¥

AMERICAN JISH THE JACOB RADER MARCUS CENTER OF THE

AMERICAN JEWISH ARCHIVES

A DIVISION OF HEBREW UNION COLLEGE - JEWISH INSTITUTE OF RELIGION

MS-831: Jack, Joseph, and Morton Mandel Foundation Records, 1980-2011.
Series F: CIJE Accrual, 1981-2011, undated.
Subseries 2: Dan Pekarsky, 1981-2011, undated.

Box Folder
73 2

Change Think Tank. Meetings (Folder 1 of 4), 1997-1998.

For more information on this collection, please see the finding aid on the
American Jewish Archives website.

3101 Clifton Ave, Cincinnati, Ohio 45220
513.487.3000
AmericandewishArchives.org


https://www.americanjewisharchives.org/

ThinkTane 22 haf49

Tntrody cdo y

V\'\.ssaohr ’MWMMR -{D.s ‘w%f.&?«‘ﬂw

F\’v.‘(‘fvl

Seesn 2: Ganesis—C_ontar®

Outcamy: Qu&nmfcxy P-- Tosee — Divackon

Diekon: Focve on PL\% %

0€ thoso - - “Er\wsionihé/suy"

Rekonale

l,@ Dishinctve Agroack /Cohfnhfs o :

@ S_.avzmQ icas A Visidn E.s.yskoiy

® A intergst (n “inner wore’

= Shwgh o Q we csk o toloe
Trstruchw = Oursdwes s FG&




Concahn o Dy

E)«Po{& W&(',Q Ve Thikiaos ahe
fﬁask ncdvdes cothed QLWM?LB
'-\- Refeck o ot UnAQY oma

Mﬂ@/ﬁ@/»@ e
l(/o(K
‘ q i *awguﬂ =

S}«\ Vision {ﬁc& 200\ Erom o
Po\./l\'CJ C,OI’\CQP('\W y Jawich Lofe
3 W

Cagds O et Yot

6( ONa w\ml&(”— b SQV\’GI




r

\A/‘r\v Hecchel 7

Growang 9P "Nol = Welered -doun Bl
© I./T"aou — - Redied MW/&/MAIA
Bt Ewn i€ tne, nMayor did:

c) P@(z\c/ol.sewah&— Relecho
Q A‘/&\ Q\'\('I/ACCI-SSI.L;(«LV e MlSSIDh

SPQ,CKS Pou/w((lz(l% b Us/Me

@ P‘(avcr - EV\AP«W\aC/ Expm.ssi\/il_

@ Sh et Suped vy Conse/Exp-
‘7SL~M/“/W“ — Vs Ouve Cbp

@ “Cocael Adcw'/ Sf?i\'c('v

Ve, Thuarl {vtih
Not Ext¥ent — [BA Pasuonate




T wrhe

Styuckie o D#

|

() S\v&v Necchd v anin 2 -Rpnd

R«)t o e W\WA Ebmmf- .
— | #ss ur\m(-ivfz/ O agv:mﬁd




e il s 2

Pow.@( 8| Suvmimexies
Mulbiple: ThainereS: which? Mo wdeqitrichy?
%* Haikec?2 (e Tdeed
Domandesmics of Posces- Pyt) 2

Mobvohon €[Sz of M@Mi ()
U\asy-ﬁwu&s A %WV ‘71 ll.a‘d\;né’

@x coup a.srohl#ﬁ_

ZD T I Sophushh Cohion 3) Sa-smisy *) m&

B«&V/dev “‘-SGQJ Ouc pyopeeX™
@AX%\/&E{' lgw&w&wdm)

NLs}C).S T e Rc_g{:.av\ S5 -\-A/C,Qézi 0
d.&vwi-z. + OkCoheg
N Rz




Sl ad (DVL%:M-é [ -
EL © WesceA Vs Lobwitcl/Hes sy

B 3 nles . B /Deccipaia [t

4&1&
Q) Lk ©  Wesclof Low\87
e T %IW\
L 7

MUL—:\ 4 C,QWZL- VV

- ‘T%,.r(\u‘ﬂ\% o :;Y‘ woHC
" Cad % {oxiy

' ‘ ! Nsia




‘hsf“‘jﬁ / Cod per z‘%‘umh%
Ve, Gnesd Han \LQ%\(V

~ TTleog af Clarep

B\k B@ sk S [Flove??

= .gk\m’\ﬁ ;h-f(tC,A,Q\N
PDS* -—:x axC-s2 o &2

&Mkér o <\4¥__
Mo\jyeho. — - S Of r/w*(r&g ~ bl &iup
(Qu»ﬁ{ Ll - . gy s
LSL : N.:@;i :TA% i‘éj‘wtl)lj%‘!‘f
R — b o #O E R
St See

' . ‘&Q/:S.\\/.L %if);«gs“— ‘Ua&lask{c%yﬂ)
'3 ST S e

Do QAL R s Lo oy of prolte

e ——




Maric 2 Beam of T2 Slaes

€ ) Svee D) Rull Conmetn K]
ety QIS Jol

%ﬁb&/us/ ﬁwd.&z.( /Cd;L\r&J m pleblei~

ﬁ)%é;me Cﬂ;&wass hﬂgutﬁ

Y leeledh

Kﬁﬁ.-—- C,on&}\da-i 01 C/any
Ofctvl Casis ALU.AQﬁL'ﬁ) B lcoked P

K é):\%(% @hﬁ Y ?%&'0‘3}:0 oo

g W\VD\V\OS 6\/(’3.\&\ PN 5\?’"/ ""‘f"f




SHunde

Pm;ﬁh‘(’aﬁ\m 4*0 PA/_VX* Pe Hannd/%:ﬁ;

T OP--cowwss w~ ndt o @l .Soc‘.ofy

T S scnei—> N mdlle of Bevwn v dess
4 ‘WNwa il = S Bl et . Mt

. My ofhons: NV/WS/LAH/\

W Clhnsdichons: el nowet

Qﬂw\u ts / &i"fzs; a2

responst b T.L%. C,oh:\\:;:ﬂ P\“— fo
OL-M&:\ ({ " Quishk J\- f/vv&cwv« ony

V. _S_J_eﬁ____, Pl&wq/sfo\qtamﬂv
A. ancdmnw 07 P: Okcomes/ Stralegy
B) An auww sk drss P = K lam:)
O o b G P7 1o e

(ayd‘w
o -7,6.
- Qcc.&—«la»}/C/ohh“V H]




Q@n“@ Cns s hoxs
C/bdc\, *“Z‘— }oL ya Veﬁ
"gcm‘”m ~p gt




&“Q_’_ Qﬂ!b A

@5 /((?Ja,v

Ham‘%

jv Be: e













210 Tohwbadshc
Fron C/A(’&&.LV lo wondea

vl iy iprbe X

B»——-Da Y.d»‘ﬂuovi @(A

— Wnholuwe «\, Mb«%z

CﬂU “Oduf\gﬂ




Ao \%x&:_,{
Dué Mdh U/&[ kl\:) g

4\:0&& ox  thal Wt

Ty ol e Ui ke
1 R Y T Shif

Cr— DY"‘V%

Wl ﬂ\uﬁ/wm s/flico ® .
LA ol e coce Tl LS

gf ll&(ﬁ:f/ SR asf“'/gs”




— W or~bee

"SDC/:CQ A‘-’/‘l\m\ qvoua:oé e

E—_—

C

A

?

o




X -@ C/tfa L«/D\-\Lu
b vum (ov mﬂ,c\ul
Mn\mw

@ I{QAWZL Co— h~ove In 05(—
i Wane- doas

\ | et C/‘N‘Wn\/\j C,QQ@Z"‘?
- Pkl

& o Thfn\—ahu 9( Tadan Jana

\ Kl — E:&NC Oyl
; (L SLL._\ (:. L ﬁ:ioc s
D Cs. q)(& dl.)




