
practitioners from the field. The current plan is to have each 
school that is written up be analyzed for one particular area of 
excellence and not for its over all "goodness." Thus we would 
have X school written up for its ability to teach modern Hebrew 
speaking; another for its text teaching; another for its parent 
education programs; another for its in-service education, etc. 

Documentation 

Another task that needs to be considered is finding more examples 
of best practices within those areas that we have already looked 
at, or to look at the examples we currently have in even greater 
depth. This applies particularly to supplementary schools 
because we will have only explored ten schools and programs and 
there is such a wide range of supplementary schools across 
America that we ought to have some more breadth in this area. A 
similar case could be made for early childhood programs. 

At the time of our first exploration of supplementary schools, we 
sent a letter to all the members of the Senior Policy Advisers 
asking for their suggestions. In addition, we worked with Dr. 
Eliot Spack, Executive Director of CAJE, to send a similar letter 
to "friends within CAJE." Because of these initiatives we now 
have a list of 20 to 30 Hebrew schools that we might want to 
investigate. 

Dr. Jonathan Woocher, Executive Director of JESNA, has asked the 
following question: "for the purposes of the project, how many 
examples of best practice do you really need in any one given 
area?" Do we need to have ten reports of supplementary schools 
or twenty or sixty? Another question might be raised about the 
"depth" of the current reports. Many of the report writers have 
said that they would like the chance to look at their best 
practice examples in more detail than the short reports have 
allowed. I have called this the difference between writing a 
"report" and writing a "portrait" or study of an institution. 
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The research component of the Best Practices Project would 
certainly welcome either greater breadth or greater depth, but at 
the present moment we believe that the first priority is to 
answer another question: What do the Lead Communities need? 
After meeting with the representatives of the Lead Communities 
that are chosen, we will have a better sense of the next stages 
of the Lead Community Project-- what the planning and 
implementation needs will be. At that point we will be able to 
decide the best direction the documentation should move in. 

Lead Communities: Implementation-- and How to do it 

Aside from launching the other divisions mentioned above the 
other main initiative of the Best Practices Project for the 
coming year will be thinking through the issue of best practices 
and Lead Communities. Professor Seymour Fox has often spoken 
about the Best Practices Project as creating the "curriculum" for 
change in the Lead Communities. The challenge this year is to 
develop the method by which the Lead Community planners and 
educators can learn from the best practices that we have 
documented and begin to introduce adaptations of those ideas into 
their own communities. This can occur through a wide range of 
activities including: site visits by Lead Community planners to 
observe best practices in action; visits by best practices 
practitioners to the Lead Communities; workshops with educators 
in the Lead Communities, etc. The Best Practices Project will be 
involved in developing this process of implementation in 
consultation with the Lead Communities and with other members of 
the CIJE staff. 

From Best Practice to New Practice 

On other occasions we have spoken about the need to go beyond 
best practices in order to develop new ideas in Jewish education. 
At times we have referred to this as the "department of dreams." 
We believe that two different but related matters are involved 
here: first, all the new ideas in Jewish education that the 
energy of the CIJE and the Lead Community Project might be able 
to generate and second, the interesting ideas in Jewish education 
that people have talked about, perhaps even written about, but 
never have had the chance to try out. It is likely that 
developing these new ideas will come under the rubric of the Best 
Practices Project and it is our belief that the excitement 
inherent in the Lead Community Project will give us the 
opportunity to move forward with imagining innovative new plans 
and projects for Jewish educational change. 
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APPENDIX 

Team Members: Best Practice in the Supplementary School 

Report Writers: 

Ms. Kathy Green (Reconstructionist Rabbinical College, 
Philadelphia) 
Ms. Carol Ingall (Melton Research Center and BJE, Providence, RI) 
Dr. Samuel Joseph (HUC-Cincinnati) 
Ms. Vicky Kelman (Melton Research Center and Berkeley, CA) 
Dr. Joseph Reimer (Brandeis University) 
Dr. Stuart Schoenfeld (York University, Toronto) 
Dr. Michael Zeldin (HUC-LA) 

Additional Consultants: 

Dr. Isa Aron (HUC-Los Angeles) 
Ms. Gail Dorph (University Of Judaism, Los Angeles) 
Dr. Samuel Heilman (Queens College, NY) 

