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JEWEL: THE NEED

Visionary lay and professional leadership are crucial for bringing about meaningful
change in Jewish education. Currently there is a shortage of prepared senior leaders
who can inspire shape, alter, and transform communities, institutions and people.
Existing programs leave important gaps:

PROFESSIONAL LAY
¢ Almost no opportunities * No programs focus on lay
for in-service development leadership for Jewish

education development

* Preservice programs prepare too ® No organized effort to recruit
few leaders to meet demand lay people into the field

¢ No programs for people
changing careers

* Few programs address the skills
needed for leading transformative
change in institutions




JEWEL OVERVIEW

PURPOSE To provide an integrated approach to the recruitment, placement and

development of senior lay and professional leaders who are able to
vitalize, energize and influence Jewish education in North America.

CONCEPT

An organization with three closely linked functions
¢ Recruitment and placement
¢ Preparation and development
¢ Plan for personnel needs

Target groups include:
* Professionals (current and potential)
* Lay leaders (current and potential)



POSSIBLE JEWEL ACTIVITIES FOR LAY AND PROFESSIONAL LEADERS

Recruitment Leadership Preparation Personnel
and Placement & Development Planning
e Matching searches ® Long Term Programs * Community/institutional consultations
¢ Databases, web sites ® Fast Track Fellows Program ¢ Conferences
e Career counseling and ® Conferences & Retreats
planning

¢ Alumni Networking

e Institutional Programs




EXAMPLES OF POSSIBLE JEWEL PROGRAMS FOR

PREPARATION & DEVELOPMENT OF LEADERS

LAY

PROFESSIONAL

Long Term Programs

e Community-based senior leaders
program of studies & mentoring

e Mid-Career people; 2-3 year
JEWEL flagship program

¢ TEI

¢ Principals Center

Fast Track Fellows Program

® Program to bring Lay People into
Jewish Education

e Program to bring people into Jewish
education from other fields

Conferences & Retreats

¢ Forum

e Rabbinic Education Conference

Alumni Networking

e Lay Graduates Network

o TEI Network
® Principals Network

Institutional Programs

e Separately or jointly with
professionals, content-oriented
programs to train & energize
organizational leaders

¢ Programs for developing senior
leaders at various organizations
(e.g. JCCA, Hillel)




SUMMARY OF JEWEL PLANNING PROCESS

Phase 1 Phase 2
Jan 1998-Sept 1998 Sept 1998-March 1999
PLANNING
e (Clarifying the objectives and e Developing a business plan

educational philosophy of JEWEL  for JEWEL

PILOTING
¢ Refining our existing JEWEL e Developing and implementing
pilots & executing pilots in a pilot of a flagship longterm

the workplan (e.g. TEI, forum) JEWEL program for senior
Jewish Leaders




PHASE 1 PLANNING ACTIVITIES

1/98-9/98

Clarify the objectives, educational philosophy of JEWEL

® What is our vision of a Jewish educational leader?
e What does an educational leader need to know and be able to do?
e What is our basic philosophy of how leaders are developed?

* How should JEWEL contribute to the development of leaders?

Data Gathering

* Work with CAPE

® Scan various domains

¢ Examine needs of field
e Visit best practice sites

e Review feedback from pilots

A concept paper describing JEWEL



PHASE II PLANNING ACTIVITIES

6/98-12/98

Address the practical issues of creating JEWEL as an institution
e Where will JEWEL programs take place?

 How will faculty be recruited?
* How will we build community support and ownership for JEWEL?

e How will it be funded?

Data Gathering
e Review various instructional models

ACTIVITIES ° Rev1.ew econom1f:s e
e Review community organization approaches

Meet with prospective funders

Develop institutional plan
e Prioritize and phase in various aspects

Develop budgets and implementation plan

A business plan for JEWEL



PHASE I PILOTING ACTIVITIES: CURRENT PILOTS ON THE WORKPLAN

PROFESSIONAL 1 e TEI

e Community Day High School Leaders
¢ Conference on Rabbinic Education

e Evaluation Institute

LAVH | * Forum

PROFESSIONAL |
e TEI Cohort 3




PHASE IT PILOTING ACTIVITIES - DEVELOPMENT OF PROFESSIONAL
PILOT FLAGSHIP PROGRAM

DEVELOP A LONG TERM PROGRAM FOR SENIOR LEADERS THAT MIGHT LOOK LIKE:
* Two year program for senior educators

® 4 day session each month beginning winter ‘99

* 1st summer - two week seminar

e 2nd summer - two week seminar in Israel
(to be planned in cooperation with CAPE)

* Mentored internships

e Internet connections and assignments between monthly seminars

KEY ACTIVITIES IN DEVELOPING THE PILOT
e Select target audience for pilot

e Develop concept and curriculum

® Recruit faculty

* Recruit participants

* Develop feedback and evaluation plan
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JEWEL Leadership Scan for Business

Dr. Terry Bacon

Scan of Programs

Leadership development in business is big business. In 1997, U.S. corporations
spent more than $45 billion on management and leadership development, an increase of
$10 billion annually from a decade ago. Of this $45 billion, corporations spent about $12
billion educating their senior executives in leadership. In total, major corporations like
General Electric, AT&T, Microsoft, Motorola, and Intel each train about one thousand
managers a year in the knowledge, skills, and behaviors of effective leadership and
management. When you factor in the cost of the time executives spend in leadership
training, the annual investment that business and industry make in leadership
development easily exceeds $100 billion.

In business, leadership development is not motivated by altruism or by the
humanistic ideals of a liberal education. Rather it is driven by the need to thrive in a
highly competitive and increasingly global marketplace. To prevail, corporations are
compelled to optimize every aspect of their operations, including their leadership. The
evidence that leadership can have a significant impact on a corporation’s performance is
clear in Roberto Goizueta’s leadership at Coca-Cola, Lou Gerstner’s leadership at IBM,
and Jack Welch’s leadership at General Electric. In each case, the total market value of

the corporations these men led increased dramatically after they assumed command.




Indeed, leadership is considered so important that many corporations have created
their own corporate universities to develop the leadership of their high-potential
employees. Shell created such a program in 1993 even though it was outperforming
every other energy company in the world. When companies are struggling, as Kodak is
today, the reason cited most frequently is a leadership failure. Finally, in a study of
executive derailment sponsored by the Center for Creative Leadership, researchers
learned that the most frequent reason for executive failure was poor leadership and

interpersonal skills.

Current Trends in Leadership Preparation and Development

Today, there are five major schools of thought on the preparation and
development of business leaders. I will refer to these approaches as (1) skill and trait
study, as exemplified by Harvard’s Advanced Management Program; (2) kinesthetic
learning and personal challenge, as practiced by Outward Bound; (3) action learning,
which was developed at General Electric’s Crotonville center; (4) assessment, feedback,
and simulation, which is represented by Lore International Institute’s customized
programs and to some extent by the Center for Creative Leadership; and (5) self-study,
coaching, and mentoring, which is practiced in many corporations and is exemplified by
private executive coaches and counselors.

Skill and trait study—This approach reflects the traditional, academic study of
the competencies needed to perform the tasks of leadership and management. It evolved
from the classic studies of great leaders and assumes that leadership can be learned by
studying and then emulating the traits and best practices of past leaders or institutions

known for their leadership effectiveness, including political, religious, social, and




military leaders. Leadership development programs based on this approach sometimes
use historical texts like Sun Tzu’s The Art of War and Machiavelli’s The Prince as
primary sources.

This school of thought also assumes that one becomes a better business leader by
mastering the technical aspects of business management, such as finance, marketing,
operations management, and quality improvement. Consequently, most of the current
practitioners of this approach are the business schools in large universities: Stanford
Business School, University of Chicago School of Business, The Wharton School
(University of Pennsylvania), Sloan School of Management (MIT), and Harvard. All
offer week-long or months-long programs for executives designed to improve their
business leadership by immersing them in case study-based discussions of various
business problems. The goals of these programs are to enrich the participants’
understanding of business leadership issues and, to a limited extent, to build skills in
certain key areas of business management.

On the plus side, these programs enable visiting executives to discuss leadership
issues with their contemporaries, and the case study method can stimulate thought-
provoking discussions of real business problems. On the negative side, (1) the programs
are mainly delivered by academics who, although accomplished in their fields of study,
are not practicing business leaders and have, at best, an arm’s length understanding of
leadership in business; (2) most of these programs are too short to have significant,
lasting impact; and (3) the evidence suggests that the cognitive study of leadership has
little impact on people’s actual leadership capabilities. In short, discussing leadership

does not make one a better leader.




The curriculum focuses on business issues but often includes such topics as
succession planning, motivating people, leading innovation, and developing other
leaders. The class methods are primarily lecture and small group discussion of case
studies and problems. The participants are recruited primarily through mass mailings of
brochures and program catalogs. Because the participants are practicing executives, there
are few other functions connected to the programs, such as placement. In fact, this is true
of the vast majority of business leadership programs.

Kinesthetic learning and personal challenge—At the other end of the spectrum
are the so-called “ropes courses” delivered by such groups as Outward Bound and the
Pecos River Learning Center. Like the academic programs, these outdoors courses are
offered as open enrollment programs (open to anyone) in a variety of settings. Outward
Bound’s programs are designed to “inspire respect for self, care for others, responsibility
to the community, and sensitivity to the environment.” Their primary assumption is that
the experiences people have in challenging environments and activities, such as white-
water rafting, mountain climbing, and desert survival, help them learn the skills in
decision making, risk taking, and problem solving they need back in life and at work.

In the longest of these programs, participants are immersed in an eight-day
outdoor excursion into the wilderness where they learn survival skills, are physically
challenged by demanding tasks (such as rappelling from a cliff or crossing a chasm on a
rope bridge), and participate in individual and group problem solving and decision
making. The goals of such programs are to instill confidence in people’s abilities to
master the challenges and to motivate them to take more risks. The shortest versions of

these programs are day-long outdoor activities for small teams that include creative




problem solving (e.g., teams creating complex geometric figures with ropes while
blindfolded) and group challenges, such as climbing tall walls without aids.

Through personal challenges, programs like Outward Bound hope to give
participants a heightened sense of self, the capacity to persevere, and the courage to
overcome their own reluctance. They also hope to instill greater respect for the natural
environment and the sense that leaders are stewards of their environment, the institutions
they serve, and themselves. The ideal outcome is a transformed self, and this no doubt
occurs for some people. However, there is widespread belief in the business community
that the link between wildémess survival experiences and business leadership is tenuous
at best, and many people who have gone through such programs see little connection
between their day-to-day leadership challenges and their wilderness experience—though
they recall the event fondly.

Action learning—One of the latest trends in leadership development is action
learning, which was developed by Noel Tichy at the University of Michigan in
cooperation with General Electric’s management and leadership development center in
Crotonville, NY. A number of corporations have adopted it as a model of executive
development. In a typical action learning program, a group of mid-level executives is
divided into teams and the teams are given the responsibility for solving a real—and
difficult—business problem.

During the action learning period, which can last for one to six months, the
learners immerse themselves in the problem; receive instruction in problem solving,
leadership, decision making, and business analysis from business school professors or

corporate mentors; and gather and analyze real data on the problem. At the conclusion of




their action learning program, they must present their solution to the corporation’s top
executives. Their assumptions, analysis, and conclusions receive thorough scrutiny.

Without question, action learning is extremely effective at developing better
business thinkers, analysts, and leaders—in part because of the remarkable commitment
participants and their institutions make to the learning process. There is no set
curriculum,; participants ask for and receive whatever training and guidance they need to
solve the problem. So these programs have the virtue of being customized for every team
of participants. Clearly, this approach requires an extraordinary investment from the
corporation sponsoring it, so the participants are typically selected from the group of mid-
level executives who are considered to have the highest potential for advancement and
contribution to the firm.

Assessment and simulation—Another of the current trends in business
leadership development is the use of 360-degree feedback assessments and simulations.
Two exemplary practitioners are the Center for Creative Leadership (CCL) and Lore
International Institute. Both institutions assume that leadership is contextual and
personal, that people can’t learn to become better leaders in the abstract. In assessment
and simulation programs, the emphasis is on the individual leader, and the goals are to
help each person maximize his or her leadership potential.

This school of thought emphasizes assessment and feedback as a means of
developing greater self-knowledge. Leaders who are aware of their strengths and
weaknesses are better able to capitalize on their strengths and mitigate or work around
their shortcomings. Also, because leaders lead through the consent of their followers, it’s

helpful for leaders to know how their followers perceive them. So this school uses 360-




degree leadership assessments, which provide feedback to leaders from their boss, peers,
subordinates or followers, and sometimes clients. These assessments, such as the Lore
Leadership Assessment and CCL’s Benchmarks, are based on researched models of
business leadership and offer program participants a comprehensive view of themselves
as leaders.

During the training program, participants experience leadership problems and
challenges through case-study-based role play exercises, usually in small teams. In
Lore’s customized programs, the case studies are tailored to the participants, so they are
enacting the kinds of situations they encounter in real life, and they receive continuous
feedback on their performance.

Programs like these have two key goals: (1) to help participants assess
themselves as leaders by showing them how they and others evaluated their skills using a
validated model of leadership and (2) to help them build their leadership skills through
experiential learning situations that are as close to reality as the program designers can
get. Such programs can be for entry-level leaders or for more experienced leaders. The
curricula are variable. For example, CCL offers some standard open-enrollment
leadership programs with a fixed curriculum, which is described later. Lore develops
customized leadership programs for clients, so the design and structure of each program
differ based on the client’s and the participant’s program needs. CCL’s open-enrollment
program participants are recruited through direct mail brochures; Lore’s customized
programs are typically provided to specific corporations, which recruit or select

participants based on the training needs identified in each unit of the corporation.