Nv‘(M‘ C/f H M‘*L‘L

_.J(.&AJ 0N u‘_fla‘\

l&w N—" 5 ?VQ = 0
Ladelfe 2
Pm% Y%
) \;W

l @ 363,)\ ¢ fpﬂ

Et~{>\,;&s._s I~ u—-«L—wL-/vQ i
(P((»UIK A SeL wo{e
l

VAXLV ho LV




QQc,oz\h.")_;wa A wede @A
4k (rdwe{f

L/ ot

woscle, oo et C»"LLU\

(56X St f10N ”(
B W//ﬁ




Mtsﬁc . GRPA
IKin 0{ TR LT BT B
\vfb MCﬁL\MJ'—GOU$$A (Hﬂll >

D\’“ 17 BRI T & Mssodka

V$ ¢ C/JVWV\W\«!Y i J‘t«&ﬂ'

Nf) O MM

065 A U T ﬂ







- Gl
@QM ST VAP e
r,f} Y VI AT S r,voas.s,

/\Q.bbu'\x'\'—) :>\/cQ o ‘Q“%W?

@\.J-.a& W\»\LLL Wit vaﬁf'o«*
e& ~ Vts\m;»-—quasﬂ Lodd Yie
Lt(f s )

— s o &
YD C/e\VL lll/&(”

Ludn bl pitle,
A




Eﬁb M0 zlf:dd439(?7(}3')u I\?

nHes,

2 .
A/\L"eﬁ‘k\l /\JA¢Q éi’\/‘"—Jl‘jl.S (X‘
@ o \/bukl) Z.4. ,a,i\/-éhﬁ ?

e onslrs

¥

Whud ‘-cl e gl b LS
2 e
W,K7

D Rong o hirdll 5 goo i

al e od  Lanr
\(»v\‘(,L &‘é {,&,:7 UZV




& 7
auss 59/ #
Wu(&h@\
L\ ;ﬁ»& :
1Row i
b o

-
ASL Ll

H. «

(A

()7

How

o
jﬁ& Y CYL%MM
e«hg G

Ay
e
hS,QJ\Gk
® cs..ag M
1) Dot
W




A el 7D Q__D/—Cﬁw
Q/vataw[bc\&;?? COEQL







@ W-Croyps  ~vediseb

- e -~







Nl Lo b+ Syelolizs

Lo s
,@ 4 A Svih W
wnll &%%L%

v ne-ovavee - -~ -
plues

& &é“'&:&V\MZ {d[ o omes
58

. lw’b@ nyz:S

_."" Gfé(\/u—\.) 0,-/2)- C/QA N
— Cﬂ\%,/,&&ﬁﬂa.







% s C/«a&J\O\) Caa.
. D,
D QV wd C/\((SJZ

J> e aiud Oﬁfwﬁmaﬁf

3) Acavid 9{ o ledde,
B P s of
KWW@S {OI/Q













e, -

@ e L AbuoK_( ~on 8%




S T
A1 VR Fisa
‘ 1%
— 7}>

(Q |
L:;uj J}@Lﬁ
MMV/%Q

\/J/w?‘_s
\N\(S &\ﬁ /

s?‘”w 2

L o i

ios%j_g /S
|n

L~
W\{S/Q,VDU il
i
hd %lﬂbﬁ
)

ot



















M ek Lot o,

(~/0 G e OYJL\J’V
\ Uh&L.,A}-«__L H(SM7













Nessa

%%Q_ Lt ?YI'X l'.:.__n
S w

T\:ub qu\(

OVATIN M‘( khd Aa:«m_i

Roney: gt
Now: Hs  doke obr

lesdlel: Nokt  hawve oot lc.ks&
IR ('/Q»o\CfL b C)C(/&”\

G, oW




- ng
ol Gl
S oisian ey

sraaey




From: Nessa Rapoport <74671.3370@compuserve.com>

To: Dan Pekarsky <pekarsky@mail.soemadison.wisc.edu>
Date: 6/12/98 11:53am
Subject: Fwd: Afterthoughts

It's not the project about which I'm skeptical; it's the assignment. If
you're not skeptical, AND if you think I am making a contribution to both
the thinking and the burden, I'll happily stay with it throughout. (I do
think that next week's meeting with Karen should clarify the assignment.)

I love thinking and learning about change and Jewishness; I'm much less
certain about anyone's being able to arrive at a somewhat generic change
process for a generic transformed synagogue. Those are both very vague to
me.

And I'm puzzled by your puzzlement, since you seem to share my questions.
Let's be sure to speak either before or after our meeting with Karen about
your perplexity.

Nessa




CONVERSATION WITH LISA MALIK
1. Will provide us with “visions of success”

2. Boston -- Me-ah (100 hrs. Of Jewish learning for lay people),
Shearim, ...

3. Synagogue 2000 nuts and bolts

a. Retreat (need powerful spiritual experience for the core-
group. It will energize them, and they’ll go home and get others
excited.)

b. Participants go home and create team of 20 to 30; they engage
in some kind of study for year 1 -- dealing with prayer or
healing. Set curriculum, co-taught by those who were at Ohai.-
These curriculum guides are called itineraries. The aim to is
clarify the kind of synagogue we would like to become
“respiritualized”

c. Each synagogue group takes on a low-hanging fruit project
designed to get closer to the vision, e.g. “A Greeting Group”.

Year 2: Same group returns after first year to Ohai. Theme is
“Respiritualizing the infrastructure of the synagogue” --
membership-intake process; Jewish Journey Groups; Marketing.
Second phase is very Tachlis!!

Note: there is a “liaison-team” (consultants) charged with
maintaining communication with the different congregations; this
is their job.

EGE

Lisa thinks they do have a guiding vision. They use language of
learning rather than spirituality.

Congregation of learners, learning congregations.
ECE, a lot of protocol for whole process.

1. Each Synagogue has a task force of some twenty people charged
with defining congregation’s vision of learning and low-hanging
fruit. Also a leadership team that guides the task force --
rabbi, educator, group facilitation experts from within
congregation. L




HI, NESSA. MY EMAIL ISN'T WORKING VERY WELL, SO I'M FAXING THIS
INSTEAD. LET ME KNOW WHETHER YOU THINK THIS ADEQUATELY CAPTURES

WHERE WE'VE GONE. PERHAPS WE SHOULD GET KAREN'S RESPONSE?? LET
ME KNOW.

DP




MEMO TO: Nessa

FROM: Dan

RE: Our thinking to date concerning the Change Think Tank
DATE: June 7, 1998

As we continue on our effort to conceptualize the year's
agenda for the Think Tank, I thought it would be valuable to put
on paper some of what we've been discussing. It may be that
we'll want to share this document, or something like it, with
Karen. Let's discuss.

