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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

One of the most exciting and welcome developments in Jewish life in North America at the 

beginning of the 21st century is the growth of extraordinary partnerships between energetic 

Jewish social entrepreneurs and innovative Jewish funders.  Together, they are responding 

to an important insight about Jewish life today: many Jews in their нлΩǎ ŀƴŘ олΩǎ ŀǊŜ ŜŀƎŜǊ 

to embrace new opportunities to create or find their own Jewish pathways.   

One of the most promising of these partnerships is between the Jim Joseph Foundation (JJF) 

and Hillel: The Foundation for Campus Jewish Life, where a cadre of young professionals is 

developing a new approach whose ultimate ambition is nothing less than a revolution in the 

mission and organizational culture of campus Hillels across North America.  In 2008, they 

launched a major new initiative to connect with students who are not engaged, or who are 

minimally engaged, in Jewish life on campus.   

The initiative brings Senior Jewish Educators (SJEs), full-time professional Jewish educators, 

to college campuses in the United States.  The SJE initiative is designed to work in tandem 

with the Campus Entrepreneurs Initiative (CEI), which utilizes part-time student interns to 

develop relationships with peers and introduce them to Jewish experiences.  In 2008-09, 

SJEs worked on five campuses.  CEI interns were located on a total of 17 campuses, 

including the five SJE campuses.  

A CEI intern, generally an undergraduate junior or sophomore, uses social networks with 

friends and friends of friends to introduce students to opportunities for Jewish journeys.  An 

SJE, largely freed of other responsibilities to the campus Hillel operation, uses social 

networking and Jewish learning to introduce students to Jewish wisdom, experience and 

ideas.  

THE RATIONALE FOR THE SJE AND CEI INITIATIVES 

CHANGING NATURE OF JEWISH BELONGING AND THE RISE OF MULTICULTURAL IDENTITY  

The SJE and CEI initiatives are a response to the unique attributes of the current generation 

of students on campus and the changing nature of Jewish life in the United States. While 

Jewish students express significant pride in being Jewish, they also value multiculturalism 

and, in particular, many were not raised to privilege their distinctive Jewish identities.  

Rather, for these students, being Jewish is only one of many self-identities.  As a result, 

Jewish students today are less likely to connect with ς or, more precisely, to join ς Jewish 

organizations for the sake of association with other Jews.   They look instead for content, 

seeking Jewish spaces that allow them to bring their non-Jewish friends, and want access to 

their Jewish identity simultaneously with their other identities.  At the same time, students 

struggle less ς and sometimes not at all ς with their multiple self-definitions.  They often 

find it feasible to celebrate them simultaneously, making discussion of these self-definitions 
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irrelevant and the active celebration of multiple identities an effective strategy for 

engagement.  

AWAY FROM MAXIMIZING AND TOWARDS MEANINGFUL JEWISH EXPERIENCE  

5ǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ мффлΩǎΣ IƛƭƭŜƭΩǎ Ƴƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ άƳŀȄƛƳƛȊŜ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ WŜǿǎ ŘƻƛƴƎ WŜǿƛǎƘ ǿƛǘƘ 

ƻǘƘŜǊ WŜǿǎΦέ  ¢ƘŜ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŦƻŎǳǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŘǊŀǿƛƴƎ ǳƴŜƴƎŀƎŜŘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ƛƴǘƻ 

existing Hillel activities and on increasing the numbers of Jewish students participating.  

 In theory, and to some extent in practice, SJEs and CEI interns especially seek to engage 

ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǿƘƻ άŘƻ WŜǿƛǎƘΣέ ƻƴƭȅ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ WŜǿƛǎƘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭƭȅ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎŦǳƭΦ ¢ƘŜ 

SJEs and CEI interns want to reach Jewish students on their own terms, connecting them to 

personalized and meaningful Jewish experiences that will propel them along their individual 

Jewish journeys.  

The question is: how can they reach Jewish students who do not naturally seek out 

opportunities offered by Hillel and provide them opportunities for meaningful Jewish 

engagement?  The response is an engagement strategy that moves away from emphasizing 

programs run out of Hillel and is focused instead on student-initiated interaction with other 

Jews on campus. The operating logic is very similar to social-networking internet sites such 

as Facebook.  A core group of approximately 12 students, the CEI interns, spend their time 

ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ άŦǊƛŜƴŘǎƘƛǇǎέ ŀƴŘ inviting their friends to participate in activities that 

are most relevant to their interests.  The activities happen, on- and off-campus, and many 

are not formally associated with Hillel.  The SJE, where present, works with CEI interns and 

other student leaders.  

In developing this approach, Hillel professionals draw on recent social scientific literature 

on life cycle development.1  Lƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊΣ ǘƘŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƛǎ ά9ƳŜǊƎƛƴƎ !ŘǳƭǘƘƻƻŘέ, a life period 

that ōŜƎƛƴǎ ǿƘŜƴ ȅƻǳƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƭŜŀǾŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎΩ ƘƻƳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜǎ ǳƴǘƛƭ ǘƘŜȅ ǎŜǘ ǳǇ 

their own households and solidify their life choices about family, community, and Judaism.  

! ƪŜȅ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ά9ƳŜǊƎƛƴƎ !ŘǳƭǘƘƻƻŘέ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƻǇŜƴƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ȅƻǳƴƎ ŀŘǳƭǘǎ ǘƻ ŜƴƎŀƎŜ ƛƴ άōƛƎ 

ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎέ ŀōƻǳǘ ƭƛŦŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƻƛŎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƳŀŘŜ ŀǎ ƻƴŜ ŜƴǘŜǊǎ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŘǳƭǘƘƻƻŘΦ 

The role of the SJE is to work with Hillel staff and CEI interns to create opportunities in 

which staff and students alike can engage students in discussions about the big questions 

they are asking of themselves and others, from a Jewish perspective.  

                                                      
1 For example see, Sharon Daloz Parks. Big Questions, Worthy Dreams: Mentoring Young Adults in Their Search for Meaning, Purpose, and Faith. San Francisco: Jossey-

Bass Publishers, 2000.
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Affiliation 

 

 

IƛƭƭŜƭΩǎ ¢ŀǎƪ 

Hillel staff need a skill set to efficiently run the 
Hillel operation with a strong emphasis on 
programs that students enjoy.  Success is 
predicated on numbers coming into the Hillel 
building or attending Hillel sponsored programs.   

Historical context   

Mid-20th century.  Jews leave ethnic 
neighborhoods where spending most of your 
time with other Jews was a natural part of 
everyday life.  The Synagogue Center, Jewish 
Community Center attempt to recreate the 
space of the ethnic neighborhood in the 
suburbs.  The Hillel House provides a similar 
model on campus. 

Success  

Largest possible number of participants paying 
membership dues or participating in programs 
run in the building of the organization. 

Operating Assumption 

Jews want to mix socially with other Jews and 
will search out an organized framework for doing 
so. 

Maximizing Numbers 

Historical context   

1990s - Concerned with Jewish continu-ity, 
Jewish institutions invest significant efforts to 
reduce  intermarriage.  Hillel seeks to position 
itself as attractive to young dynamic 
professionals out on campus meeting students 
and drawing them into Jewish activities. Hillels 
produce large image-building events that draw 
larger numbers of students. 

IƛƭƭŜƭΩǎ ¢ŀǎƪ 

Continuity with affiliation paradigm, but with 
greater emphasis on image, marketing and 
events which will appeal to diverse Jewish 
student populations. 

Success  

Largest possible number of Jewish participants 
"doing Jewish" in a variety of ways 

Operating Assumption 

Jews interacting with other Jews in Jewish is a 
goal which stands unto itself. 

SJE/CEI 
Meaningful Experience 

Historical Context 

Early 21st century. Students are coming 
from a greater variety of ethnic 
backgrounds, with perhaps 50% having a 
Jewish parent. For most, spending time 
with other Jews is not a priority unto 
itself.  Jewish life must be relevant, 
compelling and enriching if it is to be 
seen as valuable. 

IƛƭƭŜƭΩǎ ¢ŀǎƪ 

Create an environment on campus where 
students engage one another through 
relationships and together create or 
connect to meaningful Jewish 
experiences. 

Success  

Relationships  help students connect with 
meaningful Jewish experiences. This 
enables students to initiate and actively 
pursue their individual Jewish journeys.   

Operating Assumption 

Young Jews on campus are open to 
opportunities to engage in meaningful 
Jewish experiences.  With appropriate 
facilitation, students will facilitate their 
own Jewish engagement.   

   

 

Historic Shift 
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RESEARCH GOALS 

This report documents the key findings and conclusions of the first year of a two-year 

assessment of the SJE/CEI initiative.  One year is a very short time in which to record results 

from such an ambitious and far-reaching experiment. But it is possible to assess ς at least 

tentatively - whether the initiative is working so far.  Given that many start-ups crash and 

burn upon takeoff, a finding of a successful launch would not be trivial.  At the same time, to 

be clear, after only one year in the field, it is much too early to assess the long-term impact 

of the SJE/CEI initiative on Jewish life on campus.   

YEAR ONE FINDINGS 

SJEs and CEI interns reach significant numbers of students, in particular, those previously 

uninvolved in Jewish life in general or Hillel in particular. 

SJEs and CEI interns do succeed in helping students to advance on their Jewish journeys. 

Reaching significant numbers of students  

In 2008, the SJE and CEI initiatives together reached an estimated 8,000 Jewish students on 

American college campuses.  Of these, about 2/3, or over 5,000 come from moderate or 

weak Jewish backgrounds. 

On four out of five campuses, the full-time professional SJE exceeded expectations ς 

reaching 200 or more Jewish students.  CEI interns reached about 50 students, on average ς 

somewhat less than the target of 60. 

Exhibit 2.  Number of SJE Contacts on Five SJE Campuses* 

 Number of 

contacts  

Berkeley SJE 205 

Chicago SJE 135 

NYU SJE 251 

Texas SJE 200 

UCLA SJE 220 

ϝtǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ {W9ǎ ǘƻ IƛƭƭŜƭΩǎ {L/Σ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ƛƴ нллуκф ȅŜŀǊ ŜƴŘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƻŦ {W9 ŘƛǊŜŎǘƻǊ ǘƻ WWC 
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Exhibit 3. Number of CEI contacts on 13 campuses 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 SJE and CEI together are better than each alone  

Increased reach: Those students who know CEI interns are much more likely to be in contact 

with an SJE than those who do not know a CEI intern. 

Advancing Jewish journeys: On campuses with an SJE and CEI interns, students who had 

contact with both advanced further in their Jewish journeys than did those who knew one 

or the other.  

Reaching less-involved students:  SJEs and CEI interns reach students drawn from a wider 

spectrum of Jewish backgrounds than those active in Hillel who typically have strong Jewish 

backgrounds.  

CEI interns are much more likely than SJEs to be in contact with students without previous 

Hillel participation.  Thus, the CEI interns help SJEs reach less-involved Jewish students. 

SJEs advance Jewish learning, CEI interns promote Jewish friendships  

SJEs exert a small-to-moderate positive impact upon feelings of Jewish growth, level of 

Jewish learning, and organized Jewish activity on campus.  SJEs are especially likely to reach 

άǊƛǎŜǊǎέ -- students who had already embarked upon their own Jewish journeys.  In one 

area, the promotion of Jewish friendships, CEI interns out-perform SJEs. 

SJE used three major methods to establish social relationships with students:   

¶ One-on-one relationship building 

¶ Use of existing campus frameworks for the purpose of teaching and engagement  

¶ 9ƴŀōƭƛƴƎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ōŜŎƻƳŜ άƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŜǊǎέ to mobilize their social networks or to set 

up new social networks.  

University 
Contacts 

established  

Brown University 67 

University of California ς Berkeley 62 

Tufts University 62 

University of Maryland, College Park 61 

University of California - Los Angeles 60 

University of Texas, Austin 58 

University of Virginia 54 

New York University 49 

Ohio State University 49 

University of Chicago 47 

University of Kansas 45 

University of California - San Diego 43 

Northwestern University 42 

Total (Mean) 51 
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SJEΩǎ ǳǎŜ three education strategies, of which the first has received the most attention: 

¶ ¢ŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ƻŦ WŜǿƛǎƘ ǘŜȄǘǎ ǘƻ ƛƭƭǳƳƛƴŀǘŜ ƭƛŦŜΩǎ άōƛƎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎέ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǾŜȅ άōƛƎ ƛŘŜŀǎΦέ 

¶ Model meaningful Jewish practice:  

o Jewish ritual and ceremony. 

o Providing Jewish context and depth to otherwise secular activity. 

¶ Connect one-on-one through pastoral counseling.  

Jewish talk makes a difference  

άWŜǿƛǎƘ ǘŀƭƪέ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ {W9ǎ ƻǊ /9L ƛƴǘŜǊƴǎ ƛǎ associated with positive Jewish 

outcomes (e.g., interest in Birthright).  άDŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǘŀƭƪέ ς embracing personal interests, leisure 

time, academic studies ς is not associated with positive Jewish outcomes.  For SJEs, holding 

conversations on Jewish matters produces (or reflects) a sharp rise in feelings of Jewish 

growth and increased Jewish learning.  