Self-study, coaching, and mentoring—Finally, a number of corporations use
some form of self-study plus coaching and mentoring to develop their leaders. The
prevailing attitude in most businesses is that business leaders are built largely through
experience. Education and training play an important role, but there is no substitute for
the experience gained as executives complete a variety of different assignments and learn
the business by performing in different functions. In the course of an early career, a
developing business leader will usually act as a team leader, project manager, functional
manager, and perhaps regional manager. Each different assignment presents new
challenges, increases in the scope of responsibility, and the need to learn how different
functions operate and how they all work together.

An essential part of this learning process is self-study and personalized guidance
through coaches and mentors. Coaching is considered so important that many
organizations formalize the relationship. In McKinsey & Company, for instance, every
professional has a development group leader (DGL) who is responsible for helping the
professional shape his or her career and choices of assignment. In many parts of General
Electric, up-and-coming professionals are assigned mentors, who meet with them
regularly and providing coaching and other developmental assistance. Motorola carries
the process further. They’ve created an Application Consulting Team that follows
trainees back into the workplace and helps them apply what they’ve learned.

The principal goal of coaching and mentoring programs is to provide
individualized assistance to developing business leaders from people who have already
come up through the ranks and learned the lessons. In the more formal programs, such as

General Electric’s, candidates are selected from the large pool of lower- and middle-level




executives and professionals. In some companies, such as Fluor Daniel and Brown &
Root, the candidates for special attention are selected based on their designation as “high
potentials.” High potentials in these companies move on a fast track through the training
and development cycle and usually receive personal attention from the CEO and other

senior executives.

Past Trends in Leadership Preparation and Development

Leadership programs in business have traditionally been rooted in business skills,
such as finance and marketing. Many were appropriately called “mini-MBA” programs
because they sought to give participants the skills and analytical tools that students
typically receive in an MBA (Masters of Business Administration) program. In the past
five years, however, there has been a glut of MBA graduates from the nation’s business
schools, and companies have recognized that business education is not leadership
education. Having business skill is a prerequisite for business leadership because it lays
the technical foundation for the kinds of problems business leaders must solve. However,
business skill alone is not a sufficient criterion for business leadership.

There’s perhaps no better evidence of the movement away from mini-MBA
programs than the changes in Harvard’s Advanced Management Program, which is the
leading business school program for executives. In 1987, one-third of the participants in
this program were non-U.S. residents; today, two-thirds are non-U.S. residents, and that
percentage is growing. As other, less-developed countries send their developing leaders
to Harvard and other business school executive programs, U.S. firms are increasingly

relying on action learning and assessment/simulation programs to develop their leaders.




Today, the prevailing perspective is that business leaders must develop in situ—
that the benefits of diverse leadership experiences, combined with feedback, are more
powerful than abstract discussions of leadership traits or academic knowledge of
leadership skills. The leader in the field, making sound business decisions and leading
teams and units effectively, is the best teacher of those who aspire to become strong
business leaders, and the best experience for those developing leaders is trial by fire.

Consequently, one of the trends in the past five years has been for senior
executives in companies to play an active role in leadership development. In Intel
Corporation, for example, all executives are expected to devote some time to training and
development. Until he retired, Intel CEO Andy Grove taught several courses each year
and was an active coach for a number of more junior executives. Jack Welch continues
to teach classes at GE’s Crotonville campus. He claims that it’s one of the most fulfilling
parts of his job. Although executive participation in leadership programs is by no means

universal in the business world, it has been one key trend in recent years.

Future Directions in the Field of Business Leadership Development

In the future, leadership development in business is likely to move in these

directions:

1. The distinction between leadership and management will become more
important. A number of authors, notably Harvard’s John Kotter, have
identified the differences between leadership and management, but this
distinction is not always clear in leadership development programs. However,
the movement away from strongly hierarchical organizations is likely to

increase the need for leadership at all levels, where people must act and
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2.

accomplish their goals without the mantle of authority. The growing
empowerment of the workforce and delayering of organizations will mean that
more future leaders will have to operate without managerial prerogatives, so
leadership without authority will grow in importance.

Leadership development will move away from the classroom. Programs will
increasingly focus on learning through action, and classroom time will be
devoted to small team work, case study discussions, role play exercises,
simulations, and presentations. Lectures by authorities will play an
increasingly smaller role and will perhaps vanish altogether in some
programs. The emphasis will shift, as it has already in a number of programs,
to self-conscious Jearning by doing. Participants will be expected to act like
leaders and will receive feedback and coaching based on their performance.
Further, leadership programs are likely to become more boundaryless, which
means that it won’t always be clear when the program’s in session and when
it’s not, where the program is taking place and where it isn’t. Instead,
programs will become more integrated into the participant’s daily work life,
and learning and teaching will take place continuously.

Technical skills will remain important, but the emphasis will shift to
leadership skills. Increasingly, programs will recognize that possessing good
business skills is a necessary but insufficient condition for good leadership.
Future leadership programs will likely differentiate between the two and as
program designers become more comfortable with pure leadership

development, they will probably deliver the skill sets separately. In other
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words, there will be mini-MBA or business skill programs that aspire to teach
business skills rather than leadership. And there will be leadership programs
that assume that participants already have the business skills and thus focus on
their leadership skills. Pure leadership programs will become increasingly
experiential as program designers concentrate on the “soft skills” of
leadership, which can be learned and improved only through the enacting and
reenacting of those skills.

The commitment to lifelong learning will grow. Leadership program
directors have long recognized that there are no quick fixes for leadership
problems and that leadership development is a decades-long endeavor.
However, the programs in place have not always reflected this perspective.
Until recently, most companies offered discrete 2- to 3-day programs on
leadership and did not track a leader’s development through the long term.
The most advanced organizations are now viewing leadership development as
a lifelong learning process. At Motorola University and GE Crotonville,
programs are in place to guide developing leaders at various points in their
careers. Perhaps the most advanced is McKinsey & Company’s leadership
curriculum, which begins with an Introductory Leadership Program for new
hires and includes a series of programs at various points along a consultant’s
tenure, culminating in a highly advanced Client Leadership Workshop. The
growing view is that leadership development is never finished and that the

best business leaders are continuous, lifelong learners.
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5. Leadership development will become more integrated into human resource
management functions. Finally, leadership training will be integrated into
other human resource functions as corporations recognize the value of
managing the total human resource. Specifically, training and education will
be an outgrowth of the performance management system, which includes
career planning, goal setting, performance appraisal, compensation
management, and training. In the future, assignments and goals are likely to
be based on an executive’s performance appraisal and will reflect 360-degree
feedback on various aspects of his/her performance, including leadership.
Executives will have specific development needs identified and addressed
through a variety of training and development interventions, and overseeing
their development will be their formally designated mentors and coaches.
This kind of integrated development system exists in some organizations
today, but most corporations have not yet achieved full integration of these

human resource and leadership development functions.

Best Practices in Business Leadership Development

Successful Program Approaches

A successful leadership development program in business is one that has a
significant impact on participants’ leadership knowledge and skills. That impact should
be evident in improved organizational performance, so there should be a measurable gain

in the performance of each group or unit a participant leads after he/she has completed
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the development program. To accomplish these results, successful programs generally

have the following characteristics:

1.

They reflect and reinforce the organization’s business strategies and
culture. In successful programs, the course purpose, design, methods, and
content are aligned with the sponsoring organization’s goals, needs, business
strategies, and culture. The program is viewed as an instrument of strategy, so
every aspect of it reflects the leadership needs of the corporation. For
instance, a start-up high-tech company would need a leadership development
program that fostered entrepreneurial leadership, and the content would
include leading innovation, motivating technical people, and managing rapid
growth. However, a stable consumer goods corporation like Johnson &
Johnson would need a program that focused on motivating an existing
workforce, improving quality and customer service, and managing
globalization. In business leadership development, one size does not fit all.
Successful programs help achieve the corporation’s strategic goals and are
very specific to each different corporation’s needs and culture.

They result in long-term retention of knowledge and skills. Successful
programs are designed for lasting personal and organizational impact. They
use methodologies like 360-degree feedback, intense role plays, public
performances, and challenging case studies to enhance learning and personal
change. Consequently, the most successful programs are not easy for
participants. They might include a golfing break midweek, but the rest of the

event is intensive and exhausting.

14




3. They permit individual, real-time customization. The difference between
computer skills training and leadership training is that in the former each
participant needs to learn the same thing. In leadership training, every
participant has different needs, so the most successful programs allow
individual, real-time customization of the program. Each participant should
have a personal development plan that is identified early in the program, is
shaped by the program’s events, and allows participants to modify exercises
so their particular needs are addressed each time. Obviously, this kind of
design requires flexibility and constant focus on what participants are learning
and what they still need to learn.

4. They build self-knowledge and are feedback intensive. Leadership is a
situationally-based exercise of a leader’s knowledge, power base, technical
and interpersonal skills, and personality, so the most successful programs are
intensely personal and illuminating. They build the developing leader’s
awareness of his/her leadership style and effectiveness through 360-degree
assessments and a feedback-rich environment during exercises and
simulations. Generally, the more extensive the feedback, the greater the
learning, although feedback can reach a point of diminishing returns. So the
best programs balance feedback with other types of learning activities that are
less self-focused.

S. They have direct application to real-world business leadership problems and
challenges. The best programs are not abstract exercises in leadership; the

applications to the participants’ real-world leadership issues are immediate
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and apparent. Generally speaking, the more the participants have to deduce
how the program’s learnings apply to them, the less effective the program is.
To remove any doubt, the most successful programs are either based on their
real-life work problems and challenges or are conducted within their actual
environment (e.g., the action learning programs described earlier).

6. They include reinforcement after the program and are part of a long-term
development plan. Finally, the most successful programs do not end. They
include mechanisms for reinforcement of the learnings and follow-up for
participants. Further, they are part of the participants’ long-term development
plan, which typically will include further education and training as well as

work experiences and coaching and mentoring.

Three Exemplary Programs
The three exemplary programs cited below reflect the range of leadership
development programs available to executives and other business professionals.
Center for Creative Leadership (CCL)
The flagship program for CCL is the Leadership Development Program
(LDP). Now over twenty years old and delivered at twelve sites worldwide, this
program has stood the test of time and has proven to be applicable in a broad range of
business and industrial organizations. Its objectives are to build self-confidence,
increase motivation and the ability to set and achieve organizational goals, stimulate
personal and career growth through self-directed development, and improve

management skills by identifying strengths and weaknesses as perceived by others.
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The program lasts six days and includes a variety of self-assessments and 360-
degree leadership and personality surveys. It also features two types of post-program
feedback: a self-assessment of progress three months later and an assessment by the
participants’ colleagues on their ability to meet post-program developmental goals.
During the program, participants meet with a psychologist counselor for several hours
to review their individual feedback and reflect on their development needs and goals.
They also work in small teams with some of their peers and give and receive
feedback to those peers late in the program.

The program’s agenda is as follows:

Day 1 Introduction to the program; group and individual assessment
activities

Day 2 The dynamic context of leadership in organizations; performance
development (situational leadership and management)

Day 3 Decision making and effective team building
Day 4 Enhancing the learning process; looking at life experiences as
patterns of learning; how participants themselves learn in different
circumstances
Day 5 One-on-one staff feedback; peer feedback
Day 6 Goal setting and developing individual leadership effectiveness
after the program; evaluation and closing
The LDP’s most unique feature is its extensive battery of pre-program
assessments and the hours spent in one-on-one feedback with a counselor. The
program is also unique in that it includes numerous simulations and other small-team

activities (although it has no role plays). It is one of the best programs for stimulating

participants’ assessments of themselves as leaders. However, the lecture/discussion
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format of some of the program segments is not exceptional, and the quality of each
program depends on the effectiveness of the faculty delivering each program
segment. Nonetheless, the LDP is considered to be an exemplary program of its type:
an uncustomized, open-enrollment leadership course. CCL has a strong business
focus and is well regarded as a nonprofit, research-based institution.

The LDP is offered in a variety of locations, including Greensboro; Colorado
Springs; San Diego; St. Petersburg, Florida; San Antonio; College Park, Maryland;
Hartford; Niagara-on-the-Lake, Ontario; Brussels; Berkhamsted, England; Mexico
City; and Mt. Eliza, Australia. The program cost is $5,100 per participant. For

further information, contact CCL at 336-545-2810.

Harvard University

Harvard Business School offers a number of programs in general management
and leadership and is one of the leading academic institutions that provides leadership
development education for business people. One of their more unique leadership
programs is entitled Leadership in Professional Service Firms (LPSF), a one-week
course that focuses on a specific application of business leadership and is therefore
more useful than most general business school leadership courses.

The LPSF, like all Harvard programs, makes extensive use of the case study
method. Participants are assigned to small case-study teams and work intensively
through the program reading and discussing cases and learning about leadership from

immersion in the case study problems. Interacting with peers during case study
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discussions and problem solving is considered to be one of the highlights of the

program.

The LPSF explores a number of issues regarding leadership in professional

service firms:

Balancing personal management responsibility with professional activities
Developing an effective firm strategy

Marketing the firm’s services

Maintaining and building client relationships

Developing new products and practice areas

Developing the capabilities of professionals

Motivating and sustaining a highly skilled professional staff

Controlling quality and costs to improve profitability

Managing firm growth domestically and internationally

Building the firm’s culture

As the program content indicates, the LPSF is heavily focused on building

technical business skills. During the week, participants read cases, discuss the cases

in small teams, give case study presentations, and attend lectures on the above topics

by the Harvard Business School (HBS) faculty. What makes the program so

powerful is the very high quality of the faculty. HBS is extraordinarily active in

research and publishing on business topics. The Harvard Business Review is one of

the nation’s leading journals on business thought, and the faculty at the LPSF

includes professors who have published extensively in their fields. So attending the

LPSF can be an enriching experience for business leaders in professional service
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firms. It permits the kind of reflection and introspection that most business leaders
rarely have time for, and the lectures and faculty-led discussions are thought
provoking and illuminating.