Aim of Think-Tank Project. The aim of this project is to
arrive, by the end of next spring, at an approach to
institutional change (with special attention to synagogues) which
can will then guide the development of CIJE pilot projects in
the field beginning the following year. Such projects will be
designed to make a contribution to the field, as well as to test
and refine the initial approach to change. The desired approach
to change needs to be one which is true to central CIJE
convictions concerning the place of vision and Jewish ideas in
educational change and practice; and it needs to offer helpful
guidance "in the field".

Strategy. In trying to design the Think Tank, we have imagined a
process that begins with the articulation of CIJE's existing
ideas concerning the character and aims of institutional and
Synagogue change. These ideas would be discarded, reframed,
refined, otherwise revised, and/or supplemented in response a) to
critiques emanating from thoughtful individuals, b) to inputs
that prominently include approaches to change that have proved
powerful in other domains (like corporations and public schools),
and, down the road, c) to pilot projects in which these ideas are
put to the test.

Following the initial session in which our extant ideas are put
on the table, wee imagined a sequence of approximately 5 day-long
meetings across the year, each of which should be designed to
enrich the initial conception. We also imagined that each session
would include a significant element of Jewish study, the content
and pedagogy of which are chosen with an eye to enriching our
deliberations. Critical to the success of this effort are the
following ingredients:

a. "Powerful content" for each session that has the
potential to enrich our thinking.

b. Thoughtful, sophisticated participants in these
sessions who bring with them the where-with-all to
enrich, critique, and offer powerful alternatives to
the ideas under consideration;

c) A willingness on the part of those guiding the Think
Tank process to keep a careful log of issues and
insights that emerge in each session, with attention to




their implications for the approach to change we are
developing.

d) Each session would include, probably near the
beginning of the day, a response to critical
questions/challenges that emerged in the preceding
session.

SOME POSSIBLE WAYS OF APPROACHING THE THINK TANK

Working within this general framework and through a process
that's involved projecting a plan of action and then subjecting
it to critique, we have articulated a number of variants of a
Think Tank agenda. Here's my attempt to summarize them:

Plan A.

Plan A. is an articulation of the earliest conception of the
Think Tank, as modified by the suggestion, at our first session
on April 29, that it would be important for us to do some "inner
work" (in which we ourselves try addressing some of the questions
we think changing institutions will need to address).

Session 1 (which has already taken place):

CIJE's extant ideas concerning the process and aims of
change.

Session 2:
Learning from approaches to change in world of corporations.
Session 3: The challenge of vision

Part of the day would be devoted to "inner work" that
includes a process of visioning that includes study as an
integral part. The challenge is twofold: to put on the table and
examine some of our own ideas concerning a thriving Synagogue;
and to think carefully about how to organize the change process
so that the activity of Jewish study is not disconnected from the
process of visioning.

The other part of the day would focus on the visions of some
synagogues pointed to as thriving, e.g. Bnai Jeshurun in NY, with
the help of their leaders. The challenge would be to understand
the visions of these institutions and to learn about how they
emerged and came to be shared.

Session 4: Change in the world of Synagogues
Drawing on input from thoughtful representatives of recent

synagogue-change projects, we would examine ideas about the
process and aims of change emanating from these efforts.




Session 5: Approaches to change in general education

In this session, we would full advantage of the expertise
offered by Hank Levin and Amy Gerstein.

Session 6: Wrap-up; drawing the different threads together.

Our own response to Plan A. As we reflected on Plan A, we had a
number of reactions:

1. that our own distinctive approach to change -- one that
emphasizes the power of vision and the need to develop a vision
that takes Jewish content seriously - is not adequately
represented in Plan A. We were concerned that we might emerge
without having systematically thought through what it means to
develop an approach that takes such emphases seriously.

2. We weren't sure that we need a whole session organized around
Levin's and Gerstein's approaches, the reason being that we
already have some familiarity with their approaches and that we
will have the benefits of their insights in an ongoing way.

3. We agreed that the plan we described did not adequately take
into account what we might learn from Lisa Malik's research on
Synagogue Change.

4. The theme of personal change and its implications for
institutional change processes -- important because institutional
change necessarily requires personal change -- were imperfectly
represented in Plan A.

5. The value of looking at concrete cases.

Plan B. tried to be responsive to these considerations.

Plan B.
SEssioN 1 (which has already taken place):

CIJE's extant ideas concerning the process and aims of
change.

Session 2. The challenge of vision

a. Review of Extant approaches to vision (Senge, the
Coalition, ECE, Accelerated Schools, et.)

b. "Inner work" that includes a process of visioning that
encompasses study as an integral part. The challenge is twofold:
to put on the table and examine some of our own ideas concerning
a thriving Synagogue; and to think carefully about how to




organize the change process so that the activity of Jewish study
is not disconnected from the process of visioning. Guests would
include "critical friends" from out of the world of congregations
who would be invited to speak to the adequacy of the process we
are suggesting.

Session 3. Interesting Cases; personal change.

a. Consideration of the visions associated with (reputedly)
thriving congregations, e.g. Bnai Jeshurun in NY or Chizuk Emunah
in Baltimore, with the help of their leaders. The challenge would
be to understand the visions of these institutions and to learn
about how they emerged and came to be shared and
institutionalized.

b. Personal change: what kinds of personal changes are
entailed or assumed by institutional change; and what are the
implications for the selection of appropriate institutions and
for the process of change itself.

Session 4: Examining Recent Synagogue Change processes

This session would encompass presentation and discussion of
Lisa Malik's findings to date concerning Synagogue Change
processes, as well as presentations/discussions of ECE and
Synagogue 2000, led by appropriate representatives of these
movements.

Session 5: Learning from approaches to change in the world of
corporations.

Session 6: Bringing the strands together. Taking in and
critiquing the conception of the change-process that is emerging.

Plan C:

Plan C puts the concept of "Jewish Change" at the center.
It builds on the insight that each of the sessions projected for
the Think Tank is associated with a Jewish festival-period (Yamim
Norahim; Sukkot/Simchat Torah; Chanukah; Pesach; shavuot) that
highlights a different dimension of change as understood within
Jewish tradition.

The intuitive idea was to use the Jewish understanding of
change associated with each of these festival-periods as the
foundation for the day's inquiry, drawing in, as appropriate,
insights from the more general "change-literature".

Oon reflection, we were concerned that a Think Tank organized
in this way might not culminate in the kind of change-process




that is to be the culmination of the year's activity. But we
continued to like the idea that our Jewish learning should focus
on seasonal insights into the nature of change, and that the
sessions associated with each insight be framed in such a way as
to integrate the insight in question into the day's work.

Plan D.

This plan breaks down the challenge of the Think Tank in an
altogether way. It takes as its starting-point KAB's approach to
the change-process. Each session takes one hones in on one
dimension or element of this change process and tries to
systematically develop it. If, for example, visioning (informed
by Jewish Study) is a central element, this would be the subject
of at least one session; and if "leadership development" is a
critical (and ongoing) theme, this too might be the focus of a
day's activity.