CEI Jewish growth rates are the highest  

CEI interns themselves report personal Jewish growth rates higher than other students 

report.   CEI interns on the five SJE campuses do not report higher growth rates than those 

on the five non-SJE campuses. It is likely that it is the very experience of connecting with 

other Jewish students, and the responsibility the position entails, that stimulates growth in 

CEI interns rather than the relationship with an SJE.   

IMPLICATIONS FOR YEAR TWO AND BEYOND 

Future dialogue needs to generate insight into the cost/benefit of the JJF investment  

The investment in SJE/CEI should provide lessons to guide future philanthropic investments 

ƛƴ ŀǘǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ WWC ǾƛǎƛƻƴΥ άLƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ȅƻǳƴƎ WŜǿǎ ŜƴƎŀƎŜŘ ƛƴ ƻƴƎƻƛƴƎ WŜǿƛǎƘ 

ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŎƘƻƻǎƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƭƛǾŜ ǾƛōǊŀƴǘ WŜǿƛǎƘ ƭƛǾŜǎΦέ  While it is clear that on SJE/CEI campuses 

more Jewish students report greater Jewish involvement than on campuses on which 

{W9κ/9L ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƻƻ ǎƻƻƴ ǘƻ ƪƴƻǿ ƳǳŎƘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ άƻƴƎƻƛƴƎ WŜǿƛǎƘ 

ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎέ ƻǊ άŎƘƻƻǎƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƭƛǾŜ ǾƛōǊŀƴǘ WŜǿƛǎƘ ƭƛǾŜǎΦέ   

Future dialogue needs to focus on the scale and source of financial resources required by 

Hillel to expand the SJE/CEI model  

The SJE model is a relatively expensive program.  Expanding the SJE model would require 

substantial additional resources.  It is possible that the lessons of the SJE experience can be 

used to craft less expensive variations on the SJE theme.   

Clarifying or adjusting the quantitative target for CEI interns 

The average number of contacts per CEI intern is around 50 compared with an initial target 

of 60.   The target could be lowered.  Given the goal of reaching uninvolved students, some 
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contacts ς those with less Jewish background or more limited prior contact with Hillel may 

ōŜ άǿƻǊǘƘέ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΦ  ¢ƘƻǎŜ /9L ƛƴǘŜǊƴǎ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ƛƴ ǊŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ 

the less involved should be rewarded.   

Clarifying or adjusting the quantitative target for SJEs 

The four SJEs continuing into 2009/2010 all met the original numerical goal of 180 contacts, 

and all feel that the goal is reasonable.  However, more attention needs to be given to the 

relationship between quantity of contacts and quality of contacts.   SJEs are more effective 

in stimulating Jewish growth with students with weaker Jewish background or more limited 

prior Hillel connection.  The quantitative goal for SJEs could give moǊŜ άŎǊŜŘƛǘέ ŦƻǊ ǊŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ 

ǘƘŜ ƭŜǎǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘΣ ŀƴŘ ƭŜǎǎ άŎǊŜŘƛǘέ ŦƻǊ ǊŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘΦ    

Trying to improve the impact of SJEs on the Jewish journeys of CEI interns  

CEI interns under SJE guidance should grow more than those without SJEs on their campus. 

Some promising approaches:  

¶ SJEs should be integrated more fully into the CEI training program.    

¶ SJEs could focus more of their attention on creating on-going learning opportunities 

for CEI interns. 

Improve the integration of SJEs on the campus  

SJEs on different campuses vary in the extent to which they function smoothly and 

effectively in three areas:  

¶ Getting up to speed at the beginning of their tenure. 

¶ Clarity about role and responsibility. 

¶ Integration into Hillel management structure. 

IƛƭƭŜƭΩǎ Schusterman International Center needs to work with each participating campus 

Hillel to plan and implement a smooth start up, clarify responsibilities, and integrate SJEs 

into the campus Hillel management structure.   

Contact follow-up is an unrealized opportunity  

The large number of contacts generated by CEI interns provides a serious challenge for 

follow-up, given that CEI interns serve for one year.  Possibilities include: 

¶ CEI interns could serve more than one year. 

¶ CEI alumni (advisors) could take resǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ƭŀǎǘ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ 

students. 

¶ Regular Hillel staff could play a role in follow-up. 
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Part of the follow-up strategy should include a more systematic and user-friendly approach 

to contact relationship management (CRM). 

Greater integration of SJE and CEI programs  

Given that SJE and CEI represent two parts of a larger vision, both on campus and at the 

national level, there is a need to integrate the SJE and CEI programs.  On campus, the SJE 

and CEI coordinators need to be seen as part of the same team.  !ǘ IƛƭƭŜƭΩǎ {ŎƘusterman 

International Center, SJE and CEI need to be managed by a single organizational unit, rather 

than by two parallel managerial and administrative systems as had been the case.  

It may make more sense to view SJE/CEI as a model for involving and engaging Jewish 

students, not as the model  

All of the available evidence suggests that the SJE/CEI model is a very promising approach to 

broadening and deepening Jewish life on campus.  At the same time, it is important to 

recognize the existence of other models.  Given the rich diversity of American colleges and 

ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ǳƴƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ άƻƴŜ ǎƛȊŜ Ŧƛǘǎ ŀƭƭΦέ   Our brief foray onto alternative 

campuses reveals several important differences that need to be kept in mind in moving this 

initiative forward.   For example, on some campuses, there are so many self-motivated and 

engaged Jewish students with competing visions of Judaism and being Jewish that there is a 

real challenge and opportunity in meeting their diverse needs AND creating a sense of Clal 

Yisrael. 

 

CONCLUSION 

The Senior Jewish Educator / Campus Entrepreneurs Initiative appears to be an effective 

strategy for broadening the reach of Hillel in engaging students in Jewish life on campus, 

even after only one year in operation.   While the intervention exhibits the growing pains 

and sharp learning curves associated with such an ambitious enterprise at its outset, the 

combination of SJE and CEI enables outreach to previously uninvolved students and 

stimulates Jewish growth.  Both the extent of outreach and the amount of Jewish growth 

that students report can be expected to continue to expand as the initiatives mature, 

educational strategies are refined, and issues addressed.   
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INTRODUCTION  

THE SJE AND CEI INITIATIVES  

With support from the Jim Joseph Foundation (JJF), Hillel: The Foundation for Campus 

Jewish Life (Hillel) in 2008 launched a major new initiative aimed at dramatically increasing 

the number of Jewish students who are connected to Jewish life. This project, entitled, 

άIƛƭƭŜƭ {ŜƴƛƻǊ WŜǿƛǎƘ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƻǊǎ LƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜέ ό{W9ύ ŀƛƳǎ ǘƻ ŜƴƎŀƎŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ WŜǿƛǎƘ 

students in Jewish learning encounters and other Jewish activities.  

The SJE initiative was intended to work in tandem with the Campus Entrepreneurs Initiative 

(CEI), which utilizes peer networks to identify and connect with students. SJEs are full-time 

professional Jewish educators.  In contrast, the Campus Entrepreneurs Initiative interns (CEI 

interns) are full-time students who work as part-time interns to introduce their fellow 

students to available and appropriate Jewish experiences.  These two efforts target students 

who are not otherwise engaged in Jewish life on campus. 

THE ASSESSMENT 

In the summer of 2008, JJF and Hillel selected the researchers to undertake a two-year 

assessment of the SJE & CEI initiatives.  This report summarizes the findings at the end of 

the first year.  

 THE REPORT  

This report focuses on the impact of the SJE initiative and the interaction between SJEs and 

CEI interns on campuses where both are present.  This report seeks to establish if the 

investment by Hillel and JJF in the SJEs and CEI interns is paying off.   

¶ Did the SJEs and CEI interns reach significant numbers of students, in particular, 

those previously uninvolved in Jewish life in general or Hillel in particular? 

¶ Did they succeed in helping them advance on their Jewish journeys?  

Our more specific questions include: 

1. How are SJEs providing added value to the overall effort by ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎŀƳǇǳǎŜǎΩ IƛƭƭŜƭǎ ǘƻ 

involve students in meaningful Jewish experiences on campus? 

2. How does the nature of the Hillel operation on campus influence an SJE's 

effectiveness?  What role should an SJE play within the campus operation in order to 

deliver greatest impact? 

3. Iƻǿ ŘƻŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ IƛƭƭŜƭΩǎ {ŎƘǳǎǘŜǊƳŀƴ LƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ /ŜƴǘŜǊ influence the 

successful work of the SJE? 
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The sections of the report are:  

1. The rationale for the SJE and CEI initiatives 

The historic context in which the SJE and CEI initiatives were created and the rationale 

for initiatives in terms of their expected benefit to Jewish engagement on campus.  

2. The research 

The research design used to assess the impact of the SJE and CEI initiatives and the 

extent to which the underlying theory of change actually works. 

3. Are SJEs and CEI interns reaching large numbers of students who were 

previously uninvolved with Hillel? 

We will examine the numerical targets set for SJEs and CEI interns in terms of numbers of 

students contacted and their prior Jewish campus involvement. 

4. What is the Jewish quality of the social relationships established by SJEs and 

CEI interns? 

We examine the role of SJEs and CEI interns in promoting meaningful Jewish 

relationships on campus.  What methods are SJEs devising to engage students in 

meaningful Jewish relationships?  Are students reporting Jewish growth as the result 

of interaction with an SJE and/or CEI intern? 

5. What is the nature of the interaction between CEI interns and SJEs? 

A primary role of an SJE is to engage CEI interns in meaningful Jewish relationships and 

enrich the CEI leadership training program with Jewish learning.  Do CEI interns grow 

Jewishly as a result of their interaction with an SJE?   

6. Policy implications 

We articulate policy implications for the Jim Joseph Foundation and Hillel's Schusterman 

International Center. 

7. Revisiting the SJE and CEI logic model and major tasks for research in 2009/10 

We return to the logic model that guides the SJE and CEI initiatives, with an aim to revising it 

based on the 2008/9 research. 
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I.  THE RATIONALE FOR THE SJE AND CEI INITIATIVES  

THE CHANGING NATURE OF JEWISH BELONGING AND IDENTITY  

The SJE and CEI initiatives respond to the distinctive attributes of the current generation of 

students on campus and the changing nature of Jewish life in the United States. While 

Jewish students express significant pride in being Jewish, they also value multiculturalism 

and do not necessarily privilege their Jewish identities.  Rather, for these students, being 

Jewish is only one of many self-identities.  Jewish students today are less likely to connect ς 

or, more precisely, to join ς Jewish organizations for the sake of association with other 

Jews.   They look instead for content, seeking Jewish spaces that allow them to bring their 

non-Jewish friends, and want to access their Jewish identities simultaneously with their 

other identities. 

FROM AFFILIATION TO MAXIMIZING TO MEANINGFUL EXPERIENCE  

¢ƘŜ ƳƻŘŜƭ ƻŦ ŀ άIƛƭƭŜƭ IƻǳǎŜέ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀŎŜ ŦƻǊ WŜǿƛǎƘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƻƴ ŎŀƳǇǳǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ in 

the first half of the 20th century and grew dramatically after WWII.  During the same period, 

ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ άWŜǿƛǎƘ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ /ŜƴǘŜǊέ ŀƴŘ ά{ȅƴŀƎƻƎǳŜ /ŜƴǘŜǊέ ŀƭǎƻ ƎǊŜǿ ǘƻ 

meet the needs of Jews moving out of Jewish urban neighborhoods to the suburbs.   These 

institutions ran programs ς cultural, educational, religious, and sport ς that drew Jews into 

their buildings.  Success was determined by affiliation - number of members or amount of 

people coming through the doors of the institution.  

DuriƴƎ ǘƘŜ мффлΩǎΣ IƛƭƭŜƭΩǎ Ƴƛǎǎƛƻƴ shifted toward άƳŀȄƛƳƛȊing the number of Jews doing 

WŜǿƛǎƘ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ WŜǿǎΦέ  In this paradigm, Hillel focused on Jewish engagement, with an 

emphasis on drawing previously uninvolved students into new and ongoing Hillel activities 

and increasing the numbers of Jewish students participating.  The maximizing paradigm 

draws on cultural assumptions of an earlier generation, which assumed inherent value in 

bringing Jews together, no matter the content. In fact, Hillel took a broad definition of  

άŘƻƛƴƎ WŜǿƛǎƘέ and of Jewish education.  Almost any recognizably Jewish activity was 

ǇǊƛǾƛƭŜƎŜŘ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜ ƻŦ IƛƭƭŜƭΩǎ ǿƻǊƪΣ ŀǎ ƭƻƴƎ ŀǎ WŜǿǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻƳƛƴƎ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊΦ 

hǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ мфулΩǎ ŀƴŘ мффлΩǎΣ ƭƻƴƎ-term trends of intermarriage and the 

acceptance of Jews into mainstream American culture intensified, along with a concurrent 

growth of other Jewish campus organizations.  Within this new reality, the new model 

entailing SJEs and CEI interns seeks to engage students who wilƭ ƻƴƭȅ άŘƻ WŜǿƛǎƘέ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ 

Jewish experiences are personally meaningful.  This approach sees itself as emphasizing 

depth and breadth, bringing students together to learn, grow, and change.  The SJE and CEI 

interns want to reach Jewish students on the studŜƴǘǎΩ ƻǿƴ ǘŜǊƳǎΣ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƻ 

personalized Jewish experiences uniquely tailored to the individual interests of the students. 