Team Members: Early Childhood Jewish Education 

Report Writers 

Ms. Miriam Feinberg (Washington, DC); 
Dr. Ruth Pinkenson Feldman (Philadelphia); 
Ms. Jane Perman (JCC Association); 
Ms. Esther Friedman (Houston); 
Ms. Esther Elfenbaum (Los Angeles); 
Ms. Ina Regosin (Milwaukee); 
Ms. Charlotte Muchnick (Haverford, PA); 
Ms. Rena Rotenberg (Baltimore); 
Ms. Shulamit Gittelson (North Miami Beach); 
Ms. Lucy Cohen (Montreal); 
Ms. Roanna Shorofsky (New York); 
Ms. Marvell Ginsburg (Chicago). 
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Memo 

February 18, 1993 
To: CIJE Board 
From: Barry w. Holtz 
Re: Update-- The Best Practices Project 

Introduction 

In describing its "blueprint for the future,"~ Time to Act, the 
report of the Commission on Jewish Education in North America, 
called for the creation of "an inventory of best educational 
practices in North America" (p. 69). 

The primary purpose of this inventory is to help the CIJE in its 
work with the three Lead Communities (Atlanta, Baltimore, 
Milwaukee) which were selected last summer. As the Lead 
Communities devise their educational plans and put these plans 
into action, the Best Practices inventory will offer a guide to 
Jewish educational success that can be adapted for use in 
particular Lead Communities. 

In addition, the Best Practices Project hopes to make an 
important contribution to the knowledge base about North American 
Jewish education by documenting outstanding educational work that 
is currently taking place. 

The Best Practices Project as of today 

This past year has been spent in designing a methodology for 
conducting a project that has never really been done in Jewish 
education before in such a wide-scale fashion. How do we locate 
examples of best practice in Jewish education? As the year has 
proceeded both an approach to the work and a set of issues to 
explore has evolved. we began by identifying the specific 
programmatic "areas" in Jewish education on which to focus. 
These were primarily the venues in which Jewish education is 
conducted such as supplementary schools, JCCs, day schools etc. 
A best practices team is being developed for each of these areas. 
These teams are supervised by Dr. Shulamith Elster and me. 

We have come to refer to each of the different areas as a 
"division," in the business sense of the word. (Thus the Best 
Practices Project has a supplementary school division, an early 
childhood division, etc.) Each division's work has two phases. 



Phase 1 is a meeting of experts to talk about best practice in 
the area and to help develop the criteria for assessing 
"success"; Phase 2 is the site visit and report writing done by 
members of the team. 

Last year four different divisions were launched. We began with 
the supplementary school primarily because we knew that a) there 
was a general feeling in the community, particularly in the lay 
community, that the supplementary school had not succeeded; b) 
because the majority of Jewish children get their education in 
the supplementary school and because of that perception of 
failure, the Lead Communities would certainly want to address the 
"problem" of the supplementary school; c) as the director of the 
project, it was the area in which I had the most experience and 
best sense of whom I could turn to for assistance and counsel. 

A group of experts was gathered together to discuss the issue of 
best practice in the supplementary school. Based on that meeting 
I then wrote a Best Practices in the Supplementary School guide. 
A team of report writers was assembled and assignments were given 
to the team to locate both good schools and good elements or 
programs within schools (such as parent education programs). 

We now have reports on eight schools as written up by the group 
members. The first results indicate that, indeed, there are 
successful supplementary schools and we are finding 
representative places that are worth hearing about and seeing. 
In the spirit of Professor Lee Shulman's talk at the 1991 GA, we 
have discovered real examples that "prove the existence" of 
successful supplementary schools. These are sites that people in 
the Lead Communities can look at, visit and learn from. 

In May, 1992 Dr. Elster and I launched our second division, early 
childhood Jewish education. We met with a group of experts in 
this field and following up that meeting I wrote a Guide to Best 
Practice in Jewish Early Childhood Education. Many of the 
members of the group have already agreed to join our team of 
report writers. We now have the first drafts of reports on ten 
programs and sites. 

A third division, education in the JCC world, is in the early 
stages of development. Dr. Elster and I met with a team of staff 
people at the JCCA. Mr. Lenny Rubin of the JCCA is putting 
together a group of JCCA staff and in-the-field practitioners to 
develop the Phase 1 "guidelines" for this area. We will work 
with them in writing up the document. After this is completed a 
team of report writers (from that group and others) will be 
assembled to do the actual write-ups. 
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Finally, a fourth area-- best practices in the Israel 
Experience-- has been launched thanks to the work of the CRB 
Foundation. The Foundation has funded a report on success in 
Israel Experience programming which was written by Dr. Steven M. 
Cohen and Ms. Susan Wall. The CIJE Best Practices Project will 
be able to use this excellent report as the basis of further 
explorations in this area, as needed by the Lead Communities. 