The challenge of Plan D is to identify 5 or so critical
elements in KAB's process that would benefit from systematic
examination. We assume - but are not committed to - the idea
that Jewish study would take the form identified above (at the
end of C); conceivably, though, a Think tank organized
thematically would suggest other kinds of study.

Concluding comments. We came to no closure on these matters,
but we seemed agreed 1) that the focus on vision, as developed
through Jewish learning needs to be central; 2) that ideas about
change embedded in the cycle of the Jewish year might prove a
rich source of insight; and 3) that building the sessions around
the different elements of KAB's approach might be more effective
than embarking on an open-ended inquiry into approaches to change
in different domains.
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1998 Workplan

5
:

- JEWEL planning

- TEI

- Professors

- Forum

- Rabbinic Conference
- High School leaders

CFWW

'_‘—’—-‘_'_“_‘_______ ot

) \Q'(?

O.Q‘

Indicators
Economics of Jewish Education

Early Childhood
Synagogue Change

t

Administration

External communication
Internal communication
Fundraising

Board and Chairman’s Council

i

CAWMINDOWS\DESKTOP\Jonah's Work\1998 Workplan and 1999 draft.doc
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1999 draft 18 month Workplan

JEWEL
Pilot — Professonial
Pilot — Lay
Planning Part II
TEI Cohort II
Professors
Forum?
Rabbinic conference
High school leaders?
CFWW
Start-up of Network
Conference
1 — 2 Pilots (JCCA?)
R&D
Indicators
Economics
Field Sites
Synagogue Change
Early Childhood
Administration

Publications

Internal communication
External communication
Fundraising

Board & Chairman’s Council

- Policy brief on Professional Development

- Beit Rabban Case
- Rabbinic Education?

CAWINDOWS\DESKTOPUonah's Work\1998 Workplan and 1999 draft.doc

PAGE B3
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STAFF RETREAT AGENDA

Day 1 — Tuesday, May 26, 1998

- Discussion of 1999 workplan
o Strawman
¢ insides of each project
e staffing

- Evening — Barbeque, Guiding Principles/School of Thought
Day 2 — Wednesday, May 27, 1998

- Support staff and office infrastructure (with Susan Cane) -

/

CAWINDQWS\DESKTOPUonah's Work\STAFF RETREAT AGENDA.doc

PAGE B4




INSTITUTIONAL CHANGE THINK-TANK
Summary of Meeting #1, April 29, 1998

BACKGROUND

The institutional change think-tank was called into being
with the aim of developing a meaningful and usable approach to
institutional change -- an approach which we could then
experiment with, revise, and refine through forays into the
field. Though our interest extends to educating institutions of
various kinds, our initial focus will be on synagogues. This
emphasis reflects CIJE's belief that the transformation of
synagogues is a critical ingredient in the effort to revitalize
American Jewish life, as well as our intention of launching a
Synagogue Change Project a year from now.

In preliminary conversations concerning the Think Tank, it
was projected that the group would meet 5 or 6 times in the
course of the year, and that at each meeting, it would have a
chance to encounter and learn from approaches to change
associated with a particular domain (e.g., general education, the
world of corporations, community-change efforts, and existing
synagogue-change projects). The challenge would be to assess the
relevance of the insights and approaches associated with these
other domains to our own work in Jewish education; and, by the
end of a year's time, to emerge with a serviceable approach to
change that is true to our own convictions and integrates
pertinent ideas encountered during the work of the Think Tank.

We also decided that prior to encountering beliefs about and
approaches to change associated with other domains, it would be
important for us to articulate our own present ideas concerning
the process and aims of the change-process. Through subsequent
encounters with various approaches to change throughout the year,
this body of ideas would then be deepened, revised, or refined.

These considerations led to a decision to devote our first
meeting to an effort to articulate CIJE's current approach to
change: during the first part of the day, we would focus on
fundamental CIJE convictions about the process and aims of
change; and in the second part of the day, we would look at a
concrete approach to change that reflects some of these ideas as
well as Karen Barth's experience in this domain. The day would
also include a chance to examine Jewish sources the might inform
our thinking about change, as well as an opportunity to think
about next steps.

In preparation for the meeting, Dan Pekarsky drafted a short




document that attempted to articulate (what seemed to him) some
central CIJE-beliefs concerning change. This document, along
with his pieces on the place of vision in educational reform, the
two pieces authored by Amy Gerstein for CIJE concerning the
change-process, and Seymour Fox's piece on Ramah, were sent to
participants prior to the meeting.

Critical to the success of the Think Tank, we realized, was
not just our ability to identify articulate representatives of
powerful approaches to change in different domains, but also our
ability to bring to the table a thoughtful group of individuals
bringing rich and complementary perspectives to our conversations
concerning these different approaches. We were especially eager
to include individuals who are already very sophisticated
concerning educational change and individuals who could enrich
our discussions with powerful Jewish ideas concerning the process
and aims of change. The initial group of participants we agreed
on included: a) core-CIJE staff, including Eli Holzer and Lisa
Malik; b) members of the Guiding Ideas Study Group ("GUIDES");
and c) Hank Levin. It was understood that it may prove desirable
to add other individuals to the group.

The following individuals were able to participate in our
first meeting: Karen Barth, Gail Dorph, Amy Gerstein, Cippi
Harte, Alvan Kaunfer, Hank Levin, Lisa Malik (via conference-
call), Daniel Pekarsky, and Nessa Rapoport.

RESPONDING TO SOME FORMULATIONS OF CIJE'S IDEAS CONCERNING CHANGE

After some introductories, participants were invited to
spend about ten minutes reviewing two documents purporting to
express some basic CIJE ideas concerning change: a somewhat
revised version of the piece by Dan Pekarsky that had already
been sent out to participants; and a piece by Karen Barth,
written some time ago, entitled "CIJE's Change Philosophy." (See
Appendix 1) Below is a summary of some of responses to these
documents:

1. The relationship between the "Building Blocks" document and
the "CIJE Philosophy of Change" document was unclear to one
participant.

2. There is a need to more effectively order the principles
articulated in the Building Blocks document, so as to distinguish
between philosophical commitments, strategic principles, and




other pertinent categories.

3. The Building Blocks document is insufficiently differentiated
with respect to the different kinds of leaders involved in a
change process (e.g. informal and formal, lay/professional), the
respective roles of each, the relationship between the
leadership-team and other constituencies in the process of
identifying and coming together around a vision, etc. It was
suggested that the distinction between a sales- and marketing-
orientation among leaders would be pertinent to consider.

4. The Building Blocks document may suggest more orderliness
than is characteristic of change-processes. Typically, even very
successful processes are fairly messy and idiosyncratic. We
should avoid language and metaphors that understate this
messiness and suggest that change is clean. linear, and
continuous.

5. The Building Blocks document could be taken to imply that the
various tasks it identifies needs to be addressed only once. In
fact, many of the elements of a vital change process, (e.q.
leadership, the nature and buy-in to the vision, etc.) need to be
returned to again and again. More radically, one person
suggested that we should avoid thinking of the change-process as
a whole as a one-time journey with a determinate beginning and
end; rather, we should be thinking about institutionalizing a
process that will be on-going.