The LPSF is an open-enrollment program, but enrollment is limited. Harvard
accepts applications over its web site and also advertises through direct mail. The
preferred applicants are leaders in large and middle-sized firms, and the firms must
sponsor the program participants. The fees are $6,000 (winter) and $6,300 (summer)
and include tuition, books and case materials, accommodations, and most meals. For
further information, contact Harvard Business School’s Executive Education

department at (617) 495-6226.

Lore International Institute

Lore International Institute is a worldwide training and education firm that
offers customized programs in leadership development. It has no standard programs
because all are modified for the sponsoring organization. An example of one of
Lore’s leadership programs is the Client Leadership Workshop (CLW) it developed
with and for one of the world’s leading management and business consulting firms.

The CLW is a six-day intensive program for mid- to senior-level
professionals. What makes it unique is its highly experiential design and emphasis on
self-directed learning. Prior to attending the program, participants complete a 360-
degree customized leadership assessment that includes feedback from clients as well

as feedback from peers, subordinates, and superiors. On the opening day of the
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program, participants meet one on one with professional counselors who review and

discuss their assessment results and help them define their learning objectives.

This program is very feedback intensive. In addition to the 360-degree

assessment, participants receive feedback many times each day after case study role

plays. They are assigned to small client service teams and give each other feedback

after each case study performance, and they receive a substantial amount of feedback

and coaching from the faculty. The ratio of faculty to students is 1:2, so each

participant receives an extraordinary amount of personal attention throughout the

week.

The complete agenda is as follows:

Day 1

Day 2

Day 3

Day 4

Day §

Program introduction; one-on-one feedback and leadership
counseling; case study introductions; client service team kickoff

Program frameworks and methods on building trust with clients;
case study role plays on trust building; coaching techniques and
skills practice in client service teams; learning logs

Building alignment with clients; case study role plays on
misalignment; entrepreneurial leadership; leading an
entrepreneurial CEQ; assessing team collaboration; team
interpersonal and leadership feedback; learning logs

Motivating clients to action; case study role plays on collaborative
leadership; coaching an ineffective CEO; learning logs

Acting with courage; coaching and skills practice using write-
your-own-role-plays; transferring leadership skills back on the
job; learning logs

Day 6 One-on-one leadership counseling and learning review from the

week; further coaching and skills practice; key takeaways

Several other key features of this program make it unique and very effective.

First, there is virtually no lecture; most program learnings and leadership concepts
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evolve from the role plays and case study simulations. Consequently, what each
participant learns is different and is based on his/her performance and development
needs. Second, the learning for each person emerges from his/her reflections and
role-play performance and from extensive feedback. Also, the role plays are done in
a play-replay fashion. Each participant plays the role, receives feedback, and then
replays the role while acting on the feedback. This learning process enables
participants to act on their feedback right away and to experience the difference in
impact, which makes the learning visceral and immediate. Third, the process is self-
conscious. Before every program activity, participants identify their learning needs;
after each role play and program segment, they identify what they’ve learned, and
they record and reflect on their learnings in a learning log.

Learnings are tied to their individual leadership assessments and are
reinforced in their many meetings with faculty. In addition, they learn much from
observing and sharing feedback and observations with their peers on their client
service teams. Finally, the case study method is used, but the participants use these
case studies as the basis for role play experiences rather than for an intellectual
discussion. At the end of the week, they write and enact their own role play situation
and thus transfer their learnings to a context that is immediately relevant to them.

Typically, half the faculty members are professional instructors and
counselors and the other half are senior members of the sponsoring organization.
Program costs may include a one-time customization fee of as much as $100,000, and
each program typically costs about $50,000 for 16 participants, or about $3,125 per

participant, plus expenses and materials. Because of the extraordinary amount of
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customization, these programs are not available on an open-enrollment basis but must
be sponsored by an organization with a strong commitment to the development of a
significant group of leaders. For further information on Lore’s executive programs,

contact Dr. Donald Novak at (970) 385-4955.

Contacts in the Field of Business Leadership

The following people are noteworthy for their knowledge of leadership
development programs in the institutions they serve, and they would be good contacts for
further discussions about leadership development in business:

Warren Bennis, Chairman, Leadership Institute, University of Southern
California, Los Angeles, CA 90089
213-740-0766.

John Kotter, Professor, Harvard Business School, Boston, MA 02163
617-495-6529

Jay Lorsch, Professor and Faculty Chair of the LPSF (Leadership in Professional
Service Firms), Harvard Business School, Boston, MA
617-495-6413

Morgan W. McCall, Jr., Professor of Management and Organization, University
of Southern California, Marshall School of Business, Los Angeles, CA 90089
213-740-0746

Cynthia McCauley, Center for Creative Leadership, Greensboro, NC 27438
336-286-4573

Russ S. Moxley, Center for Creative Leadership, Greensboro, NC 27438
336-286-4016

Donald Novak, Director of Executive Programs, Lore International Institute,
Durango, CO 81301
970-385-4955

Noel Tichy, Professor of Organizational Behavior and Human Resource

Management, University of Michigan Business School, Ann Arbor, MI 48109
734-764-1289
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Ellen Van Velsor, Center for Creative Leadership, Greensboro, NC 27438
336-286-4433
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PRELIMINARY DRAFT
NOT FOR QUOTATION

Development of Nonprofit Sector Leaders and Managers:
A Review of Educational Approaches
Dennis R. Young, Case Western Reserve University
August, 1998
Overview
This paper offers an overview of educational programming now in place to
prepare individuals for careers as managers and leaders of private, not-for-profit
organizations in the United States and to develop the leadership and management
capacities of current nonprofit managers and leaders. The focus here is on
programming directed to personnel in the private, nonprofit sector as a whole,
especially those working in public benefit organizations such as those with 501(c)3 or
501(c)4 tax exempt status. No specific attention is given here to specialized
programming for particular nonprofit subfields such as health care, social work,
education or the arts. Moreover, attention is focused largely on educational
programming provided through colleges and universities. Thus, specific programming
offered by professional and trade associations, management support organizations or
consultants is not given close attention except as it is provided in partnership with
university programs. This limitation is necessary to confine the present paper to a
manageable scope. It is by no means meant to minimize the importance of
educational programming for nonprofit organization leadership and management by
such organizations. Associations, for example, allocate significant proportions of their
expenditures to member education (Nonprofit Times, July 1998)).

The purpose of this paper is to provide the Council for Initiatives in Jewish
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Education (CIJE) with a sense of the thinking behind various approaches to leadership
and management education in the nonprofit sector, so that CIJE can judge the
applicability of these ideas to the domain of leadership in Jewish education. Despite
the specific emphasis here on university-based programming, the portfolio of offerings
described here is rich and diverse, and offers many possibilities for CIJE’s possible
consideration. Moreover, given that Jewish education can be seen as a proper
subsector within the nonprofit domain, the various educational approaches to

management and leadership described here are appropriate for CIJE’s consideration.

Background

The field of university-based nonprofit management and leadership education
has grown rapidly since the early 1980s. The evolution of thinking in this field, and the
proliferation of programs, is documented in two books that bracket the early days and
the current state of continued rapid growth (see O’Neill and Young, 1988 and O’Neill
and Fletcher, 1998). Today, more than seventy universities in the U.S. have substantial
educational programming for nonprofit managers and leaders at the graduate level
(Wish and Mirabella, 1998). While most of these educational offerings are found within
masters degree programs directed towards entry and middle level managerial staff, the
menu is actually quite diverse, encompassing several different schools of thought,
several alternative student target groups, a variety of curricular models and different

modes of program delivery. This variety of approaches is sketched below.

Schools of Thought
University-based nonprofit management and leadership education has
developed on the basis of at least four intermingled, underlying philosophies:

1) Before the 1980s, nonprofit management and leadership was not
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conceptualized as a field of study in itself. Rather, education in this arena was
fragmented and specialized into certain major subfields of professional
administration such as social work administration, arts administration, higher
education administration and health care administration. These streams of
educational programming for administration continue to prosper in parallel with
the new developments in nonprofit management education. The educational
philosophy under this model is that the particular subfield in unique and requires
its own special approach. The nonprofit manager in this paradigm may be
thought of as a “clinical professional/adminstrator” - a social worker, artist,
physician or educator - who has taken on responsibilities of administration in the
natural course of his or her professional career but does not necessarily think of
herself or himself as primarily a manager.

2) Many nonprofit management and leadership programs in the U.S. have
developed within the framework of graduate programs in public administration.
In this context, nonprofit management and leadership is considered a variant of a
career in public service and the commonalities between service in government
and work in the not-for-profit sector are emphasized. This model is seen as
increasingly relevant as government downsizes its own operations and carries
out much of the public’s business through financing and contracting with private,
nonprofit organizations, or indeed by withdrawing from certain areas of service
delivery, such as employment and income support for former welfare clients, and
ceding responsibility to the private sector. Thus, in the public administration
paradigm, the manager/leader is seen as a public servant per se attuned to
carrying out the public’s business in the public interest - whether inside or
outside government.

3) Several of the new university programs in nonprofit management and
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leadership education start from the premise that nonprofit organizations are
essentially businesses with public or semi-public missions. They must compete
successfully in the marketplace for their sustenance, they must break even
financially or fail, and they must be competently managed. This view is
embraced especially by education programs that have developed in a business
school context. It is reenforced by current trends indicating that fee revenue and
commercial sources of income have been steadily growing as a proportion of
nonprofit revenues and now constitute the largest single component of such
income, ahead of charitable contributions and grants from government
(Salamon, 1992). A new emphasis on social entrepreneurship as a productive
approach to social problem solving also reenforces this educational philosophy
(Dees, 1998; Shore 1995). In the business paradigm, the nonprofit manager is
viewed as a manager per se, responsible for running the nonprofit “business”
effectively and efficiently to promote its mission in the context of its particular
economic environment.

4) Many of the new programs, especially those that have developed under
independent auspices (outside schools of business or public administration) or in
interdisciplinary contexts, have conceived of nonprofit management and
leadership education as a unique and holistic field of study, applicable across the
whole nonprofit sector and substantially different from business management or
education for public service. In this view, nonprofits are driven by a wide variety
of missions conceived independently of government, embued with special values
such as voluntarism, charitable giving and community service, governed by
volunteer boards, and responsive and accountable to numerous, diverse societal
groups that have come together voluntarily to pursue their collective goals.

Under this philosophy, leaders and managers of nonprofit organizations require
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their own particular brand of education which emphasizes the historical context

and value-basis of the sector, and the unique aspects of managing these

particular types of organizations. In this paradigm, the nonprofit manager is seen
as an inspirational, galvanizing leader and responsible steward of the
organization’s resources, charged with defining the vision of the organization,
getting its various constituencies to work together, articulating its social and
moral values, and managing the organization in a manner that respects and
promotes those values.

While the four metaphorical conceptions of the nonprofit manager - as clinical
professional, as public servant, as business manager and as galvanizing leader -
capture the essence of the different contemporary approaches to university-based
nonprofit management education, their manifestations are not dramatically distinct in
practice. All educational programs, no matter what their philosophical basis, tend to
combine these different perspectives to some extent. Still, these metaphors are helpful
in understanding why nonprofit management education programs vary so much from
university to university and from one field of service to another.

It is also worth noting that these distinctions apply most strongly to education of
paid managerial staff of nonprofit organizations. There is more consensus surrounding
the conception of volunteer leaders who serve as trustees of nonprofit organizations,
than there is for professional management. While in practice, nonprofit boards of
trustees are seen to vary greatly in effectiveness and widely in need of improvement, it
is generally understood that trustees serve as voluntary stewards of their organizations,
responsible for ensuring corporate and financial integrity, setting corporate direction,
and addressing organizational mission as effectively as possible. (The for-profit notion
of board members as paid corporate directors, while practiced in some quarters of the

nonprofit sector, is generally frowned upon in this sector.) Most educational
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programming addressed to trustees underlines these basic ideas, while also providing

trustees with background in practical skills such as strategic planning and fund raising.

Curricula
The four alternative paradigms reflect themselves to varying degrees in the
nonprofit management and leadership curricula offered by various university programs
across the country. Curricular content in these programs can be divided into six broad
categories of subject matter. Most programs have at least a smattering from each
category, but emphasis on any given category varies widely and depends on a
program'’s particular philosophy and auspice, student body, and overall intensity and
comprehensiveness. The following is a brief summary of the major conceptual
categories of educational subject matter to be found in university programs for nonprofit
managers and leaders. (See Wish and Mirabella, 1998 for an alternative classification
system and exampes of course titles):
1) Core Management and Leadership Skills and Principles: This curricula
component addresses nonprofits as organizations per se, recognizing that
nonprofits share common attributes and principles of management and
leadership with many other kinds of organizations. Hence, this component
covers basic ideas of organizational theory, leadership theory, human resources
management, financial management and accounting, marketing, and strategic
planning. It also includes fundamental analytical skills generally considered
important for successful nonprofit management and leadership, including
statistical analysis, research methods, computer skills, and economic analysis.
2) Historical, Theoretical and Policy Context: This component of nonprofit
curricula is intended to provide leaders and managers with broader, longer term

perspectives on the context and traditions of the nonprofit sector and its relations
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to other sectors. Subject matter here includes the history of charity and
philanthropy, the size and scope of the sector in the U.S. and internationally, the
public policy context of nonprofits and why they developed as a special legal
form, and the various economic and social theories explaining why nonprofit
organizations exist in a market economy and democratic society. Programs that
emphasize nonprofit careers as forms of public service stress the
interrelationship between nonprofit organizations and government, the role of
nonprofits in influencing public policy and the impacts of public policy on
nonprofit organizations.

3) Values. This segment of nonprofit curricula emphasizes the uniqueness of
nonprofit organizations and the special value basis of the sector, including
charitable, religious, community and social values embodied in nonprofit
organizations, and the nature and importance of ethical standards and
accountability in the nonprofit sector. This curricular component also
emphasizes the special character of nonprofit trusteeship and the role of mission
as the primary performance criterion of nonprofits, compared to the more
instrumental role that mission plays in the business and government sectors.