This paradigm seeks to connect students to meaningful Jewish experiences that will propel 

them along their individual Jewish journeysΣ ǘƻǿŀǊŘ ŀ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άWŜǿƛǎƘ ƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇΣέ ǿƘŜǊŜ 
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Jewish young adults make informed and intelligent choices about how being Jewish will 

inform and enrich their lives.  

The question is: how can SJEs and CEI interns reach Jewish students who do not naturally 

seek out opportunities offered by Hillel and provide them opportunities for meaningful 

Jewish engagement?  The response is an engagement strategy that moves away from 

emphasizing programs run out of Hillel and is focused instead on student-initiated 

interaction with other Jews on campus. The operating logic is very similar to social-

networking internet sites such as Facebook.  A core group of approximately 12 students, the 

/9L ƛƴǘŜǊƴǎΣ ǎǇŜƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǘƛƳŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ άŦǊƛŜƴŘǎƘƛǇǎέ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǾƛǘing their friends to 

participate in activities that are most relevant to their interests.  The activities happen 

everywhere, on- and off-campus, and many are not formally associated with Hillel.  The SJE, 

where present, works with CEI interns and other student leaders to create opportunities 

ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ƛƴ ǿŀȅǎ ǘƘey find meaningfully and 

authentically Jewish.  

"EMERGING ADULTHOOD" AS AN EXTENDED LIFE STAGE WITH SIGNIFICANCE FOR 

DEVELOPING JEWISH BELONGING  

Lƴ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƳŀȄƛƳƛȊƛƴƎ ǇŀǊŀŘƛƎƳΣ ǘƘŜ άƳŜŀƴƛƴƎŦǳƭ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ǇŀǊŀŘƛƎƳέ ǊŜǎǘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 

ōŜƭƛŜŦ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŜŀŎƘ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ WŜǿ Ƴǳǎǘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƻ άƻǿƴέ Ƙƛǎ ƻǊ 

her own Jewish experience.  By doing so, s/he will find or create other means for meaningful 

Jewish connection and involvement during his or her time on campus and continue that 

pathway after graduation.  Ideally, the student will not rely on established Jewish 

institutions to build his or her Jewish life, but will pro-actively initiate meaningful Jewish 

ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΣ ŀƎŀƛƴΣ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǘŜǊƳǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǎǇŀŎŜΦ  

This paradigm is particularly relevant in light of recent social scientific literature on life cycle 

development that Hillel professionals cite.2 In particular, the focus is on a life stage called 

ά9ƳŜǊƎƛƴƎ !ŘǳƭǘƘƻƻŘΦέ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ƭƛŦŜ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ōŜƎƛƴǎ ǿƘŜƴ ȅƻǳƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƭŜŀǾŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎΩ 

homes and continues until they set up their own households and solidify their life choices 

about family, community, and Judaism.  According to the research literature, this period of 

life is increasing in length.  ̧ ƻǳƴƎ ŀŘǳƭǘǎ ŀǊŜ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƛƳŜ ŀŦǘŜǊ ƭŜŀǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎΩ 

homes before creating their own households. When they do settle down, the chances are 

that life ŎƘƻƛŎŜǎ ǿƛƭƭ ƭŜŀŘ ǘƘŜƳ ŦŀǊ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎΩ WŜǿƛǎƘ ƭƛŦŜstyles. It should also be 

noted that members of this generation, as did previous generations, often lack paradigms of 

active Jewish connection.  They frequently inherited engagement in Jewish institutions for 

the purpose of association with other Jews, but without personal meaning, such as the 

άǇƛŎƪ-up/ drop-ƻŦŦέ ƳƻŘŜƭ ƻŦ ǎȅƴŀƎƻƎǳŜ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘΦ  They need models of active adult 

Jewish life to strive toward meaningful connection to Jewish life and community.   

  

                                                      
2 For example see, Sharon Daloz Parks. Big Questions, Worthy Dreams: Mentoring Young Adults in Their Search 
for Meaning, Purpose, and Faith. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers, 2000. 
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Affiliation 

 

 

IƛƭƭŜƭΩǎ ¢ŀǎƪ 

Hillel staff need a skill set to efficiently run the 
Hillel operation with a strong emphasis on 
programs that students enjoy.  Success is 
predicated on numbers coming into the Hillel 
building or attending Hillel sponsored programs.   

Historical context   

Mid-20th century.  Jews leave ethnic 
neighborhoods where spending most of your 
time with other Jews was a natural part of 
everyday life.  The Synagogue Center, Jewish 
Community Center attempt to recreate the 
space of the ethnic neighborhood in the 
suburbs.  The Hillel House provides a similar 
model on campus. 

Success  

Largest possible number of participants paying 
membership dues or participating in programs 
run in the building of the organization. 

Operating Assumption 

Jews want to mix socially with other Jews and 
will search out an organized framework for doing 
so. 

Maximizing Numbers 

Historical context   

1990s - Concerned with Jewish continuity, 
Jewish institutions invest significant efforts to 
stave off intermarriage.  Hillel seeks to position 
itself as cool with young dynamic professionals 
out on campus meeting students and drawing 
them into Jewish activities. Hillels produce large 
image-building events that draw larger numbers 
of students. 

IƛƭƭŜƭΩǎ ¢ŀǎƪ 

Continuity with affiliation paradigm, but with 
greater emphasis on image, marketing and 
events which will appeal to diverse Jewish 
student populations. 

Success  

Largest possible number of Jewish participants 
"doing Jewish" in Hillel initiated programs. 

Operating Assumption 

Jews interacting with other Jews is a goal which 
stands unto itself. 

SJE/CEI 
Meaningful Experience 

Historical Context 

Early 21st century. Students are coming 
from a greater variety of ethnic 

backgrounds, with perhaps 50% having a 
Jewish parent. For most, spending time 
with other Jews is not a priority unto 
itself.  Jewish life must be relevant, 

compelling and enriching if it is to be 
seen as valuable. 

IƛƭƭŜƭΩǎ ¢ŀǎƪ 

Create an environment on campus where 
students engage one another through 
relationships and together create or 
connect to meaningful Jewish 
experiences. 

Success  

Relationships  help students connect with 
meaningful Jewish experiences. This 
enables students to initiate and actively 
pursue their individual Jewish journeys.   

Operating Assumption 

Young Jews on campus are open to 
opportunities to engage in meaningful 
Jewish experiences.  With appropriate 
facilitation, students will facilitate their 
own Jewish engagement.   

   

 

Historic Shift 

Exhibit 1 
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! ƪŜȅ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ά9ƳŜǊƎƛƴƎ !ŘǳƭǘƘƻƻŘέ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƻǇŜƴƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ȅƻǳƴƎ ŀŘǳƭǘǎ ǘƻ ŜƴƎŀƎŜ ƛƴ άōƛƎ 

ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎέ ŀōƻǳǘ ƭƛŦŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƻƛŎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƳŀŘŜ ŀǎ ƻƴŜ ŜƴǘŜǊǎ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŘǳƭǘƘƻƻŘΦ 

The role of the SJE is to work with Hillel staff and CEI interns to create opportunities to 

engage students in discussions about the big questions they are asking of themselves and 

others, from a Jewish perspective.  

 

THE NEED FOR QUALIFIED PERSONNEL AND NEW EDUCATIONAL PRACTICE 

In the maximizing paradigm, Hillel staff need a skill set to effectively run the Hillel operation 

with a strong emphasis on approaches that students enjoy.  Under prior models, success 

depended on numbers coming into the Hillel building or attending Hillel-sponsored 

programs.  In the meaningful experience paradigm, the charge is to create an environment 

on campus where students engage one another through relationships and together create 

or connect to meaningful Jewish experiences.  This mission is new and, as of yet, does not 

come with a clear guide that specifies the knowledge, emotional and managerial 

qualifications, or educational methods that a Hillel staff person needs in order to implement 

the paradigm. 

The formative mission of SJEs and CEI interns is to trail-blaze the human-resource, 

educational, and institutional practices needed for the meaningful experience paradigm to 

succeed, and to nurture and train staff who are qualified to work according to the logic of 

the paradigm.  

The chart on the next page (exhibit 2) summarizes the SJE and CEI theory of change and the 

logic model, as it was formulated by the research team in collaboration with IƛƭƭŜƭΩǎ 

Schusterman International Center leadership at the start of the project.  
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Why SJE/CEI? 

Hillel estimates that approximately 
35% of Jewish college students are 
deeply involved in Jewish life.  Other 
Jewish students have thus far 
managed to spend their college 
careers without meaningful Jewish 
experiences or Jewish involvement. 

Hillel estimates that 85% of Jewish 
students attend college. Hillel has a 
tremendous opportunity to impact 
the Jewish journeys of students at an 
age that is developmentally 
significant and has the potential to 
ignite future Jewish involvement and 
commitments. 

Emerging adulthood is a period of life 
when young adults by and large exist 
beyond the purview of communal 
institutions and are not seeking out 
institutional involvement ς Hillel 
must develop extra-institutional 
strategies to engage them. 

Emerging adulthood is also a time 
when students are exploring big 
questions and seeking resources to 
shape their life ideologies, often with 
assistance from their universities and 
certainly not in a faith-based or Jewish 
context. This orientation toward 
exploration offers an additional 
opportunity. 

There is a shortage of Jewish 
educators in Hillel with either the 
qualifications or the portfolio to 
engage students successfully in 
meaningful Jewish experiences. 

How does  
SJE/CEI work? 

Through a methodology of 
relationship building, CEI interns 
and SJEs cultivate relationships 
with individuals and networks of 
students connecting them to (or 
creating with them) meaningful 
Jewish experiences.   

SJEs are talented Jewish 
educators with an authentic 
Jewish personality who serve as 
mentors and teachers to CEI 
interns, build relationships with 
Jewish students and networks 
throughout the campus and 
serve as a resource to elevate 
the Jewish learning and content 
of the overall Hillel. 

CEI interns are students with a 
Jewish background but who have 
not previously been connected 
to Jewish life on campus. CEI 
interns experience an intensive 
leadership curriculum that also 
strengthens their own Jewish 
connections and helps them find 
meaningful Jewish celebration. 
They are charged with 
connecting with students new to 
Jewish life and who are involved 
in diverse social networks and, in 
turn, connecting them to Jewish 
resources. 

What is 
success? 

Create "Enriched 
Educational 
Relationships" between 
SJEs and CEI 
interns/students and 
relationships between 
CEI interns and students.  

Increase numbers of 
Jewish students having 
meaningful Jewish 
experiences. 

Increase Jewish 
knowledge, Jewish self 
confidence, positive 
Jewish memories and 
people/community 
experiences of students 
(to whom the SJEs 
connect). 

Increase Jewish 
ownership felt by 
students to whom the 
SJEs connect. 

Ultimate Goal: Greater 
Jewish involvement by 
students 

Exhibit 2: Theory of change and logic model for SJE ς CEI campuses 
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II. THE RESEARCH   

This assessment of the SJE and CEI initiatives seeks to determine whether these programs 

are working, and to try to identify critical success factors.   

!ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǿŜ ǎŀȅ άǎǳŎŎŜǎǎΣέ ǿŜ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛƴ ŘƛŎƘƻǘƻƳƻǳǎ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ άǎǳŎŎŜǎǎέ ƻǊ άŦŀƛƭǳǊŜΦέ  

Rather, the research project is about learning what the SJEs and CEI interns offer college 

students, and how the relationship-building strategies work (or do not work) in order to 

consider how to improve on what is being built for the future.    

At the outset, it was clear that there were several significant challenges in this project which 

argued for a heuristic model ς we knew we would all be learning as we proceeded: 

¶ CEI had been underway for only for three years, and most campuses were entering their 

first year with the initiative; and, except at UCLA, the SJE initiative was brand new.  At 

both the level of IƛƭƭŜƭΩǎ {Ŏhusterman International Center and on the individual 

campuses, the work was just beginning, and thus we were dealing with a highly fluid 

situation. 

¶ The campuses selected are large, complex social organisms with significant numbers of 

Jewish students. In every sense, these initiatives are living, open laboratories, and 

measurement and interpretation of results, as expected, have turned out to be 

challenging and indeed invite active discussion and deliberation between the major 

stake holders in the project. 

¶ The evaluation model is complex ς particularly for campuses involving both the SJE and 

CEI initiatives; in effect we have been trying to assess the SJEs, CEI interns, the synergy 

between them and the impact of other campus-specific variables.   