6. We should not think that all of the conditions of change need
to be in place for a meaningful change-process to be inaugurated.
As Lizbeth Schor suggests in COMMON PURPOSE, it is often possible
to develop those critical pre-conditions that are not initially
present.

7. The "Why are we engaging in this time-consuming process?"-
guestion needs to be revisited periodically during the process of
change. Change is hard work, and along the way participants may
lose sight of the purposes that have given rise to the process
(with the result that they may grow disengaged or lose a sense of
direction).

8. Because change is hard work, it is important that there be
rewards for the participants along the way. These might range
from opportunities to engage in serious Jewish study as part of
the process (a strong perk for at least one participant!) to
opportunities to implement certain do-able and meaningful changes
early-on ("low-hanging fruit").




9. Who is change for?? These documents don't address the
inreach/outreach issue. Is change aimed at those constituencies
that are already actively involved -- or at the mass of
individuals who are uninvolved? Typically, such processes are
energized by those who are already very involved, and these folks
tend to be individuals whose needs are already reasonably well
met by the institution. A change-process organized by them is
unlikely to meet the needs of, to draw in, the uninvolved. If
our aim is "to bring people back", we must attend to this issue.

10. A vision must be palpable. Typically, the
institutional/educational experience of most Jews in Jewish
settings has been deadening and uninspiring. Progress requires a
vision of something better; but for such a vision to take hold in
the hearts of the critical stake holders, it has to be more real
than rhetoric -- it must be palpable!! This means giving them
powerful experiences through which they can "taste" the vision,
experience it first-hand. Otherwise, there is a danger that they
will aspire to no more than a somewhat improved version of the
impoverished reality they have experienced.

11. Be sure not to confuse a vision with a vision-statement. At
best a vision-statement is an articulation of an institution's
vision; at worst, it's a poor substitute.

12. The distinction between an institutional vision and the
vision of an educated Jewish human being (or of a meaningful
Jewish existence) that the institution is designed to encourage
and support tends to be lost in these documents. There is
insufficient emphasis on "existential vision" and its
relationship to institutional wvision in the synagogue-context.
These matters need clarification and articulation.

13. We should avoid viewing the institutional culture as an
obstacle to change; we should try to identify the way in which it
can be the ally of the change-process.

14. At least one participant encouraged us to revisit basic
questions concerning why we believe synagogues need changing and
to imagine a genuinely transformative vision. While not offering
such a vision, she suggested that an adequate would need to
respond to the deepest anxieties of our time and would interpret
central Jewish categories in relation to them.

15. One participant asked us to consider the possibility that in
practice - and perhaps in the ideal - synagogues feature more
than one vision.




16. One participant discovered the following critical issues
embedded in the documents:

L7

a.

sustaining interest and involvement. The idea of

change may initially be very exciting. But the work is
demanding and it takes a long time. Hence, the problem
of sustaining interest and involvement.

b. Meaningfully infusing powerful Jewish ideas. It may
be possible to engage the participants in a change
process 1in serious Jewish study; but the encounter with
powerful Jewish ideas, however meaningful to the
participants, is no guarantee that these ideas will
then infuse efforts to develop a guiding vision. Is
there a way of introducing powerful Jewish ideas so
that they do suffuse the change-process?

c.

The possibility of a powerful vision shared by

diverse individuals. In communities that feature
substantial ideological diversity (for example, many
synagogues), the development of a vision that is
powerful, widely shared, and concrete enough to offer
practical guidance may prove a difficult challenge.

gl

The problem of broad-based buy-in to the change

process. While it may be possible to generate high
investment in the change-process among a core-
constituency, it may be significantly more difficult to
get a broad-base of buy-in from the membership of the
institution. Can a change-process be successful
without this broad buy-in? Are there ways of
encouraging such buy-in?

Sis

Readiness conditions. Not all institutions will be

ready for a serious change-process. What conditions
need to be in place (or readily achievable) for a
change-process to have a fighting chance of success?

f. Role of "outsiders" in the process of change. What
role, if any, should be assigned to outside-
facilitators in the process of change? How much and
what kind of responsibility should they assume for
guiding the process of change?

Enthusiasm was expressed for:

a.

making Jewish learning and ideas central to the process




of identifying a guiding vision;

b. making learning/education both the vehicle and the aim of
the change process (although, it was suggested, this idea needs
greater emphasis).

18. Our discussion was punctuated by repeated and varied
references to individual change. It was suggested that:

a. the ultimate goal of synagogue change-efforts is
individual change -- facilitating deeper, richer, more
spiritual experiences for the individuals who make up the
institution's community.

b. change in individuals is integral to the process through
which institutional change takes place.

c. there are significant and instructive parallels between
individual change and institutional change.

DEVORA STEINMETZ'S SESSION ON JACOB

#18 offers a springboard to the session led by Devora
Steinmetz, which focused on the transformation of Jacob around
the time of his leaving Laban and his re-encounter with Esau. 1In
examining Jacob's growth, we considered a number of themes and
insights that may be pertinent to our work, including the
following:

a. Jacob isn't entirely transformed -- that, for better
and/or for worse, some of the old survives in the new!

b. some of the continuity of the old and the new arises from
the circumstance that Jacob changes alone; that is, those who
surround him haven't undergone a similar process of change.

c. what makes Jacob capable of undergoing a series of
changes is a larger sense of purpose (in relation to which
specific goals and forms of conduct carry the experienced status
of means/strategy) .

d. change is painful and involves struggle.

e. outside catalysts may be necessary in order for
significant change to come about.




COMPARING APPROACHES TO SYNAGOGUE CHANGE

Following lunch, Karen Barth developed an evaluative
comparison of three major synagogue-change projects -- the
McKinsey Project she had been engaged with, the Experiment in
Congregational Education, and Synagogues 2000. In each case, she
sought to highlight the project's best and worst features.

MCKINSEY

Strengths. Strong market-research. Excellent job of

"listening to your customers" (i.e., congregants) via focus
groups.
Weaknesses. Zero-content!! No new ideas are thrown into the

mix, no taste of inspiring alternatives to what participants
already know.

Karen notes that there is a need for strategic thinking between
vision and implementation -- but it was, as I reviewed my notes,
not clear to me whether this point was made in praise or in
criticism of Mckinsey.

EXPERIMENT IN CONGREGATIONAL EDUCATION

Strengths. There is a lot of fruitful interaction between
synagogues. The mind-set of lay-people is central to the process
??? [what does she mean?]. Jewish learning is at the heart of
both the aim and the process of change. ECE is very strong on
"process"!

Weaknesses. Though ECE speaks of "communities of learners",
it offers no clear vision of a thriving community of learners.
In addition, ECE is weak on "content": there is no menu of
programming or curriculum-content suggestive of what could be
done differently.

SYNAGOGUE 2000

SYNAGOGUE 2000 features two tracks , one Healing, the other
Prayer. It's a two-year process. The first is designed to chart
a change itinerary via a process of reflection and planning; the
second is intended as an opportunity to implement a plan. As part
of the kick-off year, participants undergo a powerful prayer-
experience that offers them a sense of what's possible.

Strengths. Though weakly articulated [Explain!], the




experiential piece is very powerful.

Weaknesses. In part because of the experiential piece, there
is a great gap between the central players in the change-process
and the rest of the congregation. In addition, the actual change
-process (intended for Year 2) is very weakly articulated.