4) Special Mechanics of Nonprofit Organizations. Many educational offerings for
nonprofit managers emphasize the special practical skills that distinguish the
management and leadership of a nonprofit organization from that of business
management or administration of a government bureau. These skills include
charitable fund raising, managing volunteers, managing funds from a panoply of
sources - donations, sales, grants, investment income, etc., adhering to special
legal and governmental reporting requirements, managing a variety of
stakeholder groups, and operating within the framework of a volunteer governing

board. Curricular offerings in this category strengthen the “nuts and bolts” skill
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capacities of nonprofit managers by adapting core management and leadership
skills and principles to the particular context of nonprofit operations.

5) Experiential Learning. Most university-based programs in nonprofit
management and leadership recognize that learning is best motivated and
mastered by relating it closely to the contexts where it applies. Thus, students at
every level are encouraged to bring their experiences to the classroom in the
form of examples and term projects that address problems and issues within
organizations where they have worked. Nonprofit curricula also increasingly
utilize case studies, especially as published case studies specific to nonprofit
organizations become more widely available through journals such as Nonprofit
Management and Leadership and special projects such as the nonprofit case
study collection of the University of San Francisco.

In addition to integrating experiential learning into extant coursework,
many programs offer various explicit field work components. These include team
projects in which groups of students work with nonprofit organizations in the
community on a consultation basis, supervised individual student internships,
and mentoring relationships established between students and senior nonprofit
managers. Such arrangements, in addition to providing practical learning
experiences, often help students establish important contacts for future career
advancement.

6) Issues and Applications. Given the wide variety of fields spanned by nonprofit
organizations, and the need for students to advance their knowledge and skills in
specific contexts, some programs offer electives that allow students to specialize
in particular service areas or on particular issues. Thus, otherwise generic
programs in nonprofit management and leadership may offer special courses in

arts management, social services administration, or health care administration.
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Alternatively, programs emphasizing the public service philosophy might offer
courses on special issues such as tax policy or government contracting.
Similarly, nonprofit curricula emphasizing the business philosophy might offer
special course work in social entrepreneurship or social marketing. In general, a
wide variety of special topics is possible within the framework of nonprofit
management education, depending on the interests of the students and faculty
and the resources available to pursue these interests.

As indicated, the emphasis on these various curricular components can be
expected to vary, depending on the educational philosophy of the program. Table 1
summarizes this idea. The X’s in the cells of the matrix indicate the curricular
components that programs based on each of the four educational paradigms of
nonprofit management are likely to emphasize. Double X’s indicate special emphasis.
As previously noted, there is substantial overlap in the specific curricula emanating from
the different approaches. Still, differences emerge in both the degree of emphasis on
particular curricular components as well as in the overall intensity of focus of a given
program on the nonprofit sector per se versus public policy, business or a given
professional field such as social work or health care. (For details of curricular
differences among nonprofit management programs based on public administration,
business administration, social work, and stand-alone generic nonprofit management,

see Wish and Mirabella, 1998.)

TABLE 1
Paradigm/ Professional Public Business Galvanizing
Curriculum Servant Manager Leader
Component
Core Mgmt X XX X
Skills
History/Theor XX XX
y/Policy
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Values X XX

Special X X X X

Mechanics |
Experiential X X X X

Issues/ XX X

Applications

Currently there is no professional consensus on what is the best curriculum or
best degree programs for a careeer in nonprofit management. Haas and Robinson
(1998) indicate that from the perspective of nonprofit employers there is no single
degree of choice, that the relatively new concept of specialized degrees and certificates
in nonprofit management is generally well-received, and that employers in larger
organizations tend to prefer the more traditional programs based in public

administration, business administration or a given service profession.

Levels and Formats

While most attention to date in university-based nonprofit management and
leadership education has been focused on the professional masters degree level, there
is in fact substantial variation in both the types of educational programs offered and the
types of students who attend these offerings. Students who attend nonprofit
management and leadership educational programs may be roughly divided into the
following four categories:

Top Executive Leaders. This group encompasses the chief executive officers
and other top professional staff of major nonprofit organizations such as
national associations, fund raising federations, or large institutions such
as hospitals, universities and museums. These individuals may be
considered the professional leadership of important segments of the

nonprofit sector, nationally, regionally or within particular communities.
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Such individuals are unlikely to have the time or inclination to attend

intensive degree programs but often seek less time consuming

educational experiences that enhance their skills and perspectives.
Executive and Professional Staff. These are the top management people of
smaller and moderate sized nonprofit organizations and middle managers in
larger nonprofit organizations. These individuals may be attracted to graduate
degree and certificate programs that enhance their basic skills and offer
credentials for advancing their careers, as well as to less time-intensive and less
formal educational offerings.
Aspiring Nonprofit Managers. These are generally younger individuals who are
interested in pursuing careers in the nonprofit sector. They are likely to have
some work and volunteer experience in nonprofit organizations and may be
attracted to either undergraduate or graduate programs in nonprofit
management, depending on their current educational status.
Volunteer Leaders and Trustees. Board members obviously play a critical role in
the stewardship of nonprofit organizations of all types and sizes. These
individuals derive from a wide variety of business, professional and other
backgrounds and most are engaged in nonprofit work only on a part-time and
voluntary basis. While many trustees are interested in educating themselves to
their board responsibilities, and while many nonprofit executives see the value in
developing the capacities of their boards, finding the appropriate modes for
trustee education constitutes an important challenge. Various short term
workshops and training programs have recently emerged to address this
challenge.
Clearly the educational interests and constraints of these diverse nonprofit

management and leadership groups require a variety of educational options. The
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following is a rough description of the spectrum of educational formats in which
nonprofit management and leadership education is offered. The spectrum runs from
programs involving intensive university involvement, to programs that involve
universities only peripherally or not at all, and from programs requiring substantial time
commitments by participants to those that require only a few hours:
Doctoral Programs. There are few if any doctoral programs in study of the
nonprofit sector per se, but various programs are available that allow students to
focus their doctoral studies on nonprofit management and leadership issues.
Most of these are based in disciplinary departments such as history, social work,
economics, sociology or management. Examples include the economics
doctoral program at Indiana Univerisity and the social policy/history program at
Case Western Reserve University. There are also some interdisciplinary
“practicing doctorate” programs that allow students to shape their own course of
study to focus on the issues they face in practice. Examples include the doctoral
program of the Union Institute and the Executive Doctorate in Management
program of Case Western Reserve University, both of which serve significant
numbers of nonprofit sector leaders. The latter programs also allow students to
continue to work while they pursue their studies. As such, these programs can
accommodate high level professional staff and even top leadership of nonprofit
organizations.
Professional Masters Degree Programs. As suggested above, these programs
come in a variety of forms, including concentrations of MPA and MBA programs,
majors or concentrations in professional masters programs in social work, health
care or the arts, and holistic, generically focused nonprofit management degree
programs in nonprofit management such as the Master of Nonprofit

Organizations (MNO) program of Case Western Reserve University or the
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Master of Nonprofit Administration (MNA) of the University of San Francisco.
The MPA option is featured at many schools including Indiana University, the
Bloch School of the University of Missouri/Kansas City, the Humphrey Institute
of the University of Minnesota, and Center for Public Service of Seton Hall
University. The MBA concentration is featured at the Haas School of the
University of California/Berkeley and the business school of the University of St.
Thomas in Minnesota. Moreover, business schools at universities including
Stanford and Northwestern feature combined concentrations in the public and
nonprofit management. Harvard University has recently instituted concentrations
in both its MBA program in the Harvard Business School and in its MPA program
in the Kennedy School of Government. A variation of the professional
masters degree is the executive masters degree designed to provide a more
intensive and usually higher priced accelerated masters program for experienced
MBAs or MPAs. While there are few if any executive MBAs focusing on
nonprofit management, the executive MPA program at Baruch College, City
University of New York serves substantial numbers of nonprofit executives.
Finally, it should be noted that many professional masters programs without
formal nonprofit concentrations are now offering individual courses in nonprofit
management. For example, the Yale School of Management offers such
courses and has served many students from the nonprofit sector in recent years.
Undergraduate Coursework. The nonprofit sector has been widely neglected in
undergraduate education. However, progress is now being made in introducing
coursework on the nonprofit sector into undergraduate offerings. For example,
at Case Western Reserve University undergraduates may enroll in introductory
nonprofit sector courses in economics and history. American Humanics is

notable for its work in nonprofit management at the undergraduate level. This
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not-for profit organization works in partnership with several dozen college and
universities to institute undergraduate courses in nonprofit management and
offer internships leading to careers in youth serving organizations such as the
Boy Scouts.

Certificate Programs. Some universities offer formal certificate programs in
nonprofit management or in specialized areas such as fund raising. Some of
these programs, such as the Certificate in Nonprofit Management of the Mandel
Center at Case Western Reserve University, offer credit-bearing coursework
which may be used towards a masters degree program. While most certificate
programs attract local clientele, some programs such as CWRU’s national
certificate program and George Mason University’s (GMU) internet-based
certificate program, attract students on a national and international basis. Most
certificate programs, such as those of CWRU, GMU and the University of San
Francisco (USF), are generically focused on nonprofit management. Others are
more specialized, including the certificates in fund raising of USF and of the
Fund Raising School of the Center on Philanthropy of Indiana University.

It should be noted that the concept of a “certificate” is much less
standardized than that of a university degree. Some certificates involve
credit-bearing coursework and others do not. Moreover, the requirements for
achieving a certificate vary widely. Certificate programs in nonprofit
management are also gaining popularity outside the formal university context.
Professional societies such as ASAE and NSFRE have long provided
certifications in association management and fund raising, respectively,
sometimes utilizing university-based coursework as credit towards these
certifications. Recently, the The Learning Institute for Nonprofit Organizations,

part of the Society for Nonprofit Organizations in Wisconsin, announced “the first
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national certificate program in nonprofit leadership and management”, provided
in partnership with the PBS Adult Learning Service and co-sponsored by United
Way of America. This program does not draw on academic resources but
features eight lectures by distinguished practitioners broadcast by satellite. It
offers participants options for certificates of participation or certificates of
excellence, the latter including continuing education units (CEUs) creditable
towards professional licensure requirements. The program bears some
resemblance to an earlier satellite program series offered by the Peter F.
Drucker Foundation which also provided participants with certificates of
participation and CEU credits.

Certificate programs such as those of the Learning Institute, George
Mason’s internet-based program, and the Mandel Center’'s national certificate
program, signal a growing trend towards “distance learning” in nonprofit
management education. The Open University in the United Kingdom has
pioneered distance learning techniques for university education in general, and
has offered a masters degree concentration in nonprofit management via
distance learning for several years now (see Smith, 1994).

Fellows Programs. Some universities offer international fellows programs that
attract high (doctoral) level students, advanced practitioners and other leaders to

study nonprofit sector issues in the United States. Examples include the

international fellows programs of the Institute for Policy Studies of Johns Hopkins

University and the Center for the Study of Philanthropy of the City University of
New York. Another interesting example is the exchange program of the
Cleveland International Program which sometimes places professionals from
other countries within research or educational programs associated with

nonprofit management or social work at Case Western Reserve University.
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Outside the university context, the Peter F. Drucker Foundation has also
instituted the new Frances Hesselbein Community Innovation Fellows Program.
This competitive program selects four outstanding nonprofit sector leaders in the
U.S. each year to participate in special educational programs of the Drucker

Foundation designed to advance their professional development.

~ Contractual and In-Service Programs. University centers sometimes work

intensively with particular nonprofit organizations or associations to offer
customized educational programming for the members of those organizations.
For example, the Mandel Center has developed specialized programs, ranging
from a few days to several weeks in duration, for such national associations as
the Girl Scouts of the U.S.A., Boys and Girls Clubs of America, the Jewish
Community Centers Association, and Opera America, as well as for local
organizations such as the the Jewish Federation of Cleveland. These programs
customize the general curricula and faculty capacities of the Mandel Center’'s
graduate programs to the particular interests and needs of the individual client
organizations. Some of these programs resulted in “certificates of completion”
for those who successfully participate in the programs. (For example,
participants in the Girl Scouts program receive certificates of completion jointly
issued by the Mandel Center and Girl Scouts of the U.S.A.) Often, such
contractual programs are extensions of existing in-service programs of national
associations that wish to upgrade the quality and scope of their training services
to members. Such was the case with the Girl Scouts and the JCCA which
maintain extensive educational program offerings for their memberships, or with
the National Health Council which recently enhanced its annual leadership
program for executives and board chairs of national voluntary health

associations by inviting presentations of various scholars contracted through the
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Mandel Center. Historically, the National Academy for Voluntarism of United
Way of America has also contracted with academic scholars from various
schools to provide in-service coursework in management and leadership of
United Ways and other nonprofit organizations.
Short Courses and Workshops. University centers such as the Mandel Center or
the Institute for Policy Studies of Johns Hopkins University, professional support
organizations such as the National Center for Nonprofit Boards, or professional
associations such as the National Society of Fund Raising Executives or the
American Society of Association Executives periodically offer short courses and
noncredit workshops on particular subjects such as trusteeship, fund raising, or
financial management. Such workshops are often focused on specific skills such
as grant writing or board development.
Conferences and Think Tanks. University centers such as the Center on
Philanthropy at Indiana University, the Mandel Center at CWRU or the Institute
for Nonprofit Organization Management at the University of San Francisco,
regularly sponsor conferences on general topics such as devolution, nonprofit
management education, the involvement of nonprofit organizations in the
marketplace, or other contemporary issues. While these events may showcase
the work of university faculty, they also engage important speakers from the
world of practice and they provide a framework for two-way exchange of
information and ideas between academic and nonprofit sector leaders.
Professional organizations such as the National Center on Nonprofit
Boards or the Peter F. Drucker Foundation for Nonprofit Mangement also offer
such conference programming, focused on topics of management and
governance skills and capacities. Alternatively, scholarly associations such as

the Association for Research on Nonprofit Organizations and Voluntary Action
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(ARNOVA), the National Association of Schools of Public Affairs and
Administration (NASPAA) or the Academy of Management offer a variety of
research-oriented presentations of interest to nonprofit managers and leaders,
within the context of their annual conferences, while professional membership
associations such as the American Society of Association Executives (ASAE)
and the National Society of Fund Raising Executives (NSFRE) offer a variety of
practical workships as well as academic presentations within their annual
membership meetings.