  The assessment included both formative (process) and summative (outcomes) elements.3 

 

RESEARCH STRATEGY  

The research team designed the research to compare engagement strategies on fifteen 

campuses.  In consultation with Hillel, the research team chose fifteen campuses for the 

sample: 

¶ five campuses with an SJE that are also implementing the CEI engagement strategy;  

¶ five campuses that do not have an SJE, but are implementing CEI; and  

¶ five campuses that have neither an SJE nor CEI.   

The latter five were initially seen as a comparison group. However, as a result of the 

research process, it became clear to the research team that it was more useful to view these 

campuses as provide alternatives to SJE and CEI as ways to engage students outside the 
                                                      
3 For a more detailed presentation of the formative and summative elements of the research see the Research 
Plan. 
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campus Hillel orbit.  The selection of campuses is referred to below as the 5-5-5 model. (See 

appendix four for a list of campuses.)  

We explored the following four primary relationships.  

1. SJEs and Students 

2. SJEs and CEI interns   

3. CEI interns and Students on SJE/CEI Campuses 

4. CEI interns and Students on CEI-alone campuses 

 

RESEARCH ACTIVITY 

Our research aimed at three research objectives: 

1. TO GAIN FAMILIARITY WITH THE SJE AND CEI INITIATIVES, AND THE FIFTEEN CAMPUSES 

A.  ENGAGEMENT INSTITUTE  

In August of 2008, one researcher attended the Engagement Institute at Ramah Darom. This 

provided the opportunity to meet all five SJEs and conduct participant observation as they 

began their work as Senior Educators.  The same researcher also participated in the August 

2009 Engagement Institute.   

B. CONFERENCE ATTENDANCE  

All four principal researchers attended Hillel's professional conference (PSC) in Baltimore in 

December of 2008. We made contact with all fifteen potential campuses, meeting with 

senior staff from each campus, and meeting with directors from several campuses in small 

groups.  We also attended sessions with the SJEs, with the goal of trying to understand their 

experiences and challenges during the first semester or quarter of work.  After meeting with 

representatives from all campuses, all but one campus chose to participate in the research.  

A replacement was later found to keep the model at 5-5-5.  

C. CAMPUS PROFILES  

We built profiles of all 15 campuses, describing the nature of each campus, Jewish life on 

campus and the local Hillel operation.  The profiles served to provide background for our 

discussions with Executive and Associate Directors.  A short version of each campus profile 

is found in appendix ten. 
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2.  QUANTITATIVE RESEARCH 

 D. STUDENT SURVEY
4
  

With the assistance of IƛƭƭŜƭΩǎ {ŎƘǳǎǘŜǊƳŀƴ LƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ /ŜƴǘŜǊΩǎ Director for 

Organizational Learning, we conducted an online survey of students from all 15 campuses in 

the research project, along with 38 additional students with unknown campus affiliation.  

The SJEs and CEI interns recruited their contacts, and Hillel directors used a variety of means 

to recruit students who are beyond the personal scope of the SJEs and CEI interns.  

The student survey, designed closely with the input and cooperation of representatives 

from IƛƭƭŜƭΩǎ {ŎƘǳǎǘŜǊƳŀƴ LƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ /ŜƴǘŜǊ, covered a variety of areas.  Among them: 

standard socio-demographic characteristics; pre-college Jewish education and engagement 

(in part measured by parental activities); reports of meaningful Jewish experiences in the 

past; participation or interest in Birthright Israel and Alternative Break programs; Jewish 

activity last year and this year; feeling of Jewish ownership; feelings of Jewish growth, and 

familiarity with and closeness to SJEs (where available) and CEI interns; and other items. 

Exhibit 3: Responses to Student Survey 

 Campus Responses 

SJE/CEI N.Y.U. 516 
 U.C. Berkeley 186 

 U.C. Los Angeles 301 

 U. Chicago 128 

 U. Texas 191 
CEI - Research Project Northwestern U. 271 

Ohio State U. 168 
U. Kansas 74 

U. C. San Diego 157 
U. Virginia 201 

Others, added by  
IƛƭƭŜƭΩǎ Schusterman 
International Center 

Barnard/Columbia/JTS 55 
Indiana 40 

Muhlenberg College 227 
San Diego State University 96 

University of Michigan 197 
Other 6 

Not recorded 32 

 Total 2,846 

In all, 2,846 eligible respondents answered the survey, out of an undefined universe.  By 

άŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜέ ǿŜ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ full-time students, undergraduate or graduate, who identified as 

Jewish in some way. In addition, 460 non-eligible students and others responded.  

Hillel professionals distributed the survey invitations virally, usually with no predefined list 

of prospective respondents. The numbers and proportion of Jewish students on each 

campus who completed the surveys vary in accordance to the scope of the list of Jewish 

                                                      
4 See appendix eight for details of the survey methods and analysis. 
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students held by the local Hillel, and the extent to which Hillel and individual CEI interns 

sent out the survey link and encouraged their contacts and friends to respond. Hence, we 

have no ability to calculate response rates, nor would they be meaningful. 

E. THE CEI INTERN SURVEY  

A survey of CEI interns was conducted, largely replicating the student survey in content. Of 
the 126 CEI interns in the system, 93 (or 74%) responded. CEI interns who completed the CEI 
survey are not included in the numbers who completed the student survey. 
 
Exhibit 4: Responses to CEI Intern Survey   

 Interns Sample for 
research 
project 

Participated in 
survey 

Response 
rate 

Brown University 10  3 30% 

New York University 11 Yes 10 91% 

Northwestern University 14 Yes 13 93% 

Ohio State University 12 Yes 7 58% 

Tufts University 6  3 50% 

University of California, 
Berkeley 

9 Yes 5 50% 

University of California, Los 
Angeles 

12 Yes 12 100% 

University of California, San 
Diego 

11 Yes 7 64% 

University of Chicago 5 Yes 5 100% 

University of Kansas 10 Yes 9 90% 

University of Maryland 11  5 40% 

University of Texas, Austin 9 Yes 8 78% 

University of Virginia 6 Yes 6 100% 

Total 126  93 74% 

F. REACH DATA SYSTEM 

IƛƭƭŜƭΩǎ {ŎƘǳǎǘŜǊƳŀƴ LƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ /ŜƴǘŜǊ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǘŜŀƳ ŀƴ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ άdumpέ of 

REACH data in January 2009. (REACH is the Customer Relation Management system 

employed by SJEs and CEI interns.) Initial analysis was completed in February 2009, and 

during campus visits in February, questions were posed to SJE, CEI coordinators and CEI 

interns about use of the REACH data, in order to understand how the data collection system 

is implemented in practice.  Based on the different uses of the REACH data from campus to 

campus, and user to user, and the uneven quality of the data in the data system, the 

research team decided to limit use of the REACH data to counting the number of contacts 

made by CEI interns on each campus.  Due to inconsistent usage of REACH by SJEs, their 

contacts counts are drawn for this report from the year-end report provided by the SJE 

director to JJF.   
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3. QUALITATIVE RESEARCH 

G. CAMPUS SITE VISITS   

Members of the research team paid site visits to all but three of the fifteen campuses.  Each 

visit lasted from one to two days during the months of February and March 2009.  The goal 

of the visits was to learn more about campus culture, the work being done by SJE and CEI 

interns (or the engagement strategies on the alternative campuses) and to observe staff and 

students involved with the engagement work.  We conducted interviews with SJEs; senior 

Hillel staff including Executive, Associate, and Assistant Directors; CEI Coordinators; 

Engagement Directors and Israel Fellows; and CEI interns and other students. We also 

conducted limited participant observation in CEI intern group meetings and other CEI intern 

interactions with the SJEs.  

During February and March of 2009, site visits were conducted at four of the five SJE 

campuses. These comprised the University of Chicago, New York University, University of 

California-Los Angeles, and University of Texas-Austin.  No site visit was made to University 

of California-Berkeley in February due to senior staff position changes, which made 

scheduling difficult.  However, phone interviews were conducted with the SJE, CEI 

Coordinator, Interim Director, and two CEI interns.  In addition to the SJE+CEI intern 

campuses, visits were made to all five campuses in the sample with CEI interns but no SJE.  

These comprised Ohio State University, Northwestern University, University of California-

San Diego, University of Virginia, and University of Kansas.  While not included in the 

proposal, members of the research team also visited three of the five alternative strategy 

campuses.  Alternative campus visits comprised the University of Michigan, Columbia 

University, and San Diego State University.  No site visits were made to Muhlenberg College 

and Indiana University, both which were covered by way of telephone interviews with the 

Executive Director and Engagement Director at Indiana and the Director, Engagement 

Association, Programming Intern, and Office Manager at Muhlenberg College.   

In all, a total of 79 interviews and 13 additional focus groups or observations of teaching 

were conducted as part of the first round of research.  Appendix five documents the 

interviews conducted and observations made on the fifteen campuses.  

H. FOLLOW-UP PHONE INTERVIEWS   

In July 2009, 15 follow-up interviews were conducted with senior Hillel staff on the SJE and 

CEI campuses.  Interviews included all five SJEs and some of the Executive or Associate 

Directors and CEI coordinators.  Appendix six documents the follow-up interviews 

conducted.  

I. INTERVIEWS WITH SJE AND CEI DIRECTORS 

An interview was conducted with the SJE Director and HillelΩǎ Director of Research of 

Organizational Learning at the Hillel Professional Staff Conference in December 2008 and 
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again in February 2009 in preparation for the 2009 campus visits.  Two follow-up 

conversations were conducted with the SJE Director after the campus visits in March and 

April 2009.  In addition, two interviews were conducted with the SJE and CEI Directors in 

March and April 2009 focusing on the broader strategy of IƛƭƭŜƭΩǎ {ŎƘǳǎǘŜǊƳŀƴ LƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 

Center vis-à-vis the SJE and CEI initiatives.      
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III. RELATIONSHIPS ς NUMBERS AND EXTENT OF OUTREACH 

Are SJEs and CEI interns reaching large numbers of students who were άpreviously 

uninvolvedέ with Hillel?  

 

SJE CONTACTS: MOST SJES HIT THE TARGET OF 180 RELATIONSHIPS 

The original target for SJEs was 180 contacts per SJE per year, with the expectation that the 

contacts primarily consist of students who were not previously involved with Hillel on 

campus.  Over the course of the 2008/9 academic year, the research team encountered 

ambivalence about the target of 180 contacts, which was at times also referred to as "180 

meaningful relationships."  At the August 2008 Engagement Institute and the December 

2008 Hillel Staff Conference, Directors and SJEs expressed a great deal of anxiety about the 

idea that a single person is capable of maintaining 180 meaningful relationships.   

In fact, the research findings demonstrate that 180 contacts is an attainable numerical 

goal for a first-year SJE.  Indeed, the actual performance of the 2008/9 SJEs (see below) and 

the atmosphere at the August 2009 Engagement Institute confirm a general confidence 

about the target of 180 contacts.  The four continuing SJEs all met the goal of 180 contacts 

and express confidence that the number is reasonable for a first-year SJE.  This sentiment is 

reflected in an essay written by the U.C. Berkeley SJE5 that provides an overview of how he 

met the target of 180 contacts and was echoed in the session6 he led on the topic at the 

August 2009 Engagement Institute. 

The challenge is not the number of sometimes superficial contacts with any students, but 

the number of influential relationships with students who have not had previous contact 

with Hillel.  

RETURNING SJE HIT TARGETS FOR NUMBER OF CONTACTS 

The reports provided by the SJEs of the number of their contacts are presented below.  The 

initial target of 180 contacts per SJE seems reasonable, and was attained by all four of the 

continuing SJEs. 

  

                                                      
5 Essay titled "Getting to 180," submitted by the SJE director to the Jim Joseph Foundation as part of the 
documentation accompanying her 2008/9 year end report. 
6 Session titled "Getting to 180," held on Monday, August 10th 2009. 
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Exhibit 5: Number of SJE Contacts on Five SJE Campuses* 

 Number of 
contacts  

Berkeley SJE 205 
Chicago SJE 135 
NYU SJE 251 
Texas SJE 200 
UCLA SJE 220 

*Provided ōȅ {W9ǎ ǘƻ IƛƭƭŜƭΩǎ {L/Σ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ in 2008/9 year end report of SJE director to JJF 

The University of Chicago SJE, who will not continue as an SJE in 2009/10, was the only SJE 

to fall short of the 180 target.  Part of the explanation for this lies in the fact that she 

received notice that her position was ending in April 2009 and was unable to finish up the 

final month of the school year.   In addition, the Chicago SJE placed relatively greater 

emphasis on the community-building strategy for reaching contacts than did other SJEs.  

This strategy requires greater initial investment in small numbers of students who are 

unlikely to come to Hillel or Jewish life on campus on their own.  The goal is for these select 

students to become "connectors" who will pull in additional students from their social 

network, creating a multiplying effect that in theory can play out over more than a single 

academic year.    

With this said, it does seem that the University of Chicago SJE underperformed.  Feedback 

from the University of Chicago Hillel Director and the SJE Director is that the Chicago SJE 

needed more help than the other SJEs in the first semester to "think strategically;" that is, to 

think about methods to reach large numbers of students or ways to parlay initial contacts 

into ways of reaching additional students.  The result was a slower start to the process of 

generating large numbers of contacts.    