The 1992-1993 Year 

Next Steps 

We are now beginning to put together a Preliminary Guide to Best 
Practice for each of the "areas" of Jewish education. These 
Guides will serve the three Lead Communities in their planning 
process by offering examples of success and suggestions for 
specific improvements that could be implemented. The first Guide 
has recently been published in draft form and is devoted to the 
Supplementary School area. This Guide contains: an introduction 
which includes an explanation of the concept of Best Practice and 
an overview of the specific area of the Supplementary School-­
what characterizes a successful Supplementary School with 
suggestions for practical applications, the "Guide to Best 
Practice in the Supplementary School" that was used by the report 
writers, the full reports (using pseudonyms) of the report 
writers, each preceded by a brief "overview" of the contents of 
the report, and an appendix listing the researchers who have been 
involved in the project. 

Of course such a Guide will continue to grow and deepen as the 
research effort into Best Practice continues and subsequent 
"editions" of the Guides in each of the areas will expand the 
knowledge base for action. 

Following upon that publication we hope to create a second Guide 
in the area of Early Childhood programs which will appear about 
two months after the Supplementary School Guide. 

During the 1992-3 year we have begun to launch the following 
areas: a) day schools; b) the college campus and will then move 
on to adult education, camping, and community-wide initiatives 
(those programs in training, recruitment, board development, etc. 
that have been done at the community level such as Federation or 
BJE). 

Each area presents its own interesting challenges. Our 
discussions in the day school area have begun by consulting 
experts in the field for their suggestions of how to look into 
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the field and what best practices sites they would recommend that 
we explore. The current plan is to have each school that is 
written up be analyzed for one particular area of excellence and 
not for its overall "goodness." Thus we would have x school 
written up for its ability to teach modern Hebrew speaking; 
another for its text teaching; another for its parent education 
programs; another for its in-service education, etc. 

Lead Communities: Implementation-- and How to do it 

Aside from launching the other divisions mentioned above the 
other main initiative of the Best Practices Project for the 
coming year will be thinking through the issue of best practices 
and Lead Communities. Professor Seymour Fox has often spoken 
about the Best Practices Project as creating the "curriculum" for 
change in the Lead Communities. The challenge this year is to 
develop the method by which the Lead Community planners and 
educators can learn from the best practices that we have 
documented and begin to introduce adaptations of those ideas into 
their own communities. This can occur through a wide range of 
activities including: site visits by Lead Community planners to 
observe best practices in action; visits by best practices 
practitioners to the Lead Communities; workshops with educators 
in the Lead Communities, etc. The Best Practices Project will be 
involved in developing this process of implementation in 
consultation with the Lead Communities and with other members of 
the CIJE staff. 

From Best Practice to New Practice 

On other occasions we have spoken about the need to go beyond 
best practices in order to develop new ideas in Jewish education. 
At times we have referred to this as the "department of dreams." 
We believe that two different but related matters are involved 
here: first, all the new ideas in Jewish education that the 
energy of the CIJE and the Lead Community Project might be able 
to generate and second, the interesting ideas in Jewish education 
that people have talked about, perhaps even written about, but 
never have had the chance to try out. It is likely that 
developing these new ideas will come under the rubric of the Best 
Practices Project and it is our belief that the excitement 
inherent in the Lead Community Project will give us the 
opportunity to move forward with imagining innovative new plans 
and projects for Jewish educational change. 
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Memo 

July 29, 1993 
To: CIJE Board 
From: Dr. Barry w. Holtz 
Re: Update-- The Best Practices Project 

The Best Practices Project is an operation that has many long­
range implications. Documenting "the success stories of Jewish 
education" is something that has never been done in a systematic 
way and it is a project that cannot be completed within a short 
range of time. This memo outlines the way that the Best 
Practices Project should unfold over the next 1 to 2 years. 

Documentation and Work in the Field 

The easiest way to think about the Best Practices Project-- and 
probably the most useful-- is to see it as one large project 
which seeks to examine eight or nine areas (what we have called 
"divisions"). The project involves two phases of work. First, 
is the documentation stage. Here examples of best practice are 
located and reports are written. The second phase consists of 
"work in the field," the attempt to use these examples of best 
practice as models of change in the three Lead Communities. 

The two phases of the Best Practices Project are only partially 
sequential. Although it is necessary to have the work of 
documentation available in order to move toward implementation in 
the communities, we have also pointed out previously that our 
long-range goal has always been to see continuing expansion of 
the documentation in successive "iterations." Thus, the fact 
that we have published our first best practice publication (on 
Supplementary Schools) does not mean that we are done with work 
in that area. We hope in the future to expand upon and enrich 
that work with more analysis and greater detail. 