An interesting variant of the conference format is the “think tank” program
in which a small group of top nonprof_it leaders and academic scholars is invited
to deliberate on a topic of special interest to the field. Examples include recent
think tanks held by the Mandel Center and funded by the Lilly Endowment on
issues including nonprofit sector accountability, and boundaries of the nonprofit
sector, regional programs on devolution sponsored by the Humphrey Insitute of
the University of Minnesota and the Center on Philanthropy of Indiana University,
and the recent convening of nonprofit and academic leaders by the American
Assembly of Columbia University and the Center on Philanthropy of Indiana
University to deliberate on the future of the nonprofit sector. Some of these
events have resulted in formal publications and joint resolutions of conference
participants. (See American Assembly, 1998 and the Special Issue of Nonprofit
Management and Leadership, 1995).

The foregoing variety in content and format allows, to a substantial extent, the
different nonprofit management and leadership constituencies to find educational
combinations that best suit their particular needs for conceptual as well as skill
development. While there is no one-to-one fit of particular constituent groups to

specific types of program offerings, there is some sorting of groups by the types of
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programs that best suit them. Table 2 below, provides a rough sketch of the landscape
of program offerings by constituent groups. The X'’s in the boxes suggest which modes
of educational programming are best adapted to each of the constituency groups.
Double X’s indicate particular suitability of a given group to a specific type of program

offering:
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TABLE 2
Group/ Top Professional Aspiring Volunteer
Program Leaders Staff Nonprofit Leaders
Managers
Doctoral X X
Masters XX XX
Undergrad X
Certificate XX
Fellows X X
Contractual | XX XX X
Workshops XX XX
Conferences XX X X

Major Trends and Future Directions

The last decade has witnessed a number of trends in education of nonprofit

managers and leaders, including:

* Exponential growth of university programs addressed to nonprofit management
and leadership, and emergence of this field of study as having its own identity,

distinct from management and leadership in the business and government

sectors;

* Increasing collaboration between nonprofit organizations and associations on
the one hand, and university programs on the other;

* A growing recognition that education of nonprofit managers per se is not
sufficient to improve the effectiveness of nonprofit organizations. In particular,
the role of boards of directors has become broadly recognized as critical element

in nonprofit effectiveness and trustee education is emerging as an important

priority;

* A growing recognition that ethics, values and accountability are as important as
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business skills in the effective leadership of nonprofit organizations.

The latter two points are worth some further elaboration. The movement towards
graduate education of nonprofit managers began in the early 1980s with an emphasis
on finding ways to make nonprofit organizations more efficient by training professional
managers in business methods and management techniques. Over the years,
nonprofits have indeed become more businesslike, relying more heavily on earned
income, emphasizing the marketing of their products and services, engaging in strategic
planning, and in other ways. However, the nonprofit sector has also recently been
plagued with highly visible scandals in major nonprofit nonprofit institutions such as
United Way of America, Covenant House and the NAACP, and public confidence in
nonprofit institutions has declined. While by no means pervasive, these scandals and
other problems have highlighted both ineffectiveness of some boards of trustees in
dealing with issues of corporate integrity, and difficulties nonprofits sometimes
experience in adhering to their special values and maintaining their public trust. Hence,
educational programs for leaders and managers have begun to broaden their scope
beyond professional management, to include volunteer trustees and to make ethics,
values and accountability more prominent in their curricula. The issue of how to
respond to market-based and governmental incentives while remaining true to mission
represents a growing conundrum for the future of nonprofit organizations and in the
education of its managers and leaders.

A major issue for the future is whether, nonprofit leadership and management
education will continue to develop in its own way, or whether it will ultimately become
reintegrated with management and leadership education for business and the public
sector. There are reasons to suggest that either could occur. On the one hand, the
field of nonprofit management and leadership development could grow more and more

distinct from business and public sector programming as the special character of the
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sector becomes more widely appreciated and as research knowledge and educational
materials particular to the nonprofit sector become more abundant. On the other hand,
the borderlines between sectors continue to blur and nonprofit leaders must become
more adept at boundary spanning. Arguments can be made that nonprofit leaders must
be mobile across government-nonprofit borders if the new partnerships between
government and nonprofits are to prosper and if government continues to devolve its
responsibilities to local communities and the private sector. Similarly, as nonprofits put
more emphasis on sales income and commercial initiatives, and as the “social
enterprise” movement produces organizational configurations that confound easy
distinctions of nonprofit versus for-profit, the argument for a more generic approach to

management and leadership which crosses business/nonprofit lines becomes stronger.

Best Practices
The field of nonprofit management and leadership education is still a young and
evolving one, so there are few principles yet set in stone. The following are a few
tenets around which there is probably general consensus among nonprofit educators
and leaders:
* Education for nonprofit leadership and management requires not just skill
proficiency in management techniques but also an understanding of the special
value context and social role of nonprofit organizations;
* Education for nonprofit leadership and management cannot be solely academic
but must be integrated with field work and job experience;
* Education for nonprofit leadership and management cannot be solely generic
but must be tuned to the practical differences of running nonprofits versus other
types of organizations, including the unique ways in which nonprofits raise and

spend money, the manner in which they are governed, the way in which they

Page 22




CIJEA7A

Page 23

recruit and reward people, the special economic, legal, political and social

environments to which they must respond, and the special missions they

address;

* Education for nonprofit leadership and management must acknowledge that

the nonprofit sector itself is extremely diverse and provisions must be made to

accommodate the varying needs of smaller versus larger nonprofit organizations,
and organizations in such different fields of service as the arts, religion, social
service, health care and environmental conservation. Differences among service
producing versus advocacy organizations, and between smaller, less formal,
solely volunteer organizations and those that employ professional staffs, must
also be accommodated.

It also probably too early to identify “exemplary programs” of nonprofit leadership
and management education in any definitive way at this stage of development. There
are some programs that have been recognized by peers as leaders over the past
decade, but in many ways the field has been led collectively by academic leaders
through institutions such as the Nonprofit Academic Centers Council, ARNOVA and
Independent Sector. Just for purposes of illustration, and at the risk of leaving
deserving programs out, the following programs can be cited as exemplary in various
ways:

* The Center on Philanthropy at Indiana University: This program administers the

well known Fund Raising School, has developed a new Masters of Philanthropic

Studies that emphasizes the value basis of the nonprofit sector, and has

developed a nonprofit management concentration in the MPA program of the

School of Public and Environmental Affairs which promises to become a major

source of graduates in the field of nonprofit management and leadership.

* The Mandel Center at Case Western Reserve University: This program has




CIJET7A

pioneered the Master of Nonprofit Organizations (MNO) degree, a professional

credential equivalent to the MBA or MPA but designed solely for nonprofit

managers and leaders. It has also developed a creditbearing Certificate in

Nonprofit Management in two versions - one of which attracts students

nationwide and internationally. The Mandel Center has also pioneered think tank

programs that have allowed national sector leaders to deliberate on major issues
affecting them, and also various local seminar, lecture and workshop programs
for trustees and nonprofit managers on issues such as government devolution,
accountability, and cross-fertilization of management ideas between nonprofits
and business.

*The Institute for Nonprofit Organization Management of the University of San

Francisco was the first to create a separate degree program for nonprofit

managers, its Masters of Nonprofit Administration. USF has also distinguished

itself by convening national and regional conferences for nonprofit leaders and
scholars on diverse topics including nonprofit management education, and the
role of ethnic groups and women in the nonprofit sector.

* The Institute for Policy Studies of Johns Hopkins University is the leading

center for the study of the nonprofit sector on an international basis. It has

pioneered fellows programs for visiting nonprofit leaders and scholars and is
currently developing a graduate nonprofit management program that focuses on
the partnership between nonprofits and government.

Many other accomplished programs could be cited including those of the
University of Missouri/Kansas City, Seton Hall University and the New School for Social
Research. In addition, exciting developments are taking place at Harvard University at
both the Kennedy School of Government and the Harvard Business School, which may

provide models for nonprofit management and leadership development in the future. In
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all, the Nonprofit Academic Centers Council (NACC) now includes more than two dozen
directors of university-based nonprofit management and leadership programs, all of

which have contributed to the field’s development in some important way.
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The Current Climate

One of the distinctive features of the nonprofit sector in the United States is the way that
it is governed. Rather than being governed by stockowners, government officials, or
professional managers, its stewards are volunteer leaders from diverse backgrounds who
serve as members of boards of directors. The nonprofit board has always been important,
but greater national attention is being focused on its role than ever before as a result of a

number of forces creating turbulence in the nonprofit world.

These forces include: the rapid growth of nonprofit organizations (and the need for new
volunteer and professional leaders); escalating demands for the services that nonprofits
provide; increased competition for funds from philanthropic, public, and entrepreneurial
sources to finance these services; innovations in technology, and increased public
scrutiny. This scrutiny is also coming in the form of growing interest in the U.S. system
of nonprofit governance from other countries as more international leaders look to their
own nongcvernmental organizations to play a more critical role in building and
sustaining a civil society. These challenges have underscored what the very best
nonprofit organizations have recognized for some time -- the success of a nonprofit
organization in advancing its mission will be influenced by the effectiveness of its

governing board.

Over the years, the growing interest in the governing boards of nonprofit organizations
(as well as for-profit business enterprises) has produced a growing stream of

prescriptions, exhortations, and nostrums such as, “The board should make policy and the




staff should implement policy.” These adages make elegant soundbites but they often
reflect the “heroic ideai board” -- a highly appealing team composed of wise and all-
knowing individuals who fulfill their responsibilities with complete knowledge and
confidence; an innate capacity to function as a part of a collective entity; and acquired

certainties about the difference between right and wrong.

Fortunately, the growing interest in nonprofit boards has encouraged more research and
educational programs that address the actual behaviors of boards, the variables that affect
board operation and performance, and the characteristics that seem to make some boards
more effective than others. The demand from board and staff members who are hungry
for thoughtful guidelines for good practice and advice to help bridge the gap from the
theory of good governance to its actual practice has resulted in more attention to
governance and board development throughout the sector. It has become a more
frequent topic within the conferences and workshops sponsored by the national and
professional organizations to which many nonprofit leaders and institutions belong. This
demand led to the creation of the National Center for Nonprofit Boards (NCNB), the only
national organization dedicated exclusively to improving the effectiveness of nonprofit

organizations by strengthening their governing boards throughout the sector, in 1987.

The following two related observations gleaned from NCNB’s ten year experience
working with and observing the boards and staff of thousands of national, regional, and
local nonprofits suggest both the opportunities and the challenges ahead for any

organization contemplating a major new board development initiative. While most




individuals become board members because they believe in the cause and want to be
effective, they seldom receive sufficient orientation and continuing education to
understand their roles and fulfill their responsibilities. Second, board development at the

individual institutional level, remains more widely praised than practiced.

While more organizations have recognized the need for greater attention to the
orientation and continuing education of their board members, few have institutionalized
the practice of board development. (An exception to this is the encouraging trend of
establishing board development committees, which delegate to the board the
responsibilities for continuing education and evaluation of its members, in addition to
recruitment and orientation). If nonprofit organizations were to invest more board and
staff time, and some modest expenditures, into the orientation and continuing education
of the board, the results would be significant. And yet board development is often not
regarded as a priority by a nonprofit until a major problem or even a crisis occurs. The
following reasons for this phenomenon may be illuminating to CIJE as both challenges to
surmount as well as opportunities to exploit:

1) In day-to-day operations, many nonprofits are overwhelmed with dire financial needs
and overworked staff and volunteers. Board development consumes dollars, time, and
other resources that are not perceived to be available. The fear that individual volunteers
have no spare time in their busy lives for board development can become a self-fulfilling
prophecy. The resources that must be channeled into board development are often put on

hold to attend to the immediate and the urgent.




2) Many executive directors, particularly at smaller to medium sized nonprofits, come to
their positions without the experience of working with a corporate entity like a governing
board. They may assume that once individuals accept the invitation to join a board, they
automatically know what they are supposed to do. Or they may underestimate the time it
will take to attract, develop, and retain effective board members. Even if they recognize
the need, they are often uncertain about how to proceed.

3) For some administrators, the concept of a strong, well informed, and active board is
synonymous with an intrusive board. They may be reluctant to educate and engage the
board for fear that this will breed surrogate administrators rather than responsible
overseers. If the executive director fails to perceive the benefits of a better informed
board, board development is likely to be last on a long list of things to done. If the board
chair is indifferent to the idea, there is little that can overcome that inertia. Even when
there is dissatisfaction with the current performance of the board, the status quo (for
example, either an apathetic or meddlesome board) may be preferable to the uncertainties

of changing the rules of engagement.

Past Trends:

These barriers at the individual institutional level have created opportunities and markets
for other providers to deliver board development programs. These providers include:
national organizations serving specific mission areas (e.g., American Symphony
Orchestra League; Special Olympics International, American Society of Association
Executives); state nonprofit associations; regional and local management assistance

groups; consulting firms and individual consultants; specialized organizations such as
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board banks: the growing number of nonprofit management programs within higher
education institutions that have tackled nonprofit governance from a research, teaching,
or community service perspective; foundations that provide technical assistance to their
grantees; federated national organizations that provide professional development to their
affiliates (e.g., Girls Scouts of America, Boys and Girls Clubs of America, National
Association of Junior leagues), and governance dedicated organizations such as the
Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges, the National School

Boards Association, and the National Center for Nonprofit Boards.