After considering all three approaches, Karen notes one
criticism that applies to all three: none of them addresses the
skills needed by -- and needed to be cultivated in -- critical
players (rabbis, cantors, educators, lay leaders, etc.)

ECE, WILLOW CREEK, AND INTERMEDIATE OPTIONS

In our discussion of ECE, a contrast was drawn between its
completely open-ended approach to vision and the highly specified
approach to vision of Willow Creek, which has, in the spirit of
McDonald's, offered franchise institutions very specific
guidelines regarding guiding vision and week-to-week
implementation.

We considered (what seemed to us to be) more congenial,
intermediate positions:

a. target-institutions agree to certain general visional
principles, with the understanding that they will be
differentially interpreted by different institutions. This is
close to the practice of the Coalition of Essential Schools.

b. Along the way to a vision, participants encounter and are
encouraged to struggle with powerful questions and content that
have the power to deepen and expand (without dictating) their
thinking about an adequate guiding vision.

BARTH'S FIRST ITERATION OF A CIJE APPROACH TO SYNAGOGUE CHANGE

For a careful account of Karen Barth's presentation of an
approach to Synagogue-change, see Appendix 2. Comments evoked by
her presentation are listed below:

1. Overall, the approach to Synagogue change she presented was
greeted with enthusiasm. The sense of the group was that thisg
was a great starting-point for the Think Tank's mission of
emerging with a meaningful approach to change at the end of a
year's time.

2. A couple of participants voiced the concern that the model did
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not address the issue of governance sufficiently. (What is the
group that steers the process? Who is it made up of? How are
they chosen? What is the group's job? etc.)

3. The map and presentation that Karen offered look fairly
linear, but the process itself is more web-like, with some
activities going on simultaneously and some of them (like
evaluation and the development of vision) going on indefinitely
(alongside of, and feeding, other strands of the process). While
Karen agreed with this critique, she added that in practice one
often ends up doing one thing at a time, and she suggested that
having a somewhat linear plan-of-action may be of value even if
the process turns out to be very web-like.

Not only do some of the activities continue in an ongoing way, it
was suggested by more than one participant that the process as a
whole needs to be viewed not as an event in the life of the
institution but as a way of thinking that becomes
institutionalized.

4. Doubt was expressed concerning whether the process of study
built into Karen's model would actually suffuse the effort to
develop an institutional vision. It being possible that the
activity of study, however rewarding, will be self-contained, one
needs to ask: how structure the learning and/or the visioning so
that these activities enrich one another?

5. It was reiterated that in the efforts to arrive at a
meaningful vision, there should be opportunities to experience
first-hand, to taste, richly meaningful forms of
educational/Jewish experience that take the participants beyond
what they have probably experienced in the past [in the way that,
for example, participants in Synagogue 2000 were given the chance
to undergo very powerful prayer-experiences]; otherwise, there is
a strong probability that the possibilities entertained by those
doing the visioning will be limited by their own, generally
impoverished, past experiences in Jewish settings.

6. While the process articulated by Karen focused on the
development of vision and on tracing out the implications of
vision for practice, implementation itself was not strongly
represented in her description. What provisions can be introduced
to make it likely that practical efforts will follow or accompany
efforts to articulate and think through the implications of a
vision?

7. It was urged by one participant that the model must attend
seriously to the gap that sometimes arises between "the leading-




vanguard" and the mass of constituents.

8. In the course of discussing Karen's approach, a kind of
vision-continuum was articulated:

a. At one end, the vision is completely and totally in
your hands. Sit together and come up with what you
will!

b. At the other end, some outside expert or guru
offers you a vision to work with, a vision which may
vary in its specificity and openness to interpretation.

c. In the middle is a position that sounds like this:

"it's your job to come up with your vision, but along

the way you need to struggle with a particular body of
content and questions."

9. 1In relation to the issues discussed in #6, the question was
raised: how do movements like the Coalition or Essential Schools
arrive at the broad-based visions that inform their own work?;
and the answer seems to be, "There is no one answer to this
question!" It was suggested that, in the case of the Coalition,
its guiding principles originated with Sizer. 1In the case of
Accelerated Schools, the guiding vision grew out of reflections
on responses elicited by three questions:

a. Describe the dream-school for your own children and
design a dream-school for children in an inner-city
community. What are the similarities and differences
between these schools?

b. What should every child be able to do and to know?

c. Describe a school that would meet your needs [as an
educator or as a student??] as an adult.

10. In thinking about the upcoming work of our Think-Tank, it was
suggested:

a. that it would be important to identify and make part
of our own group the site-coordinator who will be
charged with overseeing the pilot-projects to be
launched next year.

b. that, in addition to following through on our

original plan to look at some concrete cases of change
and at approaches to change associated with different
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realms of endeavor, it might make sense to launch some
exploratory interventions this year, informed by the
approach sketched out by Karen.

d. that "internal or inner work" should be a prominent
dimension of our own work this year. That is, we
should turn ourselves into a kind of focus-group that
struggles to find our own answers to such questions as
"What would an ideal Synagogue - the Synagogue that
would meet our own needs as individuals and families -
look like?" Or, if we were moving in a Sizer-direction,
what would our own eight or ten guiding principles look
like? Put differently, we should set before us and try
to answer for ourselves relevant counterparts of the
kinds of questions identified in #9.

11. A question was raised about the relationship between the work
undertaken by this group and the work of Synagogue Change

Research Project that Lisa Malik is steering.

to be clarified.

U

and evaluation of the process of change,

This matter needs

Someone underscored the importance of on-going documentation

both internal and external evaluators.

evaluation conducted by

dae




INSTITUTIONAL CHANGE THINK-TANK
Summary of Meeting #1, April 29, 1998

INTRODUCTORY

The institutional change think-tank was called into being
with the aim of developing a meaningful and usable approach to
institutional change -- an approach which we could then
experiment with, revise, and refine through forays into the
field. Though our interest extends to educating institutions, in
general, our initial focus will be on Synagogues. This emphasis
reflects CIJE's belief that the transformation of synagogues is a
critical ingredient in the effort to revitalize American Jewish
life, as well as our intention of launching a Synagogue Change
Project a year from now.

Here is the initial plan for the Think Tank. It would meet
5 or 6 times in the course of the year; at each meeting, we would
have a chance to encounter and learn from approaches to change
associated with a particular domain (e.g., general education, the
world of corporations, community-change efforts, and existing
synagogue-change projects). In each case, the challenge would be
to assess the relevance of the ideas encountered to the domain of
Synagogue change, as informed by our own convictions concerning
the kinds of outcomes we would recognize as "success. The
animating hope was that by the end of the year we would have
gathered an array of insights into the change process that we
could then weave together as elements in a serviceable approach
to change.