MOST CEI INTERNS HIT OR APPROACHED THE TARGET OF 60 RELATIONSHIPS 

The target for each CEI intern on each campus ǿŀǎ сл άǇǊƛƳŀǊȅέ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘǎ ǇŜǊ ȅŜŀǊΦ  ¢ƘŜ 

expectation was that each CEI intern would connect with a unique set of individuals.  So, on 

a campus basis, if there were 12 CEI interns, they should have yielded 720 different CEI 

intern-student relationships. 

The average number of contacts reported in the REACH system for the 10 campuses covered 

by the assessment reporting was 45, with a range of 31 to 60. The average number of 

contacts reported by CEI intern survey respondents was 51, with a range of 42 to 67 for the 

13 CEI campuses that participated in the survey.  Differences between the REACH and 

Survey numbers for individual campuses ranged from 6% to 33%.  In three instances, the 

REACH average was higher than the Survey estimate; in seven instances, the Survey 

ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜ ǿŀǎ ƘƛƎƘŜǊΦ  ¢ƘŜ w9!/I Řŀǘŀ ǇǳǊǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ άǇǊƛƳŀǊȅέ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘǎΣ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƛǘ 
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is not clear that the REACH data were entered consistently.7 TƘŜ {ǳǊǾŜȅ ŀǎƪŜŘ ŦƻǊ άŀƭƭ 

ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘǎΦέ  

Five campuses met the target of an average of 60 contacts per CEI8  (Brown, UC-Berkeley, 

Tufts, University of Maryland, and UCLA).  The others ranged from an average of 42 to 58.    

By the measure of the total number of meetings per contact, the CEI interns on at least two 

other campuses appear especially productive: These are: the University of Virginia and the 

University of Chicago.   

 

CEI INTERNS & SJES WORK IN TANDEM 

One objective of the work of the CEI interns is to support the work of SJEs by bringing more 

students into contact with SJEs.  In this regard, the evidence points to the effectiveness of 

CEI interns. Those students who know CEI interns are much more likely to be in contact with 

an SJE (about 55% for those who know a CEI intern vs. only 21% for those who do not).  At 

the same time, closeness to a CEI intern is not linked to the chances of knowing an SJE or 

becoming close with him/her.  

                                                      
7 The REACH system automates assignment of primary contact. The primary engager is the CEI intern (or CEI 
advisor) with the most number of touches (events or interactions with a person).  If two engagers have the 
same number of interactions/events with the contact, then the primary engager is the person who created the 
record. If neither created the record, then it is the person with the most recent event/interaction.  From a 
research perspective, the concept of a primary contact is not being determined in a manner that necessarily 
reflects the actual primary contact for the student within a given campus operation.  In addition, no consistent 
use was made of the primary contact field data from one campus to the next.   
8 ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŀ ǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ƎŜƴŜǊƻǳǎ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ǿŀǎ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ŦƻǊ άǇǊƛƳŀǊȅέ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ Řŀǘŀ 
ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ άǇǊƛƳŀǊȅέ ŀƴŘ άǎŜŎƻƴŘŀǊȅέ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘǎΦ   

Exhibit 6: Measures of CEI Intern Productivity by Campus: 
Mean Number of Contacts, Meetings and Meetings per Contact 

 

University 
Contacts 

established  
Meetings 
conducted 

Meetings per 
contact 

Brown University 67 270 4.1 

University of California ς Berkeley 62 219 3.6 

Tufts University 62 N/A N/A 

University of Maryland, College Park 61 188 3.2 

University of California - Los Angeles 60 230 3.8 

University of Texas, Austin 58 234 4.1 

University of Virginia 54 262 5 

New York University 49 204 4.1 

Ohio State University 49 190 3.8 

University of Chicago 47 187 4.7 

University of Kansas 45 139 3 

University of California - San Diego 43 166 4 

Northwestern University 42 162 3.9 

Total (Mean) 51 198 3.9 
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Exhibit 7: Likelihood of student who knows CEI being in contact with SJE 

 Close to 
SJE 

Know SJE, 
but not 
close 

Don't 
know SJE 

Total 

Close to CEI 28% 27% 44% 100% 
Know CEI, but not close 26% 30% 44% 100% 
Don't know CEI 8% 13% 80% 100% 

 

SJE{Ω & CEI INTERNSΩ CONTACTS WITH VARIED LEVELS OF JEWISH INVOLVEMENT 

 

άTo achieve this goal [of doubling the number of Jewish students reached by Hillel], Hillel 

is restructuring its existing staffing models and modes of engagement in order to devote more 

ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘ ǳƴƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ WŜǿƛǎƘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ WŜǿƛǎƘ ƭƛŦŜΦέ9 

To what extent is the SJEs and CEI initiative enabling Hillel on campus to connect previously 

uninvolved Jewish students to Jewish life? 

1. SJES AND CEI INTERNS CONTACT STUDENTS FROM ALL TYPES OF JEWISH BACKGROUNDS 

SJEs and CEI interns connect to students drawn from varied levels of prior Jewish 

ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘΦ  ¦ƴƭƛƪŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŦƛƭŜ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭƭȅ άŀŎǘƛǾŜέ ƛƴ IƛƭƭŜƭ όǘƻ ŘŀǘŜύΣ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ 

who know SJEs and CEI interns are not drawn disproportionately from those with engaged 

Jewish parents and strong Jewish educational experiences in the childhood and 

adolescent years.  

Exhibit 8: Pre-college Jewish background of students with relationships with SJEs 

 

Close to a 
SJE 

Know, but not 
close 

Don't know a 
SJE (SJE 

campuses) 

Don't know a SJE 
(CIE and 

alternative 
campuses) 

Strong Background 32% 35% 31% 26% 
Moderate 
Background 

40% 39% 38% 42% 

Low Background 28% 27% 31% 31% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 
Exhibit 9: Pre-college Jewish background of students with relationships with CEI interns 
 

Close to a 
CEI 

Know, but not 
close 

Don't know a 
CEI (CEI 

campuses) 

Don't know a CEI 
(Alternative 
campuses) 

Strong Background 29% 31% 34% 31% 
Moderate 45% 42% 36% 43% 

                                                      
9
 In document titled: "Grant Proposal.  Hillel: The Foundation For Jewish Campus Life 

Washington, D.C. Experiential Educator Exemplar Program," p. 2. 
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Background 

Low Background 26% 27% 29% 26% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

2. SJES HAVE MORE CONTACT THAN THE CEI INTERNS WITH STUDENTS WHO WERE JEWISHLY 

ACTIVE IN THE PRECEDING YEAR 

In terms of their recent (2007-08) levels of Jewish activity, those who knew or became close 

with CEI interns, are highly similar to those on the same campus who had no familiarity with 

a CEI.  These patterns suggest that CEI interns reach students with a variety of prior recent 

activity levels. 

The contacts with SJEs display a different pattern. Those who know but are not close to an 

SJE were MORE active in Jewish life than those who do not know the SJE.  At the same time, 

ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜ άŦǊƛŜƴŘǎέ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ {W9 όƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǾƛŜǿύ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ [9{{ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ƛƴ WŜǿƛǎƘ ƭƛŦŜ ǘƘŀƴ 

those who know, but have not become friends with an SJE.    

Exhibit 10: Jewish background and activity levels (mean scores) of students by relationships with SJEs 

 
Jewish activity 

last year 
Jewish learning 

last year 

Jewish 
organizational 

activity last year 

Jewish 
Background 

Close to a SJE 60 37 45 40 

Know, but not close 64 43 49 44 

Don't know a SJE (SJE 
campuses) 

42 24 31 41 

Don't know a SJE (CEI and 
alternative campuses) 

53 28 34 38 

 
Exhibit 11: Jewish background and activity levels (mean scores) of students by relationships with CEI interns 

 
Jewish activity 

last year 
Jewish learning 

last year 

Jewish 
organizational 

activity last year 

Jewish 
Background 

Close to a CEI 55 35 39 39 

Know, but not close 58 34 37 39 

Don't know a CEI (CEI 
campuses) 

56 34 32 39 

Don't know a CEI 
(alternative campuses) 

56 29 35 40 

 

The differential patterns of recruitment for SJE and CEI interns are especially noticeable with 

respect to the extent to which the students report having attended Hillel events in 2007-08. 

Almost half those who knew SJEs, whether closely or not, had been to a IƛƭƭŜƭ ŜǾŜƴǘ άƻŦǘŜƴέ 

in 2007-08, as compared with just 19% of those with no knowledge of an SJE.  {W9ǎ άƻǾŜǊ-

ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘέ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǇǊƛƻǊ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ IƛƭƭŜƭ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘΦ 
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For the CEI interns, the comparable gaps are smaller but still substantial: 33-34% vs. 17%.  

Accordingly, those who had never been to a Hillel event were quite under-represented 

among those who know an SJE or a CEI, whether well (as a friend), or not as well.  

  



}SJE-CEI Assessment Year One                            } Page 28                        

Exhibit 12: Hillel activity levels in 2008 for students with relationships with SJEs 

 
Close to a 

SJE 
Know, but 
not close 

Don't know 
a SJE (SJE 

campuses) 

Don't know a 
SJE (CEI and 
alternative 
campuses) 

Often went to Hillel 47% 48% 19% 28% 

Rarely or sometimes went to Hillel 30% 36% 48% 46% 

Never went to Hillel 23% 16% 33% 26% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 
Exhibit 13: Hillel activity levels in 2008 for students with relationships with CEI interns. 

 
Close to a 

CEI 
Know, but 
not close 

Don't know 
a CEI (CEI 

campuses) 

Don't know a 

CEI (Alternative 

campuses) 

Often went to Hillel 33% 34% 17% 35% 

Rarely or sometimes went to Hillel 48% 44% 46% 41% 

Never went to Hillel 19% 22% 37% 24% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 

SJEs attract students with even higher levels of Hillel participation in the prior school year 

(2007-8) than do the CEI interns. For their part, the CEI interns do a better job of recruiting 

the uninvolved students.   

In a small way, the experience of SJEs mirrors the condition and challenge faced by 

campus Hillels generally. They more easily attract the already-involved, but for maximal 

effectiveness, they need to engage those uninvolved in Jewish life.  In this respect, the 

survey findings demonstrate that CEI interns play an important role in helping SJEs (and 

ultimately Hillel) reach the wider periphery of students. 

In our interviews with the SJEs, all expressed their commitment to reaching less-involved 

students and view CEI as an important medium to do so.  To the extent that SJEs interact 

with more involved students, they tend to do so as part of teaching or social opportunities 

in which a mix of students are present, not in a targeted or personal way, but function as a 

resource for student leaders and activists who see the SJE as Jewishly enriching these 

activities that they are running.  An example of the latter is provided by the UC Berkeley SJE. 

He counted as his 180th contact the President of the Jewish Student Union, who turned to 

the SJE for help in providing Jewish depth to the weekly Friday night dinners at the Berkeley 

campus Hillel.10 

  

                                                      
10 Interview with UC Berkeley SJE, July 2009.  The example is also quoted in the essay written by the UC 
Berkeley SJE, titled "Getting to 180" (cited in footnote 5 above). 
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3. REACHING LESS-INVOLVED STUDENTS ACROSS CAMPUSES  

The ability of a campus Hillel to reach less-involved students through SJE and CEI is a 

function of the number of years that SJEs and CEI interns are active on campus.   

In the first year of CEI, the interns are normally selected out of the orbit of students familiar 

to the campus Hillel staff.  In the second year, the interns themselves help the campus Hillel 

reach out to their friends who are less involved in Jewish life on campus, with the logic 

extended even further each additional year.  For their part, the SJEs should also extend their 

reach over time, especially with the help of CEI interns who are even better positioned to 

contact more Jewishly peripheral students ς or so the theory goes. To the extent that a SJE 

is able to seed networks which then multiply and extend out from year to year, we should 

expect to see a multi-year extension of the reach of an SJE to the less-involved Jewish 

students on campus. 

VETERAN CEI CAMPUSES REACH MORE PERIPHERAL STUDENTS NO MORE THAN DO NEW CEI 

CAMPUSES 

There is no distinguishable difference in reaching uninvolved students between veteran 

and new CEI campuses.  This is the case both in terms of the previous Jewish involvements 

of the CEI interns themselves and, more importantly, their contacts.  The four top 

performers for reaching peripheral Jewish students are Northwestern, UCSD, Chicago and 

Virginia.  Of these, two are veteran campuses and two are first-year CEI operations.  

Conversely, two of the veteran campuses, UCLA and Berkeley, are consistently among the 

poorer performers (see exhibit 14b in appendix two).  Thus we learn that number of years 

in CEI does not mean that a campus will more effectively reach peripheral Jewish 

students.   

SJES REACH SOME STUDENTS PREVIOUSLY UNINVOLVED IN JEWISH LIFE 

All five 2008/9 SJE were in their first years on their campus;11 thus it is impossible at this 

point to learn how number of years of work influences the success of an SJE in the effort to 

reach uninvolved students.   