Board development services range from short-term educational programs to consulting
services to intensive on-site group process programs. Some provide governance standards
and best practices (such as the excellent guidelines provided to staff and board leadership
of the affiliates of Girls Scouts of America and National Association of Junior Leagues --
two organizations that invest in enlisting and grooming new volunteer leaders). While
some of these programs provide more intensive interventions designed to produce
systemic change in board and staff behavior and performance, most of these programs
tend to be short term interventions and somewhat ephemeral in nature. Those
organizations that have developed more comprehensive programs that seek greater
impact tend to: treat investment in governance and board development as one of their
core values; seek financing from an outside source such as a foundation to launch and
conduct some of these programs; and enlist governance experts to design and deliver

these programs.




Current Trends

During the past five years, three of the most encouraging trends relating to board
development have been: a realization that leadership development and preparation in the
nonprofit sector should not be confined to the professional staff members who run these
organizations; a movement away from ascribing monolithic characteristics to the more
than one million nonprofit boards in the United States, and the millions of individuals
who serve as their stewards; and the emergence of distinct models of governance
developed by academicians and practitioners that provide practical assumptions and
context for board development initiatives. These 3 trends are discussed briefly below.

1) During the last decade, as leadership development programs have increased for
individuals who manage (or aspire to lead) nonprofit organizations, the absence of
governance in the curriculum was striking. This has changed during the past five years as
more nonprofit leaders recognize that the capacity to work with and through a governing
board is a requirement for effective administrators; and that the volunteers who govern
nonprofit organizations are worthy recipients of leadership development programs. For
example, the Fund Raising School at the Center of Philanthropy at Indiana University
incorporated governance into its curriculum and began to invite board members to their
courses; the Harvard Business School developed a program for nonprofit executives and
their board members; and the annual meetings of many national organizations now
include special tracks or sessions designed to attract the board members of their local
chapters, members, and affiliates. Executive directors who encourage individual board
members to engage in board development often are the ones most responsible for

recruiting the hoard participants to these programs.




2) While the board’s fundamental fiduciary responsibilities are comparable in all
nonprofit organizations, the field has started to recognize that the board’s responsibilities
and performance are measured by a wide range of factors. These include variables such
as: the organization’s age and developmental stage; its size and scope; the size of the
board and the talents, experience, motivation, and commitment of its members; the way
that board members are selected; and the leadership styles of the chief executive and the
board chairperson—and the chemistry between them.

3) While those with experience serving on and working with a variety of boards
understand that there is no best single model of governance or “one best way” in the
domain of trusteeship, the field has been enriched by a growing number of governance
models that seek to narrow the gap between the rhetoric and reality. Governance models
that have helped bridge this gap include: Karl Mathiason’s work on board passages which
suggests that the roles, function, and members of the board need to be altered to meet the
new challenges that a nonprofit confronts as it evolves through distinct developmental
stages; John Carver’s model of governance which prescribes discrete responsibilities and
functions that seek to differentiate between the board’s concern with “ends” and the
staff’s concern with “means”; and Robert Herman and Dick Heimovics thoughtful
research on the distinguishing characteristics of successful chief executives and their

competencies in working with their boards.

One of the most promising governance studies comes from researchers Chait, Holland
and Taylor, who have dedicated twelve years to studying what makes effective boards

work and what hinders ineffective boards. While their work has focused primarily on
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boards of institutions of higher education, it is of value to most boards and board
development providers. Chait, Holland and Taylor conclude that boards must engage in
“a new kind of work” that often requires them to act in ways that are very different from
the more conventional model of boards as passive or reactive bodies. In Improving the
Performance of Governing Boards (see Resources), these three authors and researchers,
themselves longtime board members, note that the most effective boards add value:

e Helping management discover and decide what matters most to the long-term future
of the organization

e Providing opportunities for the chief executive to think aloud about issues of
importance to the organization

e Developing and implementing mechanisms for institutional oversight — ways to
monitor organizational performance and progress

e Pushing against the organization’s natural resistance to change by using new models
and metaphors and different questions

e Modeling the behavior the board would like to see incorporated in the culture of the
organization -- efficiency, creativity diversity and accountability

The authors have used this context to develop a matrix of distinct skill sets or board
competencies that differentiate strong boards from weak boards. To help nonprofit
leaders apply this competency-based approach to governance, Chait and his colleagues
conducted the Trustee Demonstration Project (funded by the Lilly Endowment) to

identify a number of strategies and interventions designed to build these competencies.

Future Directions
The hunger for information about governance issues coupled with the growing sense that
there is a correlation between the effectiveness of a nonprofit organization and the

performance of its board has resulted in growth on both the demand and supply side of
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the board development curve. Key questions for new board development providers to
consider include: how to apply the theory of what the board is supposed to do to practice;
how to strike the right balance between the diversity and pluralism that can be expected
in the participants of most programs and the need to customize and tailor programs; how
to offer programs that are distinctive from those offered by other board development
providers, and how to convert the need for board development into actual demand from
participants who face multiple professional, volunteer, and personal demands on their

time.

The following observations may be particularly helpful to a national organization like
CLJE that is exploring what role it might play in providing board development to a
pluralistic constituency:

1. Board development should be perceived as a continuing process rather than a single
event. It is most successful when it is approached in an incremental fashion, and it is
especially effective when it is delivered to respected board and institutional leaders
who can become either “product champions” of board development to their
colleagues, or agents of change in instituting effective governance practices. The
most successful programs often have indirect and hard-to-quantify impact (such as
instilling in board members the commitment to periodically review their performance,
learn from their mistakes, and regularly invest in their continuing education needs as
policy makers).

2. Comprehensive and sustained board development efforts undertaken by national

organizations typically require external support from foundations and other sources.




Most national organizations provide modest board development programs, at best,
because these efforts require additional outlays in the form of fees to speakers,
trainers, and facilitators; staff and logistical expenses, and frequently additional
support in the form of scholarships to subsidize the fees and travel expenses of board
participants when these expenses are not borne by the institution with which the
board members are affiliated. In some cases, subtle resistance from administrators
who would prefer to maintain these national forums as occasions to network with
their peers in a spirit of camaraderie and candor can exclude board members.

When it comes to motivation, working with board members is considerably different
from working with staff. Professional staff members generally accept the need to
continue to improve their management skills and acquire new information and ideas
that enhance their personal and professional activities. Because board members are
often invited to serve on a board as a result of their expertise or their position in a
community or profession, they may view themselves as already equipped to be a
productive board member. Also, because boards are a peer body, they are more
strongly influenced in their behavior by the behavior of other board members than
they are by the behavior of staff. When executive directors are highly motivated to
increase the capacity and commitment of their boards, the willingness or
unwillingness of the board, particularly its leadership, will influence their desires to
participate.

Boards are made up of volunteers who have limited amount of time available to give
to an organization. Many boards are accustomed to meeting either to conduct routine

board business or in times of crises, but rarely focus exclusively on strengthening




their performance. Board development programs must be sensitive to the time
constraints that board members have. They tend to appeal to board members when
they focus on instrumentality, or matters in which the board feels it can make the
greatest difference to the institution. Events involving board members must be
scheduled well in advance to get good participation.

Executive directors are often the “gatekeepers” to their boards. It is important to
include the executive director in as much of the board development activities as
possible not only to reinforce the partnership nature of the relationship between board
and staff, but also to enlist the executive director’s help in encouraging his or her
board members to invest their time in this enterprise as a means of becoming more
knowledgeable and effective as stewards.

Organizations like CIJE and the National Center for Nonprofit Boards that work with
highly heterogeneous constituencies must be sensitive to this diversity in designing
board development programs. While the central elements of effective governance
may be generic, each nonprofit organization claims to be unique and many have an
exaggerated sense of exceptionalism. These self-perceptions require sensitivity in
matters of language and vocabulary, and care when it comes to assumptions about

governance, leadership and institutional variables.



Best Practices

While the number of board development programs has proliferated, the methods of
evaluating these programs have generally not improved along with this growth. Success
and causality are often elusive when it comes to measuring outcomes of board
development activities. It is difficult, if not impossible, to determine a clear cause-and-
effective relationship between participation in professional development and institutional
or board-based outcomes. As a result, the success of these programs is generally defined
by performance indicators such as the number of attendees and anecdotal evidence

acquired through written evaluations and word of mouth.

Nevertheless, the capacity to actually attract board members to board development
programs can be revealing. NCNB, which makes most of its programs available to
professional staff as well as board members, considers one of the indicators of success to
be the growing percentage of board members who attend its national, regional, and local
programs. This is often perceived to be the result of satisfied chief executives who
attended programs by themselves for the first time to screen their content and judge
whether to encourage their board members to accompany them to future NCNB

programs.

The following five programs are identified as exemplary because they represent a variety
of formats, delivery modes, and learning objectives conducted by established
organizations that could be adapted and incorporated into JEWEL’s objective of

providing an integrated approach to the recruitment, placement and development of lay




and professional leaders. These examples have been selected because they meet at least
four criteria: a) they have been successful in consistently attracting and serving board and
staff members from a highly diverse universe of nonprofits in terms of size, scope, and
mission (many attending the same program); b) some have employed less traditional
delivery systems and/or program content; c¢) they range from short-term, general coverage
programs to more intensive and comprehensive efforts, and d) the degree of satisfaction
expressed by participants who completed evaluations for the program has been relatively
high.

1. NCNB’s Programs for Practitioners:

The goal of this program is to increase the access of nonprofit organizations to quality
resources that will strengthen the leadership and accountability of their governing boards
by offering courses designed for experienced nonprofit practitioners, consultants, and
management assistance providers. The curriculum and materials represent the insights
and experience that NCNB has gained from working with hundreds of nonprofit boards
and thousands of board members and senior staff. Featured courses (which last for two-
and-a-half days), include: Critical Components of Effective Governance, which seeks to
convey the principles of good governance; and Self-Assessment for Governing Boards,
which provides a self assessment tool and facilitation strategies for consultants to help
boards engaged in this important process. Courses rely heavily on small-group work,
role-plays and participant presentations to build familiarity with the materials, and to
explore its use and adaptation to different circumstances. Ample time is available to
explore training and facilitation styles and techniques; and participants receive a binder
that contains resources, tools, exercises and sample agendas that support effective board
development work. Tuition, materials for the session and all meals are included in the
$400 fee and participants are responsible for covering their own accommodations costs at
the meeting site (usually a conference center).

2. NCNB’s Satellite Workshops:

To extend its reach to more nonprofit leaders, NCNB conducts interactive board
development workshops via satellite to communities across the country. These
workshops are live, interactive distance learning experiences where participants can call
in with questions or comments for expert trainers and their peer nonprofit leaders in other
communities focusing on important issues for nonprofit boards. They are not lectures,
but lively discussions of subjects (such as creating a strong partnership between the board
and staff), using case studies, and incorporating the questions and comments of the
audience. In order to host a workshop. local organizations: must have access to meeting



space with a satellite downlink: provide an on-site facilitator to coordinate activities the
day of the event and serve as a facilitator for group discussion and interaction; and are
encouraged to customize the event to meet the needs of the community. The local host
purchases the rights to broadcast NCNB’s satellite workshop in a particular community.
The size and scope of the local workshop depend upon the interests and resources of the
host organization. A registration fee of approximately $350 entitles the local host to: a
facilitator’s guide offering tips on hosting a successful workshop, marketing ideas and
tools (including templates on disk) and technical details; a camera-ready workshop guide
to photocopy or print for workshop materials that includes course materials, exercises for
the attendees, and a bibliography for further study; and a licensing agreement that allows
the host to downlink the broadcast for its community. (A similar distance learning
program hosted by the Society of Nonprofit Organizations is now offered through PBS).

3. Harvard Business School’s Executive Education Program:

The Strategic Perspectives in Nonprofit Management is an intensive, six-day residential
program designed to help nonprofit leaders acquire comprehensive business skills and a
broad, strategic view of general management (including working with boards) in the
nonprofit sector. Participants in this program are limited to CEOs, executive directors,
and direct reports who have substantial responsibility for strategic planning. Governing
Jfor Nonprofit Excellence: Critical issues for Board Leadership is a three-day program
within the Executive Education program designed to increase the capacity of nonprofit
board leaders. Designed for chairs of nonprofit boards and other nonprofit board
members assuming significant board leadership roles, this program is characterized by: a
strong leadership focus reflected in both the level of the participants and the issues that
the program addresses; the use of Harvard Business School’s interactive approach and
case study method to executive learning; and the Harvard Business School faculty who
combine extensive research and experience in board leadership and nonprofit
management with significant teaching expertise. The program integrates interactive
classroom sessions with structures and informal small-group sessions. The fee of $2,750
for Governing for Nonprofit Excellence includes tuition, instructional materials,
accommodations, and all meals. Both of these Executive Education programs are the
products of a major “Initiative on Social Enterprise” created in 1993 to respond to the
growing social and economic importance of the nonprofit sector and its ever-increasing
interrelationship with business.

4. The Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges (AGB) Board
Mentor Workshop:

The AGB Board Mentor Workshop is a custom-designed, fully facilitated program that is
delivered on site by AGB to the institution requesting the service. Each workshop is led
by a trustee from a peer institution fully trained and qualified as an AGB “mentor,” who
is skilled in group-process techniques and prepared to help boards address general
principles of good governance. Using the results of a written pre-workshop survey of all
board members as well as telephone conversations with the president and board chair, the
mentor tailors a comprehensive agenda to address the specific concerns and interests of
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the board and its chief executive. In a retreat setting, the mentor facilitates candid
discussion about these important issues and helps the board devise specific strategies to
improve its performance. Since the beginning of this program in 1977, more than 500
colleges and universities have participated, many on two or more occasions. The costs
for this program include a $2400 mentor’s honorarium and a $2400 administrative fee to
AGB, as well as reimbursements to the mentor for travel, lodging and related expenses.
Fees are based on one full day, even if the workshop is scheduled over a 24-hour period,
including planning time. This program has been adapted by other organizations such as
the National Center for Nonprofit Boards, the American Symphony Orchestra League,
and Special Olympics International. AGB also offers a variety of “On-Campus
Programs,” which enable member boards to participate in a custom-designed seminar,
workshop, or discussion led by an accomplished facilitator at a local site.