Critical to the success of this effort, we realized, was not
just our ability to identify articulate representatives of
powerful approaches to change in different domains, but also our
ability to bring to the table a thoughtful group of individuals
bringing rich and complementary perspectives to our conversations
concerning these different approaches. We were especially eager
to include individuals who are already very sophisticated
concerning educational change and individuals who could enrich
our discussions with powerful Jewish ideas concerning the process
and aims of change. The initial group of participants we agreed
on included: a) core-CIJE staff, including Eli Holzer and Lisa
Malik; b) members of the Guiding Ideas Study Group ("GUIDES") ;
and c) Hank Levin. :

This preliminary conception of the project was revised at a
CIJE Staff Retreat in the spring of 1998, at which it was
suggested that before planning encounters with others' ideas
about change, we would be wise to articulate our own present
ideas concerning the process and aims of the change-process.
This would represent the corpus of ideas concerning of change
which would be deepened, revised, or refined through encounters
with other approaches across the year.

Moved by the power of this suggestion, we agreed to devote



our first meeting to an effort to articulate CIJE's current
approach to change. In the course of planning, Dan Pekarsky and
Karen Barth moved towards the following agenda: during the first
part of the day, we would focus on fundamental CIJE convictions
about the process and aims of change; and in the second part of
the day, we would look at a concrete approach to change that
reflects some of the ideas as well as Karen's experience in this
domain. The day would also include a chance to examine Jewish
sources the might inform our thinking about change, as well as an
opportunity to think about next steps.

In preparation for the meeting, Dan wrote a short document
that attempted to articulate (what seemed to him) some central
CIJE-beliefs concerning change. This document, along with his
pieces on the place of vision in educational reform, the two
pieces authored by Amy Gerstein for CIJE concerning the change-
process, and Seymour Fox's piece on Ramah, were sent to
participants prior to the meeting.

The following individuals were able to participate in our
first meeting: Karen Barth, Gail Dorph, Amy Gerstein, Cippi
Harte, Alvan Kaunfer, Hank Levin, Lisa Malik (via conference-
call), Daniel Pekarsky, and Nessa Rapoport.

RESPONDING TO SOME FORMULATIONS OF CIJE'S IDEAS CONCERNING CHANGE

After some introductories, participants were invited to
spend about ten minutes reviewing two documents purporting to
express some basic CIJE ideas concerning change: a somewhat
revised version of the piece by Dan Pekarsky that had already
been sent out to participants; and a piece by Karen Barth,
written some time ago, entitled "CIJE's Change Philosophy." It
was suggested that after this review, members of the group would
each have a chance to respond to these documents. Below is a
summary of some of these responses:

1. The relationship between the "Building Blocks" document and
the "CIJE Philosophy of Change" document was unclear to one
participant.

2. There is a need to more effectively order the principles
articulated in the Building Blocks document, so as to distinguish
between philosophical commitments, strategic principles, and
other pertinent categories.

3. The Building Blocks document is unduly undifferentiated with
respect to the different kinds of leaders involved in a change
process (e.g. informal and formal, lay/professional), the
respective roles of each, the relationship between the
leadership-team and other constituencies in the process of
identifying and coming together around a vision, etc. It was
suggested that the distinction between a sales- and marketing-
orientation among leaders would be pertinent to consider.




4. The Building Blocks document may suggest more orderliness
than is characteristic of change-processes. Typically, even very
successful processes are fairly messy and idiosyncratic. We
should avoid language and metaphors that understate this
messiness and suggest that change is clean. linear, and
continuous.

5. The Building Blocks document could be taken to imply that the
various tasks it identifies needs to be addressed only once in
the course of the process. In fact, many of the elements of a
vital change process, (e.g. leadership, the nature and buy-in to
the vision, etc.) need to be returned to again and again during
the process of change. More radically, one person suggested that
we should avoid thinking of the change-process as one-time
journey with a determinate beginning and end; rather, we should
be thinking about institutionalizing a process that will be on-
going.

6. We should not think that all of the conditions of change need
to be in place for a meaningful change-process to be inaugurated.
As Lizbeth Schorr suggests in COMMON PURPOSE, it is often
possible to develop those critical pre-conditions that may not be
present.

7. The "Why are we engaging in this time-consuming process?"-
question needs to be revisited periodically during the process of
change. Change is hard work, and along the way participants may
lose sight of the purposes that have given rise to the process
(with the result that they may grow disengaged or lose a sense of
direction).

8. Because change is hard work, it is important that there be
rewards of various kinds along the way for those engaged in the
process. These might range from opportunities to engage in
serious Jewish study as part of the process (a strong perk for at
least one participant!) to opportunities to implement certain do-
able and meaningful changes early-on ("low-hanging fruit").

9. Who is change for?? These documents don't address the
inreach/outreach issue. Is change aimed at those constituencies
that are already actively involved -- or at the mass of
individuals who are uninvolved? Typically, such processes are
energized by those who are already very involved, and they tend
to be individuals whose needs are already reasonably well met by
the institution. A change-process organized by them is unlikely
to meet the needs of, to draw in, the uninvolved. If our aim is
"to bring people back", we must attend to this issue.

10. A vision must be palpable. Typically, the
institutional/educational experience of most Jews in Jewish
settings has been deadening and uninspiring. Progress requires a
vision of something better; but for such a vision to take hold in
the hearts of the critical stake holders, it has to be more real




than rhetoric -- it must be palpable!! This means giving them
powerful experiences through which they can "taste" the vision,
experience it first-hand. Otherwise, there is a danger that they
will aspire to no more than a somewhat improved version of the
impoverished reality they have experienced.

11. Be sure not to confuse a vision with a vision-statement. At
best a vision-statement is an articulation of an institution's
vision; at worst, it's a poor substitute.

12. The distinction between an institutional vision and the
vision of an educated Jewish human being, or of a meaningful
Jewish existence, that the institution is designed to support or
nurture tends to be lost in these documents. There is
insufficient emphasis on "existential vision" and its
relationship to institutional vision in the synagogue-context.
These matters need clarification and articulation.

13. We should avoid viewing the institutional culture as an
obstacle to change; we should try to identify the way in which it
can be the ally of the change-process.

14. At least one participant encouraged us to revisit basic
questions concerning why we believe synagogues need changing and
to imagine a genuinely transformative vision. While not offering
such a vision, she suggested that it would respond to the deepest
anxieties of our time and would interpret central Jewish
categories in relation to them.

15. One participant asked us to consider the possibility that in
practice - and perhaps in the ideal - synagogues feature more
than one vision.

16. One participant discovered the following critical issues
embedded in the documents:

a. sustaining interest and involvement. The idea of
change may initially be very exciting. But the work is
demanding and it takes a long time. Hence, the problem
of sustaining interest and involvement.

b. Meaningfully infusing powerful Jewish ideas. It may
be possible to engage the participants in a change
process in serious Jewish study; but the encounter with
powerful Jewish ideas, however meaningful to the
participants, is no guarantee that these ideas will
then infuse efforts to develop a guiding vision. Is
there a way of introducing powerful Jewish ideas so
that they do suffuse the change-process?

c. The possibility of a powerful vision shared by
diverse individuals. In communities, like many
congregations, that feature substantial ideological
diversity, the development of a vision that is both




powerful, widely shared, and concrete enough to offer
practical guidance may prove a difficult challenge.

d. The problem of broad-based buy-in to the change
process. While it may be possible to generate high
investment in the change-process among a core-
constituency, it may be significantly more difficult to
get a broad-base of buy-in from the membership of the
institution. Can a change-process be successful
without this broad buy-in? Are there ways of
encouraging such buy-in?

e. Readiness conditions. Not all institutions will be
ready for a serious change-process. What conditions
need to be in place (or readily achievable) for a
change-process to have a fighting chance of success?

f. Role of "outsiders" in the process of change. What
role, if any, should be assigned to outside-
facilitators in the process of change? How much and
what kind of responsibility should the assume for
guiding the process of change?