We discerned an important distinction to be made between students who "know, but are 

not close" with an SJE and those who report that they are "close with an SJE."  For all five 

SJEs, students who are close with the SJE are relatively less involved in Jewish life.  

Apparently, once they get to know the students, SJEs manage to focus their attention upon 

and get closer to somewhat less involved students.    

  

                                                      
11 UCLA had an SJE in 2007/8 who is currently the NYU SJE. 
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Exhibit 15: Comparison by campus: Previous Jewish involvements of students whom SJE contact.  
Table ordered by amount of Hillel activity in past year.  Campuses which succeed in reaching least involved 
students receive lowest score.  

    Hillel 
activity last 

year 

Jewish 
Background 

Jewish 
activity level 

last year 

Jewish 
learning level 

last year 

JewiǎƘ ƻǊƎΩƴ 
activity level 

last year 

N 

Chicago Know, 
but not 
close 

45 36 51 32 36 23 

Close to 
SJE 

43 35 41 29 33 18 

NYU Know, 
but not 
close 

61 49 65 41 43 74 

Close to 
SJE 

58 47 59 38 41 43 

Texas Know, 
but not 
close 

71 42 69 54 60 25 

Close to 
SJE 

62 37 58 29 41 36 

Berkeley Know, 
but not 
close 

74 42 72 40 64 24 

Close to 
SJE 

72 37 60 34 48 40 

UCLA Know, 
but not 
close 

76 42 61 48 49 50 

Close to 
SJE 

72 41 79 59 60 25 

Of the five SJEs, the Chicago SJE, followed by the Texas SJE are the higher performers with 

respect to getting close to the more Jewishly peripheral students.  

 

REACHING LARGE NUMBERS OF STUDENTS AND THE LESS JEWISHLY INVOLVED 

All the 2008/9 SJEs invested heavily in creating opportunities for interacting with students, 

examples of which are provided in exhibit 16.   

1) Which methods are most likely to enable SJEs to meet large numbers of students? 

2) Which methods are most likely to enable SJE to reach less involved Jewish students? 
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METHODS FOR MEETING LARGE NUMBERS OF STUDENTS 

As Exhibit 17 shows, SJE used three major methods to establish social relationships with 

students.  In addition to one-on-one relationship building, SJEs use existing campus 

ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǘƘƛǊŘ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ƛǎ ǘƻ ƘŜƭǇ άŀŎǘƛǾŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘǎϦ ƳƻōƛƭƛȊŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ 

networks for the purpose of Jewish engagement or to set up a new social network.  

All the SJEs, without exception, put a great deal of time and effort in establishing one-on-

one relationships with students, meeting with new students over coffee, and developing 

ongoing relationships.  Meetings often occur many times over the course of a semester, 

with a student engaging in Jewish learning, mentoring, professional advice, and personal 

support.  

The SJEs differ in their investment in these approaches.  Overall, the Berkeley SJE is the only 

one of the five who gained significant numbers of contacts from all possible venues for 

meeting students.  The other SJEs tend to concentrate most of their contacts from particular 

types of venues.  

Exhibit 16: Examples of the use of existing frameworks to reach large numbers of students 

Teaching Frameworks  

¶ Jewish Learning Fellowship - NYU SJE uses Jewish Learning Fellowship as outreach initiative that pays students to participate 

in an 8-week course of Jewish study.    

¶ School of Theatre, Film and Television - UCLA SJE gives guest lectures in theatre course with Jewish and Israeli/Palestinian 

themes.  

¶ Independent Study ς Berkeley SJE co-teaches courses with CEI intern as part of program where students can find advisor and 

request credit for independent study.   SJE reaches 30 students in on-going weekly meetings.  

Birthright or ASB related ς All campuses  

¶ SJE develop one-on-one relationships over the course of Birthright or ASB process.  At Berkeley and Chicago, SJEs are teaching 

groups of recent Birthright alumni, at their request. At UCLA, SJE is teaching a group of recent ASB alumni. 

¶ !ǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ !{. ǘǊƛǇΣ ¦/[! {W9 ƭŜŘ ŀ Ǿƛǎƛǘ ǘƻ [!Ωǎ aǳǎŜǳƳ ƻŦ ¢ƻƭŜǊŀƴŎŜΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƳŜǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ !{. ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΦ   

SJE as part of CEI intern training and larger process  

SJE takes part in planning and implementation of CEI intern recruitment, training and initiatives.     

¶ At UCLA, SJE interviews all 35 candidates, even those who were unlikely to get the position.  άaȅ Ǝƻŀƭ ƛǎ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ and grow 

contacts, and to try ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎΦΦΦΦLƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘΣ L ŀƳ ƻƪŀȅ ƛŦ ώƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘǎϐ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ Řƻ /9LΦ aȅ Ǝƻŀƭ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ 

ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇΦ L Ŏŀƴ ǎǘƛƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ ŎƻŦŦŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ƘŜǊ ŀƴŘ L Ŏŀƴ ǎǘƛƭƭ ƘŜƭǇ ƘŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ ƘŜǊ WŜǿƛǎƘ ƧƻǳǊƴŜȅΦέ  

¶ At NYU, SJE helps create a list of 60 potential candidates and is part of the interview process for the 15 who apply.  

Use of active contacts to reach large numbers of students  

¶ Fraternity Learning ς NYU 

Student having a tough time establishes a pastoral relationship with SJE.  Student tells fraternity friends about SJE and helps 

initiate weekly learning group.    

¶ Hamsa Yoga ς Texas 

CEI intern meets Jewish yoga instructor and connects her to SJE.  The three set up Hamsa Yoga, a group that meets 

weekly.  SJE is a resource for the two activist contacts who are working to run and expand group.  SJE reaches 25 students.  

¶ Tea and Tefillin ς Chicago 

SJE has coffee with several female students from same social network.  Students express interest in laying tefillin and invite 

friends.  SJE reaches 10 core participants.  Some participants initiate Rosh Chodesh group. Gay student participants thinking 

about venues for SJE in LGBT community on campus. 
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The UCLA SJE, more than others utilized CEI interns for the purpose of reaching students. 

The following methods were utilized by the SJEs: 

1. One-on-one interactions 

All SJEs report the importance of one-on-one interactions. This area was most intensively 

pursued by the Chicago and Texas SJEs.  

  

                                                      
12 Data collected by SJE Director and included in her 2008/9 year end report to the Jim Joseph Foundation.   

 
 
 

 
Exhibit 18: Overview of SJE contacts with students by campus based on self reports by SJEs.

12
 

 Berkele
y 

UCL
A 

NYU Texa
s 

Chicag
o 

CEI Relationships (includes relationships produced by 
connection to CEI interns through their relationships and 
initiatives) 

15% 54% 15% 15% 17% 

Learning  communities aside from those developed with 
CEI interns 

17% 17% 10% 32% 40% 

Birthright Israel trips  25% 11% 1% 17% 14% 

Alternative Breaks 14% 3% 1% 12% 7% 

1:1 Pastoral mentoring 13% 8% 11% 15% 20% 

Courses taught with or in collaboration the university or 
other Jewish learning initiatives 

10% 7% 55% 5% 1% 

Other: (Random encounters, Drop-Ins, Staff or friend 
introductions) 

6% 0% 7% 5% 0% 

Total percent 100% 100% 100
% 

100% 100% 

Total based on number of contacts in one or more 
relationships 

259 353 251 205 174 

One on one 
relationships 

Coffee, conversation, 
friendship etc. 

 Pastoral Mentoring 

Utilize opportunities to 
participate in Hillel or 

other University 
programs 

Immersion programs, 
such as ASB and 

Birthright 

Leadership programs, 
such as CEI, or Hillel 
student leadership 

council 

Teaching in university, 
for credit framework, 
or as teacher in formal 
text study frameworks 

Partnerships with 
other campus 

professionals and their 
programs 

Develop existing, or 
start new social 

networks of students 

Make connection to 
key "student activists"  

Develop relationship 
with activist students 
and help them further 
develop their social 

networks 

Education through 
informal interaction 
and formal learning 

Exhibit 17: 

Three Overarching Strategies 

for Engaging Students 
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2. Teaching opportunities at Hillel or on campus 

The NYU SJE excelled in this area. 

3. Nurturing student activists  

The Chicago and Texas SJEs excelled in this area. 

4. Reached a broad spectrum of students 

The Berkeley and UCLA SJEs reached a relatively diverse group of students on campus.  The 

Chicago and Texas SJEs made the greatest inroads in reaching peripheral Jewish groups, but 

had less success with mainstream students.  The Chicago SJE reached the LGBT and feminist 

communities, but did not move much beyond them.  The NYU SJE did well reaching the 

Greek community and students searching out formal Jewish learning, but made fewer 

contacts among the "alternative groups" of the sort targeted by the Chicago SJE.  

5. Develops partnerships with other Hillel and campus professionals 

The U.C. Berkeley, NYU, and UCLA SJEs successfully developed relationships with other 

campus professionals which led to teaching opportunities.  The Chicago and Texas SJEs did 

create relationships of this type, but these led to one-time lectures, rather than continuous 

teaching interactions with students. 

6. Makes Jewish resources available for staff and student leaders 

The Texas SJE invested heavily in this area, with the goal of enabling CEI interns and other 

student leaders to access people in the broader community who could help them with their 

initiatives and networking.  The Berkeley, NYU, and UCLA SJEs succeeded in creating in-

depth and continuous learning frameworks with other Hillel staff.  

THE TENSION BETWEEN REACHING THE UNINVOLVED AND REACHING LARGE NUMBERS OF 

STUDENTS 

Uninvolved students are, by definition, hard to reach.  They are less connected to Jewish 

social networks and less motivated to engage in Jewish life.  More than the moderately or 

highly involved, the uninvolved demand more time, more effort, and more untried methods 

than those used to reach the maximal number of students without regard to their prior level 

of Jewish involvement. 

Methods effective at reaching large numbers of students, differ from those required to 

reach uninvolved Jewish students.  

 While the Berkeley and UCLA SJEs excelled in all matters having to do with reaching large 

numbers of students, they underperformed in the area of reaching uninvolved students.  

The opposite was the case for the Chicago and Texas SJEs. Like their SJEs, the broader 

engagement operation at Berkeley and UCLA also underperformed in terms of contact with 

under-involved students, evidenced by the strong Jewish backgrounds of the CEI interns 
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themselves.  In contrast, Chicago CEI interns and their contacts were relatively less involved 

in Jewish life before their contact with CEI and SJE.   

The Berkeley, NYU, and UCLA SJEs utilized a mix of methods for maximize teaching 

opportunities. They certainly reached the greatest number of students, but these students 

were more likely to have moderate-to-high levels of prior involvement of Jewish life on 

campus.  The Chicago and Texas SJEs, who invested most heavily in a combination of one-

on-one meetings with the goal of developing learning communities, were the two lowest 

scorers in terms of total contacts reached.  However, they were most successful in reaching 

uninvolved students.   

Thus, it appears that reaching large numbers of uninvolved students requires conscious 

policy on part of the SJE and the CEI operation on campus.  The tension between 

maximizing numbers and the ability to reach uninvolved students poses a central 

challenge for successful implementation of the meaningful engagement paradigm. 

 

THE NEED FOR A USER-FRIENDLY CONTACT RELATIONSHIP MANAGEMENT TOOL  

An additional element in the larger strategy for engaging uninvolved students is the use of a 

contact relation management system (CRM).  Despite the significant investment of IƛƭƭŜƭΩǎ 

Schusterman International Center in the REACH system, this dimension of the broader 

engagement strategy has to date not been sufficiently developed to enable a significant 

difference to the success of SJE and CEI to reach uninvolved students.   

An effective Internet-based, Client Relationship Management (CRM) tool would operate 

along the following lines:  

1. CEI interns, SJEs and other Hillel staff log, on a weekly basis, all their meetings with 

students, including basic information about the student's interests and contact 

information. 

2. The CEI coordinator and/or other senior staff conduct regular reviews of the CEI/SJE 

team of their contacts.  Students are assigned to a "primary contact" on the Hillel team, 

which includes the SJE, CEI interns and (if appropriate) other Hillel staff, student leaders, 

and interns.  The primary contact is the most appropriate person, based on common 

interests or background, to maintain contact with the student. 

3. The overall goal of CEI is to "convert" the student to higher rates of involvement.  The 

primary contact among the Hillel staff or interns discusses on a regular basis with the CEI 

coordinator the progress of the student towards the goal of greater involvement.  

4. The CRM system categorizes individual students as members of different social networks 

on campus.  The system is used to analyze the number of contacts made and the extent 

of "the conversion process" occurring within the different social networks. 

The current Internet-based contact management system deployed by IƛƭƭŜƭΩǎ {ŎƘǳǎǘŜǊƳŀƴ 

International Center, known as REACH, is primarily (and sparingly) used for step one of the 
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four steps of the CRM process.  REACH is viewed as a place for CEI interns and SJEs to record 

basic contact information about students; it is not used as a full-fledged CRM.  On most CEI 

campuses, REACH is used to provide a raw count of students in contact with CEI interns, in 

some cases for the express purpose of satisfying the need of IƛƭƭŜƭΩǎ {ŎƘǳǎǘŜǊƳŀƴ 

International Center to have numbers.   