5. The American Society of Association Executives Symposium for Chief Elected
Officers and Chief Executive Officers and the AGB Program for Board Chairs
and Presidents:

The objective of both of these programs is to foster effective working relationships

between these two leaders by providing opportunities to: clarify the responsibilities of the

board chair and president for developing the board; explore institutional priorities for the
year and determine how best to work together; assess the relationship of the leadership
team to the board, its committees, and various other constituencies; gain insights into
organizational dynamics; and understand each other’s values, desires, interests, and
expectations. Both of these programs last for two days. At AGB, the registration fee for
each participant is $1,900 (or $3,800 per board chair-president team). The fee includes
registration, a private room, meals, refreshment breaks, and all instructional materials.

A Final Word

Asked to provide ever higher levels of energy, resources and commitment, board

members of Jewish educational institutions are being asked to help the institutions they

govern do more with less. One of the most important assets possessed by each
organization will be a strong and effective board of directors, but good governance and
effective trusteeship are rarely achieved by accident. A well considered investment in

helping these boards of directors (and their executives) to become more knowledgeable,

effective, and engaged is bound to yield a significant return for meaningful change in the

institutions entrusted with Jewish education. The future may depend on it.




Board Development & Governance Resources

See enclosed:

¢ Nonprofit Resource Catalog, Summer 1998, published by The National Center for
Nonprofit Boards.

¢ Boards section of the 1998 Edition of The Non-Profit Handbook, published January
15, 1998 by The Chronicle of Philanthropy.

¢ Trustee Resource Guide, 1998-99, published by The Association of Governing
Boards of Universities and Colleges.




Scan of Programs: Educational Leadership

Background Paper Prepared for
Council of Innovative Jewish Education

May 1998

By

o

Mike Milstein, University of New Mexico

Introduction
Whether they shift us in positive or negative directions, whether they are
instantaneous or developmental, paradigm shifts move us from one way of seeing
the world to another. And these shifts create powerful change. Our paradigms,
correct or incorrect, are the sources of our attitudes and behaviors and ultimately
our relationships with others. Stephen R. Covey
This comment by Covey speaks well for the paradigm shift that has been percolating
in a minority of the approximately SO0 higher education institutions that have programs
for the preparation of educational leaders. This report summarizes on what these cutting
edge programs are doing and learning. The report encompasses the following sections:
background, current trends, emerging trends and best practices, and exemplary programs.
It also includes a brief listing of individuals who can be contacted about developments in
the field as well as a selected bibliography.
Background
Formal preparation of educational administrators has gone through several phases.
For the first half of this century preparation was provided in colleges of education by
retired school administrators who shared their professional experiences with novices.
During the 1950s major reforms were initiated, with the support of philanthropic

organizations such as the Kellogg Foundation and the Ford Foundation. From the 1930s




untl the T980s the emphasis shitted awav from preparation dominated by renred
practitioners to professors who may or may not have had experiences as educational
leaders. Thewr approach has been to present theoretical models and information derived
from the behavioral sciences on the assumption that, given sufficient theory and
knowledge, program graduates would be able to their learning to the development and
improvement of their leadership practices.

The 1980s was a decade of severe criticism of public education. Criticism of schools
was followed by criticism of the way that higher education institutions have been
preparing educational administrators as well as other educational professionals. This led
to significant debates about what constitutes an appropriate preparation program for
educational leaders:

Even those responsible for the preparation of administrators soon began to join the
negative chorus. In fact, the National Commission on Excellence in Educational
Administration, which was supported by the body that represents many of the more
comprehensive university-based training programs, the University Council for
Educational Administration, played a leading role in this criticism. The commission was
particularly critical of the practioner-related elements of preparation programs, which it
said were marked by ‘lack of a definition of good educational leadership...lack of
collaboration between school districts and universities...lack of systematic professional
development for school administrators. ..lack of sequence, modern content, and clinical
experiences” (1987, pp. xvi-xvii, as quoted in Milstein, et. al. 1991).

More than ten years after the Commission’s report, many of the approximately 500
preparation programs in the United States are still rooted in the behavioral sciences
knowledge/theory movement. This approach still dominates thinking, even though
“evidence from nearly all fronts led to the conclusion that the focus on the behavioral
sciences. ..resulted in a glaring absence of consideration of the problems faced by

practicing administrators™ (Murphy and Forsyth, eds., 1998 manuscript). However over

that same time period some preparation programs have been reconceptualized based upon




a basic question: What constitutes meanmeful preparation tor leadership m cducation?
The growing body of evidence of positive outcomes achieved by these cutiing edge
programs is pressing other preparation programs to reconsider thewr extensive reliance on
behavioral sciences frameworks.

Current Trends

There is a sense of urgency to rethink the way educational leaders are prepared. This
urgency can be traced to several realities, including 1) the rapid economic and social
shifts which educational leaders need to understand if they are going to be able to guide
the development of vision, direction, and support for their organizations; 2) the unique
preparation--practical and problem focused, that is required for effective leadership; and
3) the reality that those seeking this preparation are likely to be under significant time
constraints as mature adults with the many family and job-related responsibilities and
pressures that typify this life-stage group.

These realities have challenged those who are responsible for designing and managing
leadership preparation program to be creative and to be willing to take the risks that are
required to break out of the behavioral science/theory focused status quo. Over the past
decade an increasing number of universities have taken up this challenge.

The single most important stimulus for this effort has been the Danforth Foundation of
St. Louis, Missouri which decided to use its resources (in the form of “seed monies™)
during the last half of the 1980s and the first half of the 1990s, to challenge universities to
examine their preparation programs and move toward practical, hands-on, problem
focused designs for leadership preparation. Over the time period of 1986 and 1991 the

Foundation identified 22 universities across the nation that agreed to change their




programs. focusine particulariv on meaninelul and in-depth climcal experiences (Nilstein
and Associates. 1993).

In 1993 the Foundation decided to assess the impact of its efforts. A survey ol
participating universities was conducted and an in-depth case study was conducted at five
of these institutions (Milstein and Associates, 1993). Figure One summarizes the major
differences between “traditional” preparation programs and those that have been engaged
in the Danforth program redesign experience. (See Figure One at end of paper).

Figure One provides a synopsis of the major shifts that are emerging in the Danforth-

related preparation programs. Key elements include:

e Active identification, recruitment, and support of candidates. Current educational
leaders are being asked to identify exceptional candidates and encourage them to
participate in preparation programs. They are also playing more active roles during
the time that candidates are involved—e.g., mentoring and teaching. As a result,
candidates who complete leadership preparation programs are more likely to be hired
for administrative roles because they come from organizations that promote their
candidacy and provide laboratory settings for them to test their skills and knowledge.

¢ Coordination and articulation of preparation programs elements. Academic
seminars and field experiences are more closely integrated. Rather than the
traditional smorgasbord of activities, taken whenever it fits the needs and availability
of students, programs are designed to maximize learning by sequencing and
interrelating courses, imbedding reflection about clinical experiences in the discourse
that takes place in campus seminars, and, conversely, bringing seminar experiences
into the schools when feasible and appropriate.

¢ Emphasis on cohorts. Learning in ongoing groups enhances outcomes for students.
The bonding and support that develops can make a big difference in the quality of the
experience, the probability of completing the preparation program, and, may remain
as an important source of strength for most participants long after formal preparation
1s completed.

¢ Program design discussed frequently and openly by faculty members who also
actively seek input from educational administrators. There is a culture of inquiry,
an attitude that preparation programs require formative as well as summative
evaluation and that changes are likely to be needed as environmental conditions
change. For example, during the past few years, some institutions are beginning to
include community-based experiences as part of preparation because it is becoming
more apparent that schools need to develop positive and meaningful partnerships with
their communities.



Resources are provided by all partners—students, universitics. and school svstems,
NMutual responsibility as well as the mutual benetit 1s becoming more clearly
understood. As a result, there 1s more effort to establish more cquitable resource
inputs among the several partners. A side benefit of this effort 1s that school svstems
have more potential to impact the way that educational leaders are prepared.
Instruction shifting from didactic, lecture style, to interactive classroom
dynamics, which are often, initiated by students. As students work in cohorts and
become more involved in clinical experiences that require significant reflection, there
is pressure to develop academic seminars that are based on adult learning principles.
Professors are being challenged to be “relevant” and join with students in meaningful
reflection about site-based experiences.

Clinical experiences as central elements of preparation. Candidates are getting
more “on the job” training time, having more diversified experiences, along with
more opportunities to reflect with peers, professors, and mentors about their clinical
experiences.

“Practitioner-scholars,” educators who have extensive experience as leaders and
who also can conduct research, publish and teach at the graduate level) provide
guidance for students. Practitioner-scholars have legitimacy on campus and in
schools. They also tend to exhibit more enthusiasm for the work of supervision and
student advisement clinical experiences than do other professors.

Three other trends are worth noting. First, there is an effort to establish
meaningful distinctions between preparation programs for novices (i.c., those without
administrative experience who are normally enrolled in Masters or Educational
Specialist programs) and those who are more advanced (i.e., those with administrative
experience and prior leadership training). The novice requires extensive preparation
concerning fundamentals—e.g., budget development, school plant management,
instructional leadership, and school-community relations. Advanced level students
need opportunities to reflect on their extensive experiences and to develop conceptual
frameworks, or mind maps that can enhance their ability to lead. Novices needs to
focus on basics while advanced students need to focus on synthesizing their
experiences. The novice’s preparation focuses on transactional leadership, while

advanced preparation should focus on transformational leadership.




Sceond. at the doctoral fevel of preparanon. there s a long over-due clfort o
differentiate the Ed.D from the Ph.ID. The Ed.D should include content and
experiences (e.g., emphasis on practitioner research and clinical experiences) that
make 1t the degree of choice of educational leaders who intend to stay in
practitioner roles when they complete their programs. The Ph.D should include
content and experiences (¢.g., emphasis on basic research and theorv) that make it
the degree of choice of students whose career track is the professorship or a policy
analysis position in settings such as school districts, state education agencies or the
federal government. In the past, this doctoral program distinction has been minimal
or non-existent at most universities. As a result of the effort to differentiate doctoral
academic offerings by degrees, along with the fact that most candidates are currently
in educational leadership roles and intend to stay in this kind of role, the Ed.D is now
the most commonly offered degree.

Third, there is more emphasis on continuing professional development once
formal preparation is completed. It is becoming more apparent that educational
leaders will never be finished with their professional development. In this era of
instant communications, rapidly changing demographics, shifting occupational
patterns, and global economies, society and communities present educational leaders
with a seemingly bottomless array of rapidly changing challenges. As a result,
universities are experimenting with a variety of continuing education opportunitics
for their graduates and for others—e.g., principal centers, intensive seminars designed

around cutting edge topics and focused offerings developed in partnerships with

school districts.




Emerging rends and Best Practices

There are two engines that are driving emerging trends in the preparation of
leaders for educational organizations. One is from “outside™  1.c.. the hield and 1ts
governing structure, and one is from within the preparation fraternity itself. At thus
point in time, it is difficult to identify any widespread agreement about “best
practices,” but there is a vigorous debate, being driven from both within and without,
that may lead a consensus about best practices.

From “outside” a coalition of powerful organizations has formed over the past
decade. As a result of the University Council for Educational Administration 1987
study noted earlier, a National Policy Board for Educational Administration was
formed to bring the diverse interest groups to the same table. It includes such
organizations as the American Association of School Administrators, the elementary
and secondary principals associations, and the National School Boards Association,
along with the University Council for Educational Administration. Having a shared
setting and agenda provided the opportunity to examine priorities and identify skills,
knowledge, and behaviors that should be exhibited by the nation’s educational
leaders. In turn, over the past five years the National Policy Board has worked closely
with the Council of Chief State School Officers to develop a common set of standards
for educational leaders. In 1996 the Council debated and agreed upon a set of
standards for school leaders that is presently being implemented in certification and
licensure requirements in states across the country (Council of Chief State School
Officers, 1996). These standards are centered on shifting definitions of leadership

that focus on student learning, collaboration, and an emphasis on assessment and




evaluanon. Turther. the standards are viewed as highlv mierrelated rather than
discrete areas.

From within university preparation program faculties, the lessons derived over the
past decade, as well as the increasing expectations by external initiatives such as the
standards drive noted above, have helped to shape an agenda for preparation program
reform. Restine (1997) has identified six principles that are likely to guide program
design initiatives for the foreseeable future:

First, activities and experiences should focus on problems of practice that facilitate
the transfer of knowledge and skills to workplace settings. Second, instruction by
university professors should be supplemented by practitioners to expand learning
resources, promote networking with practicing administrators and maintain a
connection to current administrative problems. Third, curriculum and instructional
methods should encourage students to take increased responsibility for their own
learning. Fourth, learning experiences should emphasize cooperation and teamwork
among students working toward common goals. Fifth, curriculum and instructional
actrvities should emphasize action, implementation, and evaluation as well as analysis
and reflection. And sixth, students should receive diagnostic feedback from multiple
sources and should develop the ability to assess their own performance. (pp. 120-

121).
Other trends that can be added to the listing include:
Moving away from residency requirements at the doctoral level;
Increasing focus on partnerships (e.g., advisory groups, faculty/practitioner team
teaching, mentoring);
e Greater uses of technology (e.g., distance learning, ¢ mail, simulations);
¢ Closer examination of the relationship between leadership practices and student
outcomes.
To varying degrees, “cutting edge” preparation programs are engaged in crafting
meaningful programmatic responses to the emerging agenda identified from the field
and from within the preparation community itself. In addition regional and national

conferences are bringing professors from educational administration programs

together to explore programmatic priorities and changing design features. Finallv. a



growing literature base 1s being developed to disseminate the principles and goals that
are being pursued and the outcomes that are being derived (see reference section for a

sampling of this literature).