In the short run, however, we are looking at the plan below as 
means of putting out a best practices publication, similar to 
what we've done for the Supplementary School division, in each of 
the other areas. What we have learned so far in the project is 
the process involved in getting to that point. Thus it appears 
to be necessary to go through the following stages in each of the 
divisions: 

The Steps in Documentation: First Iteration 



Preliminary explorations: to determine with whom I should be 
meeting 
Stage one: Meeting (or multiple meetings) with experts 
Stage two: Refining of that meeting, leading to a guide 

for writing up the reports. 
Stage three:Visiting the possible best practices sites by expert 

report writers 
Stage four: Writing up reports by expert report writers 
Stage five: Editing those reports 
Stage six: Printing the edited version 
Stage seven:"Advertising" and Distributing the edited version 
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Next Steps 

For this memo, I've taken each "division" and each stage and 
tried to analy.ze where we currently are headed: 

1) Supplementary schools: Mostly done in "iteration #1". There 
may be two more reports coming in which were originally promised. 

2) Early childhood programs 
Here we are at stage five. The volume should come out at the end 
of the summer. 

3) JCCs 
Here we are at 
writing, etc. 
documentation. 

stage three. This will require visits, report 
The JCCA is our partner in implementing the 

4) Day schools 
Here we are at stage one, two or three, depending on the 
denomination. Because this involves all the denominations, plus 
the unaffiliated schools, this will be the most complicated of 
the projects for the year. 

5) College campus programming 
Here we are at stage three, with the national Hillel organization 
as a partner. One question to deal with is non-Hillel campus 
activities and how to move forward with that. As to Hillel 
programs, we need to choose report writers, visit sites, etc. 

6) Camping/youth programs 
Here we are at the preliminary stage. We should be able to have 
a stage one meeting this year. It's probably fairly easy to 
identify the right participants via the denominations and the 
JCCA. 

7) Adult education. 
Here we are at the preliminary stage. We should be able to have 
a stage one meeting this year. Here gathering the right 
participants is probably more complex. 

8) The Israel experience 
we hope to move this project forward with consultation from the 
staff of the CRB Foundation. As they are moving forward with 
their own initiative, we hope to be able to work on the "best 
practice issues" involved with the successful trip to Israel. 

9)Community-Wide initiatives 
Finally, I have recommended that we add a ninth area-- Community­
Wide initiatives using JESNA's help. This refers to Jewish 
education improvement projects at the Federation or BJE level, 
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particularly in the personnel or lay development area. Examples: 
the Providence BJE program for teacher accreditation; the 
Cleveland Fellows; projects with lay boards of synagogue schools 
run by a BJE; salary/benefits enhancement projects. This project 
would use JESNA's assistance could probably be launched rather 
quickly. 

Lead Communities: Implementation-- and How to do it 

In previous reports I have quoted Seymour Fox's statement that 
the Best Practices Project is creating the "curriculum" for 
change in the Lead Communities. This applies in particular to 
the "enabling options" of building community support for Jewish 
education and improving the quantity and quality of professional 
educators. It is obvious from the best practice reports that 
these two elements will appear and reappear in each of the 
divisions under study. 

The challenge is to develop the method by which the Lead 
Community planners and educators can learn from the best 
practices that we have documented and begin to introduce 
adaptations of those ideas into their own communities. This can 
occur through a wide range of activities including: presentations 
to the local Lead Communities commissions about the results of 
the Best Practices Project, site visits by Lead Community lay 
leaders and planners to observe best practices in action; visits 
by best practices practitioners to the Lead Communities; 
workshops with educators in the Lead Communities, etc. 

The Best Practices Project will be involved in developing this 
process of implementation in consultation with the Lead 
Communities and with other members of the CIJE staff. We have 
already discussed possible modes of dissemination of information 
in our conversations with the three communities. 

The supplementary school area was the first that the Best 
Practices Project was able to lauch in the research phase. 
Thanks to the support of the Nathan Cummings Foundation we were 
able to complete the first phase of research quickly and, with 
the continuing support of the Cummings Foundation grant, we are 
now in a position to be able to move toward improving the quality 
of supplementary school education in the three Lead Communities 
through use of the Best Practices Project. During the coming 
year this process will be an important focus of the project's 
work. 

How can we spread the word? 
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The first report on supplementary schools has engendered a good 
deal of interest in the larger Jewish educational community. One 
issue that the CIJE needs to address is the best way to make the 
results of the Best Practices Project available. How should the 
dissemination of materials take place? How should the findings 
of this project have an impact on communities outside of the Lead 
Communities? Certainly we should find ways to advertise and 
distribute the materials as they are produced. Perhaps we should 
also begin to consider a series of meetings or conferences open 
to other communities or interested parties, as the project moves 
forward. 
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