The following are the major issues currently preventing effective use of REACH as a full-

blown CRM: 

1. Non-uniform documentation practices 

CEI interns are not documenting, in a uniform fashion, the nature of their relationships with 

their contacts, including the quality and frequency of their interactions and basic 

information on the students.  From the perspective of IƛƭƭŜƭΩǎ {ŎƘǳǎǘŜǊƳŀƴ Lƴǘernational 

Center, the funders of CEI, and the research team, the uneven information makes reliable 

comparison between campus operations impossible, beyond a basic counting of heads.  For 

example, it is not uniformly possible to use REACH to understand the extent to which CEI 

interns are reaching students from diverse social networks, from different types of Jewish 

backgrounds, or with different levels of prior Jewish involvement. 

2. Non-systematic use of the primary contact 

An effective CRM system revolves around the existence of a primary contact among the 

Hillel campus team with responsibility for tracking and following up with a particular 

student.  This process is not taking place for two reasons: 

a. REACH automatically assigns one of the CEI interns as "primary contact."  The 

assignment is made using a formula based on date of last contact and number of 

interactions that a CEI intern has with students.  The result is that the person tagged 

as a primary contact is not necessarily the individual with primary responsibility for 

the actual relationship with the student.  While it is possible to use the current 

method to determine number of unique relationships on campus, it is impossible to 

tell whether one CEI intern is performing well and another is not, based on his or her 

work with the contacts from whom he or she is responsible.   

b. Many campuses ignore the primary contact field in their use of REACH. 

3. Technical problems 

The REACH system does not provide an "enjoyable" user experience. It reduces the desire of 

CEI interns, SJEs, and Hillel staff to use the system ς a primary condition for its success.   

There are two main reasons:  

a. The REACH system is slow and often not working.  These are issues that we 

understand are being addressed only in next academic year (2010/11). To date they 

have had an adverse impact on the time campus personnel invest in data entry. 
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b. The reporting interface of the REACH system does not enable users to easily track 

contacts with students in a manner that will enable the type of CRM management 

described above.   

WORKING TO COLLABORATE SMOOTHLY WITH THE HILLEL CAMPUS OPERATION  

Aside from direct interaction with students and teaching, work that is carried out alone, SJEs 

collaborate with colleagues at their local Hillel.  Collaboration with colleagues, both in terms 

of quality and quantity, has been a complicated area for SJEs, and has played out differently 

from one campus to the next.  

At Berkeley, NYU, and UCLA, the SJEs successfully built strong personal and professional 

relationships with their colleagues.  (A case study describing the work of the UCLA SJE in this 

area appears in appendix one, exhibit 19.)  In contrast, at Chicago, the SJE was generally 

unsuccessful in establishing strong collegial relationships, constituting a major factor in the 

decision to end her contract.  At Texas, the SJE efforts at collaboration met with mixed 

results in Fall 2008/9.  After reorganizing her place within the Hillel staffing structure in the 

Spring of 2009, all those interviewed felt that the 2009/10 academic year will bring about 

higher levels of collaboration. 

{W9{Ω !b5 /!at¦{ IL[[9[{Ω DIFFERING EXPECTATIONS 

1. CAMPUSES WITH CLEAR EXPECTATIONS FROM THEIR SJE 

Due to their prior experience with an SJE in 2007/8, the UCLA Hillel greeted their new 

2008/9 SJE with a relatively clear set of expectations. These focused on his integration into 

the campus engagement operation to the fullest extent possible. They included staff 

learning, participating in the management team, serving as a resource to staff and students, 

immersion trips, and engaging in a number of venues focused on student leaders and CEI 

interns.    

2. CAMPUSES WHICH NEEDED A CLEARER SET OF EXPECTATIONS 

¶ University of Chicago - a highly developed engagement model, but not a well 

defined place for the SJE. 

Like UCLA, the University of Chicago has a well-thought-out engagement program, which is 

detailed in appendix one, exhibit 20.  But unlike UCLA, it took the first quarter for the 

Director to figure out the precise place of the SJE.  At the start of the academic year, the 

Chicago Director placed responsibility on the SJE to build her job description, which she did 

not do to his satisfaction. The Director felt that the SJE did not place a high-enough priority 

on the collaborative dimension of her work with colleagues and instead focused too much 

on direct engagement and teaching with students.   

The SJE felt that her Director should have provided a more structured role description from 

the beginning, including the role she should play collaborating and working with other staff 
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members.  She also understood her success to first and foremost depend on the direct 

engagement work with students.  

¶ Berkeley, Texas and NYU - Campuses maintaining strong "traditional" 

programming, while developing the place of the meaningful experience 

paradigm 

UCLA and Chicago exhibit a highly developed model for implementing the meaningful 

experience paradigm.  In contrast, at Berkeley, University of Texas and NYU, the campus 

Hillels are maintaining their "traditional" programming.  All three show a similar pattern in 

the manner in which they are working to figure out the role of an SJE and the CEI interns 

within the larger operation.  (Exhibit 21 in Appendix One offers a detailed case study of the 

manner in which Texas Hillel is integrating the new engagement strategy into its 

"traditional" programming operation.  Exhibit 22 in Appendix One looks at the role of the 

student leadership council at a campus Hillel in order to illustrate the choices currently 

being made vis-à-vis implementation of the meaningful experience paradigm and the 

traditional programming role of Hillel on campus.)  

At Berkeley, Texas, and NYU in 2008/9, there were no expectations at the start of the 

academic year that the SJE integrate into the campus operation and work in an intensively 

collaborative fashion with other Hillel colleagues (or with their colleaguesΩ program areas).  

In comparison to UCLA and Chicago, there was more room for the SJEs to work alone to 

figure out his or her place.  At the start of the 2008/9 academic year, the only formal 

expectation for the SJE beyond direct engagement work was to work with CEI.  On all three 

of these campuses, the place of the SJE in the larger Hillel operation in general, and vis-à-vis 

the "traditional" program for students in particular, remains ambiguous and is still being 

actively refined. 

Given the path-breaking nature of the SJE initiative, the "structured ambiguity" on these 

campuses makes sense, as it provides the necessary opportunity for all involved to feel out 

the appropriate place of the SJE.  For this reason, the different trajectory of the SJE at Texas 

on one side and Berkeley and NYU on the other helps discern the ingredients required for 

SJE success at a campus that continues to maintain a traditional programming operation.   

As we learned above, at Berkeley and NYU, both SJEs focused on finding teaching 

opportunities both vis-à-vis the Hillel operation and the larger campus, while at the same 

time successfully making themselves available to other staff as a resource both for personal 

learning and programming work.  Over the course of the first semester, various 

opportunities for teaching developed both audiences.  By the spring semester, both SJEs 

found themselves with a high level of interaction with both the staff and students, with a 

strong focus on teaching.  The Berkeley SJE also managed fairly quickly to develop personal 

chemistry and a division of responsibility with the CEI coordinator.  At NYU, issues in the 

organization of the CEI program, including division of CEI coordination responsibilities 

between the SJE and two other Hillel staff, prevented a similar level of collaboration.  In 
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ƘƻǇŜǎ ƻŦ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ǉŀǎǘ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ǎƘƻǊǘŦŀƭƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ /9LΣ b¸¦ Ƙŀǎ ƘƛǊŜŘ ŀ ŘŜŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ /9L 

coordinator for 2009. 

At Texas, the integration experience was bumpier.  The reasons and the strategy taken by 

the Texas Hillel senior staff and SJE to grapple with them are instructive.  

a. Focus on direct engagement/community building to the neglect of teaching.  

The Texas SJE developed, with success, a focus on direct engagement work as community 

building, along the lines discussed above.  However, she did not manage to develop access 

to teaching opportunities at Hillel or on the larger campus.  The result was a relative lack of 

integration into the Texas Hillel operation and work with other staff.    

The following quotes from other Texas Hillel staff in February 2009 speak directly to the 

problem.  We should note that the July 2009 interviews struck a more optimistic tone. 

It almost feels that our SJE is separate from the rest of the operation.  She has four of the 

weekly CEI intern meetings that are hers, but she is not creating them with us.  She feels that 

she should be part of the programming team, but with a different job description....My hope is 

that our SJE and I will share CEI coordination next year.  However, from the perspective of the 

Director of the SJE initiative at IƛƭƭŜƭΩǎ {ŎƘǳǎǘŜǊƳŀƴ LƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ /ŜƴǘŜǊ] the SJE should not do 

administrative stuff.  If that is the way it is, we need to figure out how the two parts intersect 

appropriately.  Our SJE wants to have interactions with all the CEI interns, but how to do that 

without her taking an active role in the coordination of the CEI program.   
* Associate Director and Co-CEI Coordinator. Texas Hillel.  Interview, February 2009.  

It is hard to figure out how our SJE fits.  We understand that she is involved with CEI, but she is 

not a supervisor, but another resource for CEI.  But how different is it from a regular speaker?   
* Jewish Student Life Coordinator and Co-CEI Coordinator. Texas Hillel. Interview, February 2009.  

b. Organizational factors  

IƛƭƭŜƭΩǎ {ŎƘǳǎǘŜǊƳŀƴ LƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ /ŜƴǘŜǊ did not provide campuses with clear guidelines for 

integrating the SJE, other than the general principle that the SJE should be teaching and 

doing engagement work and not have managerial responsibility for running 

programs.  Given the early stages of the SJE initiative, the ambiguity is unsurprising; indeed, 

it enabled each campus to experiment, and develop campus-appropriate models.   

Due to the year of experience that the incoming NYU SJE had from working as an SJE at 

UCLA, the process at NYU was smoother.  At Berkeley, the SJE initially stepped into an 

organization where the Director attempted to keep him focused on the engagement work of 

the campus operation and out of all meaningful collaboration with other staff and/or 

participation in teaching opportunities through Hillel.  IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƻǊΩǎ ǊŜǎƛƎƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǘ 

the end of first semester and the work already done by the SJE to create teaching 

opportunities and collaborative ties with other Hillel staff enabled him to quickly and 

effectively work with the interim director (appointed from within the Hillel staff) and shape 

his job description in a manner that led to a high level of integration into the programming 

work of the Hillel operation.  Yet, as of the end of 2008/9 academic year, there remains 
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ambiguity regarding the balance to which the Berkeley SJE should be doing direct 

engagement work outside of the Hillel orbit versus serving as a consultant and teacher 

within the Hillel operation.  

The bumpy integration of the Texas SJE was due in part to an initial lack of investment in 

collaborating with her colleagues in general and the CEI coordinator in particular.  Once the 

SJE and Texas Director realized what was happening the following steps were implemented.  

In the first semester supervision of the SJE was done by the Associate Director, who also 

served as CEI coordinator; at the start of the second semester, the Director took over 

supervision of the SJE.  Both the SJE and Associate Director felt that the supervisor 

relationship prevented collaboration between equals.  The change smoothed the way for 

greater collaboration.  In preparing for the 2009/10 academic year, the SJE and CEI 

coordinator are actively collaborating on CEI intern recruitment and are working together to 

plan the CEI curriculum.   

In summary, the top-ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ {W9 ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎŀƳǇǳǎ IƛƭƭŜƭǎΩ 

operations show that well-thought-out answers to the following organizational questions 

contribute to the ability of an SJE to effectively utilize the campus Hillel operation to engage 

students. 

¶ How much integration of the SJE into the larger campus Hillel operation is 

desirable?   

o To what extent should an SJE work alone versus collaboration with 

colleagues?  

o What is the degree to which an SJE is expected to teach within Hillel 

programs, other than CEI?  

o What is the extent to which an SJE is involved in programming and 

managerial responsibility?  

¶ How much of a "traditional" programming operation does a campus Hillel 

maintain?  

o Are programming and engagement treated as two distinct arms of the Hillel 

operation, or is programming brought to support the engagement operation? 

o To the extent that the connection between the programming and 

engagement arms is still ambiguous, is the SJE provided an extended period 

to "figuring out" his or her place?   During this period of time, is there an 

active process of discussion and thought between senior Hillel staff about 

these issues?   

While we do not attempt to answer these questions, we believe it will be useful for Hillel's 

Schusterman International Center to think through the answers in collaboration with 

campus Hillels.  
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IV. HOW DO SJES BUILD MEANINGFUL JEWISH RELATIONSHIPS? 

Once SJEs establish social contact with a student, how do they enrich the Jewish quality of 

the relationship in order to turn that relationship into a "meaningful Jewish experience" for 

a student? 

 

{W9{Ω a9¢Ih5{ Chw /wEATING MEANINGFUL JEWISH RELATIONSHIPS  

 Two factors are critical to the ability of an SJE to enrich the Jewish quality of social 

relationships they establish with students:  

1. Depth 

The presence of an SJE introduces depth of Jewish learning to social relationships between 

Jews on campus.  Depth occurs either through an engagement strategy that focuses on 

teaching in general and teaching Jewish text or ritual in particular, or through a strategy that 

emphasizes "Jewish practice," whether through performance of Jewish ritual or secular 

activity that is informed by Jewish study.      