Exemplary Programs

What is an exemplary program? As emphasized, there is no single, uniform belief
system about ‘best practices” let alone about exemplary programs. In part this is
because leadership preparation reform efforts are still in an early phase of
development and in part because of the large number (about 500) of higher education
institutions engaged in preparing educational leaders.

From this writer’s perspective, “exemplary programs” are those that are shifting
their emphasis away from presenting behavioral science methods and findings with
the assumption that participants will be able to make the necessary translations to
leadership requirements. Instead, exemplary programs are those that emphasize
hands-on learning, varying from simulations and case studies to intensive clinical
experiences, as well as behavioral science content and methods. There are a growing

number of these exemplary programs. A few examples include:

¢ Stanford, which has pioneered problem-based learning approaches (Bridges,
1992).

e Teachers College, Columbia University, which has pioneered intensive weekend
and summer learning experiences. More recently Harvard has also become a
leader in this effort.

e The University of Colorado and the University of New Mexico, which have
reconfigured their doctoral programs around the development of academic
portfolios.

e The universities that participated in the Danforth principal preparation program
(e.g., Brigham Young, Central Florida, Connecticut, Alabama, Washington, and
New Mexico). These institutions have created partnerships with school districts,




repachaged then mstructional desiens. brought students toecther as cohoris, and
put ereater emphasts on clinical experences.

The funding base for these programs varics. Some are private and some are
public institutions. Some have significant endowment bases. Some have
developed partnership agreements with school systems and. occasionally. with
foundations. The norm, however, is a combination of student fees and
institutional support that comes from state treasuries.

Contact Persons

There are many individuals who have been involved in the evolution of

preparation programs for educational leaders. However, a few stand out as being

most directly engaged in the discussion through much of the past decade:

¢ Bruce Barnett, Educational Leadership and Policy Studies, Northern Colorado

¢ Nelda Cambron-McCabe, Department of Educational Leadership, Miami
University (Ohio)

¢ Donn Gresso, Educational Leadership and Policy Analysis,East Tennessee
State University

¢ Martha McCarthy, Educational Leadership Department, Indiana University

e Joseph Murphy, Department of Educational Leadership, Peabody College of
Vanderbilt University
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Figure 1 Traditional and Danforth Field-Based Programs

Categories

Traditwonal

Fieid Based

Partiapant
sponsorship

Recruitment

Admissions

Advisement
Coordination

Student progression
through program

Student grouping

Student evaluation

Program evaluation

Placement

Resources

Partnerships

Program design and
development

Academic program

Instruction

Field experiences/
internships

Field supervision

Site supervision

Source: Mike M. Milstein and Associates.

None, other than recommendation forms

None usually

Review of file, which emphasizes acadermuc potential
and is typically limited to transcripts, recommen-
dations, standard exams

Relatively little at M.A. or Ed.S. level, and limited to
uruversity faculty members

Minimal—usually limited to course scheduling by
chairperson

At individual pace and typically over 3 or 4 years
None except by chance

Course grades and sometimes an oral or written
exam at end of the program

Usually when an external review occurs, to comply
with requests for information, and done by facultv
members

Minimal involvement by faculty, bevond maintaining
job-related information

Provided by students (tuition) and university
(salaries and overhead support)

University dominated if done at all, infrequent
meetings

By faculty and not typically reviewed often
Emphasis on theory and content, deductive approach

Didactic, with professor as knowledge giver and
student playing a passive role; professors do most
of instructing, usually as individuals

Not usually required; vary widely in qualitv and time
on task

Often haphazard and infrequent, responsibility
without load reduction and done bv junior or
adjunct faculty

Usually by chance or arcumstances, with little or no
preparation for the role

Usually by district commuttee, superintendent
and/or prinapal

By districts and unuversity

File with academic potential evidence 1s
supplemented by evidence of leadership potential
(educational platform, essay on leadership,
interviews, assessment centers)

Extensive by coordinator as well as by field and site
supervisors

Extensive—includes all stages of the effort,
recruitment to placement

At a predetermined pace and typically over 15
months to 2 years

In cohorts and usually extends beyond classes to
indude reflective seminars and other settings
Course grades, but also regular feedback by

coordinator as well as field and site supervisors,
student reflection, and end-of-program exams

Regularly and involves students, alumni, field
administrators, as well as faculty members

Active advisement and networking by coordinator
with program graduates and hiring school districts

Provided by students (tuition, materials, and
supplies), university (salaries, overhead support,
space, coordinator load reduction), school districts
(release time funds)

Broad based, toward equal roles in decision making,
frequent meetings

Done collaboratively and modified on basis of
feedback

Balance between theory and practice, inductive
approach

Adult learning oriented with student playing a
proactive role; practitioners as well as professors as
instructors, often in teams

Integral part of program, effort to ensure high quality
and suffidient time-on-task

Planned visits done frequently, usually with load
reduction and involving senior faculty members

Carefully selected supervisors who are given training
and encouraged to act as mentors

Changing the way we prepare educational leaders.

Newbury Park, California, Corwin Press, 1993.
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JEWEL: THE NEED

Visionary lay and professional leadership are crucial for bringing about meaningful
change in Jewish education. Currently there is a shortage of prepared senior leaders
who can inspire shape, alter, and transform communities, institutions and people.
Existing programs leave important gaps:

PROFESSIONAL LAY
¢ Almost no opportunities * No programs focus on lay
for in-service development leadership for Jewish

education development

* Preservice programs prepare too ¢ No organized effort to recruit
few leaders to meet demand lay people into the field

* No programs for people
changing careers

* Few programs address the skills
needed for leading transformative
change in institutions



JEWEL OVERVIEW

PURPOSE To provide an integrated approach to the recruitment, placement and
development of senior lay and professional leaders who are able to

vitalize, energize and influence Jewish education in North America.

CONCEPT An organization with three closely linked functions
® Recruitment and placement
* Preparation and development
¢ Plan for personnel needs

Target groups include:
* Professionals (current and potential)
* Lay leaders (current and potential)



POSSIBLE JEWEL ACTIVITIES FOR LAY AND PROFESSIONAL LEADERS

Recruitment Leadership Preparation Personnel
and Placement & Development Planning
* Matching searches * Long Term Programs e Community/institutional consultations
* Databases, web sites * Fast Track Fellows Program * Conferences
e Career counseling and ¢ Conferences & Retreats
planning

¢ Alumni Networking

¢ Institutional Programs



EXAMPLES OF POSSIBLE JEWEL PROGRAMS FOR

PREPARATION & DEVELOPMENT OF LEADERS

LAY

PROFESSIONAL

Long Term Programs

¢ Community-based senior leaders
program of studies & mentoring

¢ Mid-Career people; 2-3 year
JEWEL flagship program

o TEI

¢ Principals Center

Fast Track Fellows Program

* Program to bring Lay People into
Jewish Education

¢ Program to bring people into Jewish
education from other fields

Conferences & Retreats

¢ Forum

e Rabbinic Education Conference

Alumni Networking

¢ Lay Graduates Network

¢ TEI Network
® Principals Network

Institutional Programs

¢ Separately or jointly with
professionals, content-oriented
programs to train & energize
organizational leaders

® Programs for developing senior
leaders at various organizations
(e.g. JCCA, Hillel)




SUMMARY OF JEWEL PLANNING PROCESS

Phase 1 Phase 2
Jan 1998-Sept 1998 Sept 1998-March 1999
* Clarifying the objectives and ¢ Developing a business plan

educational philosophy of JEWEL  for JEWEL

PILOTING
* Refining our existing JEWEL ¢ Developing and implementing
pilots & executing pilots in a pilot of a flagship longterm

the workplan (e.g. TEI, forum) JEWEL program for senior
Jewish Leaders



PHASE 1 PLANNING ACTIVITIES

1/98-9/98

m Clarify the objectives, educational philosophy of JEWEL
e What is our vision of a Jewish educational leader?

¢ What does an educational leader need to know and be able to do?

* What is our basic philosophy of how leaders are developed?

* How should JEWEL contribute to the development of leaders?

Data Gathering

e Work with CAPE

® Scan various domains

* Examine needs of field
* Visit best practice sites

* Review feedback from pilots

A concept paper describing JEWEL



PHASE II PLANNING ACTIVITIES

EZXI)> 6/98-12/98

Address the practical issues of creating JEWEL as an institution
* Where will JEWEL programs take place?

* How will faculty be recruited?
* How will we build community support and ownership for JEWEL?

* How will it be funded?

Data Gathering
¢ Review various instructional models

ACTIVITIES ° Revfew economifs o
* Review community organization approaches

Meet with prospective funders

Develop institutional plan
* Prioritize and phase in various aspects

Develop budgets and implementation plan

A business plan for JEWEL



PHASE I PILOTING ACTIVITIES: CURRENT PILOTS ON THE WORKPLAN

PROFESSIONAL e TEI

* Community Day High School Leaders
* Conference on Rabbinic Education

¢ Evaluation Institute

LAY &

°
PROFESSIONAL } Forum

e TEI Cohort 3



PHASE II PILOTING ACTIVITIES - DEVELOPMENT OF PROFESSIONAL
PILOT FLAGSHIP PROGRAM

DEVELOP A LONG TERM PROGRAM FOR SENIOR LEADERS THAT MIGHT LOOK LIKE:
* Two year program for senior educators

* 4 day session each month beginning winter ‘99

® 1st summer - two week seminar

* 2nd summer - two week seminar in Israel
(to be planned in cooperation with CAPE)

® Mentored internships

* Internet connections and assignments between monthly seminars

KEY ACTIVITIES IN DEVELOPING THE PILOT
* Select target audience for pilot

® Develop concept and curriculum

* Recruit faculty

* Recruit participants

* Develop feedback and evaluation plan
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COUNCIL FOR
INITIATIVES IN JEWISH
EDUCATION

15 East 26th Street, 10th Floor
New York, NY 10010-1579
(212) 532-2360
Fax: (212) 532-2646

FAX TRANSMISSION COVER SHEET

Date: - February 11, 1997
To: Dan Pekarsky

Fax:

Re:

Sender:  Kuren Barth

YOU SHOULD RECEIVE PAGE(S), INCLUDING THIS COVER SHEET. IF
YOU DO NOT RECEIVE ALL THE PAGES, PLEASE CALL (212) 532-2360.
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COUNCIL FOR INITIATIVES IN JEWISH EDUCATION

This is a summary of our December consultation on the creation of a National Center for Jewish
Educational Leadership.

Objective

To develop a new cadre of professional and lay leadership for Jewish education who can provide
the vision and the energy for the changes that are needed to revitalize Jewish life in North
America through education.

To significantly upgrade existing leadership so as to make them more knowledgeable and
exercise greater influence in the process of change.

Concept

An organization with four closely linked functions:

- Support planning for senior personnel (professional and lay) at the national and

comnmunal level by working with communities and national organizations on long-term
personnel planning, evaluation of personnel and development of career paths, and by
maintaining a national database to facilitate the movement of personnel between
communities.

- Develop a program for recruiting the best and brightest as professional and lay leaders in
Jewish Education — both from the pool of especially talented young people just starting
careers and from among mid-career professionals in Jewish life and other fields.

- Provide ip-service training or programs for professional and lay leaders allowing them
to combine work in the field with medium or long-term study with the goal of enhancing
their leadership capabilities and the ability to act as change agents.

- Assist in the placement of individuals in jobs that will help them develop into high-
quality, senior-level leadership for Jewish Education.

9p97 T€8: 1AL TP1) 08:80 (3NL) L6 T1-'8Hd




Target Groups

. Senior leaders of Jewish education organizations

. Principals

. Senior lay leaders and high-potential junior lay leaders from communities and institutions
. Central Jewish educational agency executives

. Rabbis

. JCCA Executives and Education Directors

. Federaﬁon key continuity professionals

. Professors of Jewish Education

. Camp Directors

- Teacher Educators

. Early Childhood Directors
. High potential people from other fields

Key Issues to Resolve

. What form will the institution take? Will it have walls or no walls? Will it link with
existing training institutions? Will it link to existing leadership development programs?

. What type of person should lead this institution and how will it be funded? How much
“tuition” should be charged?

. What will be the educational philosophy? How will the curriculum be balanced between
Judaica, Jewish education and leadership training? What should a graduate know and be
able to do?

. What special tracks should exist (e.g. Principals of Jewish schools)?

. ‘What should the organization look like? Who should be the faculty and administrators?

° Will professional and lay leaders study together? How will this work?

. Would degrees be granted by this institution? Would research be done?

. What is the right sequence of steps in creating such an institution.
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. Needs assessment of 10-15 largest Jewish Corumunities and 15-20 most important
national organizations. Redo Mandel Institute map of senior positions.

. Research models of leadership training institutions (e.g. Harvard Executive Education,
National Leadership Training Institute) and models of programs without walls. Layout
options for discussion.

. Develop Academic Advisory Committee.

. Work with Goals Project staff to outline goals of program.

. Layout personnel requirements and rough estimate of budgets.

. Layout step-by-step plan for building the institution.

. Hold several consultations in New York and Israel to hammer out answers to key issues

involving Seymour Fox, Annette Hochstein, Avi Ravitsky, Michael Rosenak, Ellen
Goldring, Adam Gamoran, Dan Pekarsky, Danny Marom and others.

ey

Next Steps

E Hire a planner to do the legwork: of planning.

. Form a Steering Committee for t.he planning process.

. Write a first iteration of planning process including time line for Steering. Committee

discussion.
|
i
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