17. Enthusiasm was expressed for:

a. making Jewish learning and ideas central to the process
of identifying a guiding vision;

b. making learning/education both the vehicle and the aim of
the change process (although, it was suggested, this idea needs
greater emphasis).

18. Our discussion was punctuated by repeated and varied
references to individual change. It was suggested that:

a. the ultimate goal of synagogue change-efforts is individual
change -- facilitating deeper, richer, more spiritual experiences
for the individuals who make up the institution's community.

b. change in individuals is integral to the process through which
institutional change takes place.

c. there are significant and instructive parallels between
individual change and institutional change.

DEVORA STEINMETZ'S SESSION ON JACOB

#18 offers a springboard to the session led by Devora
Steinmetz, which focused on the transformation of Jacob around
the time of his leaving Laban and his re-encounter with Esau. In
examining Jacob's growth, we considered a number of issues
pertinent to our work, including the following:




a. that Jacob isn't entirely transformed -- that, for better
and/or for worse, some of the old survives in the new!

b. that some of the continuity of the old and the new arises
from the circumstance that Jacob changes alone -- that those who
surround him haven't undergone a similar process of change.

c. that what makes Jacob capable of undergoing a series of
changes is a larger sense of purpose (in relation to which
specific goals and forms of conduct carry the experienced status
of means/strateqgy).

d. change is painful and involves struggle.

e. outside catalysts may be necessary in order for
significant change to come about.

COMPARING APPROACHES TO SYNAGOGUE CHANGE

Following lunch, Karen Barth developed a systematic and
evaluative comparison of three major synagogue-change projects --
the McKinsey Project she had been engaged with, the Experiment in
Congregational Education, and Synagogues 2000. In each case, she
sought to highlight the project's best and worst features.

MCKINSEY

Strengths. Strong market-research. Excellent job of
"listening to your customers" (i.e., congregants) via focus
groups.

Weaknesses. Zero-content!! No new ideas are thrown into the
mix, no taste of inspiring alternatives to what participants
already know.

Karen notes that there is a need for strategic thinking between
vision and implementation -- but it was, as I reviewed my notes,
not clear to me whether this point was made in praise or in
criticism of Mckinsie.

EXPERIMENT IN CONGREGATIONAL EDUCATION

strengths. There is a lot of fruitful interaction between
synagogues. The mind-set of lay-people is central to the process
??? [what does she mean?]. Jewish education is at the heart of
both the aim and the process of change. ECE is very strong on
"process"!

Weaknesses. Though ECE speaks of "communities of learners",
it offers no clear vision of a thriving community of learners.
In addition, ECE is weak on "content": there is no menu of
programming or curriculum-content suggestive of what could be
done differently.



SYNAGOGUE 2000

SYNAGOGUE 2000 features two tracks , one Healing, the other
Prayer. It's a two-year process. The first is designed to chart
a change itinerary via a process of reflection and planning; the
second is intended as an opportunity to implement a plan. As part
of the kick-off year, participants undergo a powerful prayer-
experience that offers them a sense of what's possible.

Strengths. Though weakly articulated [Explain!], the
experiential piece is very powerful.

Weaknesses. In part because of the experiential piece, there
is a great gap between the central players in the change-process
and the rest of the congregation. In addition, the actual change
-process (intended for Year 2) is very weakly articulated.

After considering all three approaches, Karen notes one
criticism that applies to all three: none of them addresses the
skills needed by -- and needed to be cultivated in -- critical
players (rabbis, cantors, educators, lay leaders, etc.)

ECE, WILLOW CREEK, AND INTERMEDIATE OPTIONS\

In our discussion of ECE, a contrast was drawn between its
completely open-ended approach to Vision and the highly specified
approach to vision of Willow Creek, which has, in the spirit of
McDonald's, offered franchise institutions highly specific
guidelines regarding guiding vision and week-to-week
implementation.

We considered (what seemed to us to be) more congenial,
intermediate positions:

a. the target-institution agrees to certain general visional
principles, with the understanding that they will be
differentially interpreted by different institutions. This is
close to the practice of the Coalition of Essential Schools.

b. Along the way to a vision, participants encounter and are
encouraged to struggle with powerful questions and content that
have the power to deepen and expand (without dictating) their
thinking about an adequate guiding vision.

BARTH'S FIRST ITERATION OF A CIJE APPROACH TO SYNAGOGUE CHANGE

For a careful account of Karen Barth's account of an approach to
Synagogue-change, see the accompanying summary of the
presentation that she made, including the graphic image of the
approach. Here my intention is point to the questions and
comments evoked by her presentation.

1. Overall, the approach to Synagogue change she presented was




greeted with pretty much universal enthusiasm. The sense of the
group was that this was a great starting-point for the Think
Tank's mission of emerging with a meaningful approach to change
at the end of a year.

2. A couple of participants voiced the concern that the model did
not address the issue of governance sufficiently. (What is the
group that steers the process? Who is it made up of? How are
they chosen? What is the group's job? etc.)

3. The map and presentation that Karen offered looks fairly
linear, but the process itself is more web-like, with some of the
activities (like evaluation and the development of vision) going
on indefinitely (alongside of, and feeding, other strands of the
process) .

4. Doubt was expressed concerning whether the process of study
built into the model would actually suffuse the effort to develop
an institutional vision. It being possible that the activity of
study, however rewarding, will be self-contained, one needs to
ask: how structure the learning and/or the visioning so that
these activities enrich one another.

5. While the process articulated by Karen focused on the
development of vision and on tracing out the implications of
vision for practiced, implementation itself was not strongly
represented in her description. What provisions can be introduced
to make it likely that practical efforts will be introduced?

6. In the course of discussing Karen's approach, a kind of
vision-continuum was articulated:

a. At one end, the vision is completely and totally in your
hands. Sit together and come up with what you will!

b. At the other end, some outside expert or guru offers you a
vision to work with, a vision which may vary in its specificity
and opennes to interpretation.

c. In the middle is a position that sounds like this: "it's your
job to come up with your vision, but along the way you need to
struggle with this body of content and questions."




Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education (CIJE)

CHANGE THINK TANK MEETING
April 29, 1998

ISSUES:

1. Sustaining interest/involvement

2. Infusing powerful Jewish ideas into the process meaningfully
3. Willingness to invest quality time in the process

4. A powerful vision shared by diverse individuals

3. Broad-based buy-in to the change process

6. Readiness conditions for initiating a process

7 Role of outsiders in the process
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Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education (CIJE)

CHANGE THINK TANK MEETING
April 29, 1998

AGENDA

9:30 - 11:15 Surfacing Some Assumptions Concerning the Process and Aims of
Jewish Institutional Change (1): Dan Pekarsky

11:15-12:15 Text Study: Devora Steinmetz

12:15-1:00 Lunch

1:00 — 3:00 Surfacing Assumptions (II): Karen Barth

3:00-4:30 Crafting an Agenda for our Future Work: Karen Barth
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