2. Continuity 

The presence of an SJE in multiple contexts and points of contact with students means that 

a student searching out more intensive Jewish interaction has greater opportunity to 

succeed in that search.  The student is able to engage in meaningful Jewish experiences in 

an ongoing fashion, which has an accumulative effect for the individual student and, 

through the student, an impact on the social networks of which he or she is a part. 

THE PRESENCE OF AN SJE ENABLES IN-DEPTH JEWISH LEARNING 

The five 2008/9 SJEs developed three general strategies for adding Jewish depth to the 

social relationships between Jews on campus:  

1) the teaching of Jewish texts,  

2) meaningful Jewish practice, and  

3) pastoral counseling.   

¶ Teaching Jewish text  

The Berkeley and NYU SJEs view their primary roles as creating opportunities to engage 

students about "the big questions" in their lives through the study of Jewish texts.  They try 

to begin with classical religious Jewish texts, but they do draw on modern Jewish religious, 

philosophical, and other forms of text as well.   

Text learning might occur on an immersion program, at the CEI intern weekly study sessions, 

or with students who invite an SJE to speak at an event they have organized with their 

friends.  In addition, both the Berkeley and NYU SJEs make an extensive investment to 
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search out frameworks on the larger campus that will enable them to teach.  The Berkeley 

SJE teaches through a university program in which students can receive course credit by 

organizing a course with a qualified teacher.  The NYU SJE teaches as part of a larger 

Orthodox outreach program on campus.  (See exhibits 23 and 24 in Appendix One). 

¶ Participating in Jewish practices  

Compared with the approach which emphasizes text study, the Chicago and Texas SJEs start 

with an emphasis on "meaningful practice" and introduce text study and formal learning as 

they feel appropriate to the social context, with the goal of creating a "lived sense of 

Judaism."  The goal is engagement for the purpose of "empowerment," to bring students to 

take initiative and act as the result of a given educational experience.   

The Chicago SJE encourages Jewish practices that include a strong element of religious 

ritual.  Her learning strategy begins with the experiential and the act of deepening a Jewishly 

rooted communal relationship between students.  She begins with the practice of "doing 

Jewish" and fosters participation in compelling informal experiences in which human 

connections are built in a fun and meaningful way.  Within that experience, where 

appropriate, an important goal is to integrate text-based learning.  The Chicago SJE also puts 

a lot of effort into organizing ritual practice and learning groups in her home. (See exhibits 

25 and 26 in Appendix One).  

¶ Secular activity with Jewish 

content and context 

The Texas SJE tends to focus on 

secular activity into which she 

introduces Jewish content and 

context.  In 2008/9, the Texas 

SJE helped a number of CEI 

interns and other students 

create student learning 

communities focused on 

practices that include yoga, 

wellness, gardening, law, and 

the arts.  In each case, a Jewish 

context for the seemingly secular focus of the activity is designed with the help of the 

students.  The gardening group plants biblical vegetables, learns about them and the 

vegetables are used for Shabbat meals.  The yoga and wellness group studies ideas and texts 

related to the practices they are doing.  In the law school group, Jewish law students focus 

some of their meetings on how Jewish law relates to personally interesting topics.  (See 

Exhibit 27 and 27a in Appendix One for examples for case studies from the Texas and 

Berkeley SJEs providing Jewish context to secular activity).  
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¶ Pastoral counseling 

As part of their one-on-on relationships with students, all five SJEs provide pastoral 

counseling to students who approach them with psychological, social, or life-planning 

issues.  The SJEs attempt to bring insights from Jewish tradition into their conversations or 

to connect the students to resources within the Jewish community that can help them.  

 

SJESΩ EDUCATIONAL METHODS: TEXT-LEARNING AS THE BENCHMARK  

The educational approach which focuses on study of classical Jewish religious texts is 

currently serving as a benchmark for the recruitment, training, and general development of 

the SJE initiative.  This benchmark seems to have been created without discussion of a 

number of important questions, including:  Which methods most effectively enable 

outreach to uninvolved students?  How important is it for "Jewish talk" to be front-staged in 

the form of text learning in order to generate Jewish growth, as opposed to embedded 

within a secular activity that might attract uninvolved Jewish students?  Will uninvolved 

students attend formal learning events that are focused on Jewish topics?   

The following are what seem to be unintended outcomes of the current emphasis on the 

text learning and its emphasis of formal teaching:   

¶ At Engagement Institute 2009, the focus on Torah learning dominated the training 

schedule.  Very little time was devoted to discussion of other social engagement and 

educational techniques.  The UCLA and Texas SJEs who use alternative models were not 

asked to lead an educational session.  Central engagement and educational methods 

having to do with community building and immersion experiences were barely 

mentioned. 

¶ Some Campus Directors are indicating disagreement with the emphasis on formal 

learning of religious texts.  Two powerful testimonies to this fact are found in 

statements made by the UCLA Hillel Director (the current N¸¦ {W9Ωǎ ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊ ƛƴ 

2007/8) during a conversation at the Engagement Institute and by the (now former) NYU 

Hillel Director (his supervisor in 2008/9) in the formal end of year PowerPoint 

presentation presented by Hillel SIC to JJF.13  Both indicate that the emphasis on text 

learning promoted by the NYU SJE is not at the top of their engagement agenda.  Both 

feel the approach is overly rabbinic in orientation and not the ideal medium for touching 

on the interests of the students who are least likely to attend a Hillel program.  

Moreover, if the directors want rabbinic resources, they can enlist other rabbis on staff 

or in the community to do learning focused on study of religious texts.  The UCLA 

                                                      
13 5ƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ŜƴǘƛǘƭŜŘ ά!ǇǇŜƴŘƛȄ ƻŦ /ƻƳǇƛƭŜŘ IƛƭƭŜƭ wŜǇƻǊǘǎΣέ ǎƭƛŘŜ нрΣ ǘƘŜ b¸¦ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƻǊ ǿǊƛǘŜǎΥ Ϧ²ƘƛƭŜ ώǘƘŜ 
{W9Ωǎϐ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇƘƛƭƻǎƻǇƘȅ ŀŘŘǎ ŀƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ what we are doing, it is still a form of religious 
education which we already do well. I am looking to broaden our educational approach to include other parts 
of the Jewish tradition, and a rabbi may not be the best way to convey this." 
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director feels that their current SJE is bringing a more diverse approach to engagement, 

which is better suited to their needs.    

¶ All of the incoming SJEs are rabbis.  If greater weight were placed on informal education 

and community building skills, would 9 out of 10 current SJEs be ordained rabbis?   

 

THE SJE ENABLES CONTINUITY OF LEARNING EXPERIENCES 

The continued presence of the SJE on campus provides students the possibility of a 

Ŏƻƴǘƛƴǳƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎŦǳƭ WŜǿƛǎƘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ {W9 ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŀƴ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ 

search and the ability to deepen and further that search, in particular for students classified 

in the analysis below as "risers". (Exhibit 28 in !ǇǇŜƴŘƛȄ hƴŜ ƎƛǾŜǎ ǘŜǎǘƛƳƻƴȅ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ άǊƛǎŜǊϦ 

and the meaningful Jewish relationship she established with the Chicago SJE). 

SJEs engage in Jewish learning before Birthright or Alternative Spring Break trips and offer 

follow-up opportunities.  For example, following the 2009 Alternative Spring Break, the 

UCLA SJE continued learning (hilchot teshuva) with a small group whom he met on the 

trip.  Three students who participated in that learning framework will coordinate a long-

term volunteer program at a local high school (where they volunteered during ASB).    

 

THE VALUE OF "JEWISH TALK" 

Not all relationships of students with SJEs and CEI interns are the same.  They are 

distinguished by Judaic content, where those with a stronger Jewish emphasis are 

associated with higher levels of Jewish growth.   

The presence of "Jewish talk," the extent which SJEs and CEI interns stimulate conversations 

with students about specifically Jewish matters, emerges as a critical indicator of 

effectiveness.  The presence of specifically Jewish talk in a social relationship, as reported by 

student-respondents in our survey, correlates with reports from students of Jewish 

growth.To elaborate, the survey asked respondents to report on the topics of their 

conversations with SJEs and CEI interns. The analysis distinguished between talking about 

general life-matters versus talking about Jewish topics in particular.  "General talk" 

comprises items regarding personal interests (such as sports, music and movies), academic 

studies, future plans, and personal relationshipsΦ  άWŜǿƛǎƘ ǘŀƭƪϦ consists of items about 

Jewish life and Jewish questions.  (See Appendices Eight and Nine for specific items on 

different types of talk).  As shown below in Exhibits 29 and 30, however we look at such 

matters, Jewish talk makes for, or flows from, a positive effect on Jewish identity outcomes.  

In contrast, general talk makes for (or reflects) little effect, and is even associated with a 

negative effect in the case of CEI interns. Put simply, if students and SJEs or CEI interns are 

talking about Jewish matters, the students are probably growing Jewishly. 
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For students in contact with SJEs, holding conversations on Jewish matters is associated 

with a sharp rise in feelings of Jewish growth and increased Jewish learning.  To be sure, we 

cannot tell what leads to what.  Does Jewish talk promote Jewish growth, or does Jewish 

growth stimulate Jewish talk?  Alternatively, does talking about general matters impede 

Jewish growth, or do contacts averse to growing Jewishly resist attempts by SJEs and CEI 

interns to explore Jewish affairs? 

Whatever the causal ordering, we do know that more general talk is associated with lower 

Jewish involvement scores, and more Jewish talk is associated with higher Jewish 

involvement scores.  

 

0.11 

0.08 

0.1 
0.11 0.11 

0.1 

0.15 

0.12 

0*  

0.06 

0*  0*  

0.03 

0.05 

0*  0*  

Exhibit 29: The impact of type of conversations with CEI interns 

upon several Jewish Identity outcome measures, 

controlling for demographic characteristics, Jewish upbringing, and Jewish 
involvements in the prior year. 
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THE VALUE OF SJES AND CEI INTERNS 

To what extent do SJEs and CEI interns άƳŀǘǘŜǊέΚ  Does the addition of a SJE and CEI interns 

make a difference in terms of Jewish involvement of students and Jewish learning occurring 

on campus?   

SJE and CEI clearly elevate measures of Jewish involvement and learning. Students on 

SJE/CEI campuses were the most likely to report Jewish growth and those on the alternative 

campuses were the least likely.  Similarly, the highest levels of increased Jewish learning are 

reported by students on SJE/CEI and the least on the alternative campuses, with lower levels 

of growth in Jewish learning also reported on the alternative campuses. 
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Exhibit 30: The impact of type of conversations with SJEs 
upon several Jewish identity outcome measures, 

controlling for demographic characteristics, Jewish upbringing, and Jewish 
engagement in the prior year. 
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Exhibit 31: Impact of knowing SJE and/or CEI  

To further examine the issue of the added value of placing an SJE and/or CEI on campus, we 

statistically isolated the impact of merely knowing an SJE (or a CEI) upon several Jewish 

outcome measures.14 The outcomes include feelings of Jewish growth, level of Jewish 

learning, organized Jewish activity, and Hillel activity.  The analysis shows SJE effects on all 

these outcomes. 

Of those who know an SJE, several outcomes are associated with having become relatively 

close to the SJE, including feelings of Jewish growth, Jewish learning, organized activity, 

Hillel activity, and interest in Birthright. Very similar patterns are found with respect to the 

frequency of meeting with an SJE (data not shown), which may be considered an alternate 

measure of closeness to the SJE.  Yet, using the same multivariate regression technique to 

control for all antecedent variables, we found that knowing an SJE had no effect on 

stimulating Jewish friendships or interest in Birthright. (See Appendix Nine for actual items.) 

The CEI interns, in contrast, have more limited effect on other students. The CEI interns 

produce small, but statistically significant, effects on Jewish growth, Jewish friends, 

organized activity, and Hillel activity.  They produce no significant effects on personal Jewish 

activity, Jewish ownership, or interest in going on a Birthright Israel trip.   

CEI interns do nothing for elevating Jewish learning, an area where SJEs are particularly 

effective. But, in contrary fashion, CEI interns do exert an impact on forming Jewish 

friendships, an area where SJEs are particularly ineffective.   

                                                      
14 These are the effects of knowing an SJE after controlling for childhood background, demographics, and 
engagement in the previous 2008 school year.  

 
Jewish 
activity 
growth 

Jewish 
learning 
growth 

Jewish 
organizational 

activity 
growth 

Hillel activity 
growth 

Know SJE 14.6 18.4 21.5 13.4 

SJE campuses - know CEI not 
SJE 

15.8 8.7 19.2 -1.6 

SJE campuses ς donΩt know 
CEI/SJE 

6.4 -1.0 7.7 0.1 

CEI campuses - know CEI 13.2 6.2 16.4 6.6 

CEI campuses ς donΩt know CEI 5.1 0.9 11.2 4.0 

Neither SJE or CEI on campus 8.7 1.4 11.4 4.2 
































































































































