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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

One of the most excitingnd welcomadevelopmentdn Jewish life in North America dte
beginning of the 2% century is the growth of extraordinary partnerships between energetic
Jewish social entrepreneurs éumnovative Jewish funders. Together, they are responding
to an important insight about Jewish life today: many Jewtheirn 1 Qa4 | YR onQa
to embracenew opportunities to create or find their own Jewish pathways.

One of the most promising dfiese partnerships is betwedhe Jim Joseph Foundation (JJF)
andHillel: The Foundation for Campus Jewish, kifeere a cadre of young professionals is
developing a new approach whose ultimate ambition is nothing less than a revolution in the
mission andrganizational culture of campus Hillels across North Amerlic2008they
launched a major new initiativi® connect with students who are not engagedt who are
minimally engagedn Jewish life on campus.

The initiativebringsSenior Jewish Eduimas (SJEs full-time professional Jewish educators,
to college campuses in the United Statd$he SJE initiative is designed to work in tandem
with the Campus Entrepreneurs Initiative (CEI), which utilizestpaet student interns to
develop relationskps with peers and introduce them to Jewish experiendas200809,
SJEs worked on five campuses. CEl interns were located on a total of 17 campuses,
including the five SJE campuses.

A CEl intern, generally an undergraduate junior or sophomore,3cegsd networls with
friends and friends of friend® introduce students to opportunitie®r Jewish journeys. rA
SE, largely freed of other responsibilities to the campus Hillel operatises social
networking and Jewish learning to introduce studetatdewish wisdom, experience and
ideas.

THE RATIONALE FORETSJE AND CEI INIMMES

CHANGING NATURE GMWISH BELONGING ANBE RISE OF MULTITURAL IDENTITY

The SJBnd CEl initiatives arerasponse 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, theyalsemulticulturalism
and,in particular, many were not raised to privilege their distinctiveidé identities.

Rather, for these students, being Jewish is only one of mamjdesifities. As a result,

Jewish students today are less likely to connect with, more precisely, to joig Jewish
organizations for the sake of association with otdews. They look instead for content,
seeking Jewish spaces that allow them to bring their-dewish friends, and want access to
their Jewish identity simultaneously with their other identities. At the same time, students
struggle lesg and sometimes at at all¢ with their multiple selfdefinitions. They often

find it feasible to celebrate them simultaneously, making discussion of thesdedeiftions

N.F



irrelevant and the active celebration of multiple identities an effective strategy for
engagement.

AWAY FROM MAXIMIZINGID TOWARDS MEANINNERIEWISH EXPERIENCE

5d2NAYy3 GKS moppnQas | AffSEtQa YrAaairzy gl a G2 a
20KSN) WSgaode ¢KS Sy3lFr3asSySyid adNridS3ae F20dzaS
existing Hillel actities 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
aGdzRSyda 6K2 GR2 WSgAaAKI¢é 2yfe& ogKSYy GKS WSgA
SJEsnd CEl 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 whamtoaturally 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 studettiated interaction with other

Jews on campus. The operating logic is very similar to stetabrking internet sites such

as FacebookA core group of approximately 12 students, the CEIl interns, spend their time
AYAGALFGAY 3 YR 0 doviinRthef HiendsTohartigaReankadtivifiésithat: y R
are most relevant to their interestsThe activities happen, eand offcampus, and many

are not formally associated with HilleThe SJEyhere presentworks with CEI interns and

other student éaders.

In developing this approacHiillel professionaldraw onrecent social scientific literature

on life cycle developmerit Ly LJ- NI A Odzf I NE (1 KS T ali@getiodA & a9 YS
thatdo SAAYya GKSY &2dzy3a LIS2LX S fSIH@BS GKSANI LI NByY
their own households and solidify their life choices abaunily, community, and Judaism.

1 1Se StSYSyid 2F G9YSNHAY3I ! RdzZ (§ K2A2YRéa oM&aa | y
jdzSadA2yaé Foz2dzi tAFS IyR (KS OK2A0Sa GKIFG vy
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 discussiang the big questions

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

1 For example see, Sharon Daloz PaBig Questions, Worthy Dreams: Mentoring Young Adults in Their Search for MeaningePargbBaithSan Francisco: Jossey
Bass Publishers, 2000.
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Affiliation

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.

o B R
I AfftStQa ¢l afi
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 program
o
s ™~

Success

Largest possible number of participants paying
membership dues or participating in programs

-~

L)

student populations.
A

run in the building of the organization.
A

Operating Assumption
Jews want to mix socially with other Jews and

will search out an organized framework for doing

SO.

MaximizingNumbers

R

Historical context

1990s - Concerned with Jewish contirity,
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 imagéuilding events that draw
larger numbers of students.

I AfEStQa ¢ &y

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

Success

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

Operating Assumption

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

SJECEI Assessment Year One

SJE/CEI

Meaningful Experience

: HistoricalContext N
Early21st century. Students are coming
from a greater variety of ethnic
backgrounds, with perhags% 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.

IAffStQa

students engage one another through
relationships and together create or
connect to meaningful Jewish
experiences.

Success

Relationships help students connect wi
meaningful Jewish experiences. This
enables students to initiate and actively

¢l 3l
Create an environment on campus where

th

\ 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 wilfacilitate their
own Jewislengagement.
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RESEARCH GOALS

This reort documents the key findings and conclusions offirst year of a tweyear
assessment of the SIEinitiative. One yeais a very short time in which to recordsults
from such an ambitious and faeaching experimentBut it is possible to assesst least
tentatively - whether the initiative is working so far. Given that many sta$ crash and
burn upon takeoff, a finding of a successful launch would edtrivial. At the same time, to
be clear, after only one year in the field, it is much too early to assess theédangmpact

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

YEAR ONE FINDINGS

SJEs and CEl interns reach significant numbers ofrggjde particular, those previously
uninvolved in Jewish life in general or Hillel in particular.

SJEs and CEl intedissucceed in helping students to advance on their Jewish journeys.
Reaching significant numbers of students

In 2008, the SJE and Gttiatives together reached an estimated 8,000 Jewish students on
American college campuse®f these, about 2/3, or @r 5,000 come from moderater
weak Jewish backgrounds.

On four out of five campuses, the ftilne professional SJE exceeded expectei
reaching 200 or more Jewish studentSEl interns reacheabout50 students, on average
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
Ft NPEGARSR o6& {w9a G2 1AfttStQa {L/XZ FTYR GKSYy Ay HAny«kd
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Exhibit 3. Number of CEI contacts on 13 campuses

University Cont_acts
established
Brown University 67
University ofCaliforniac 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 ofChicago 47
University of Kansas 45
University of California San Diego 43
Northwestern University 42
Total (Mean) 51

SJEand CEkogether are better than each alone

Increased reachfhose students who know CEIl interns are much more likebe in contact
with an SJE than those who do not know a CEl intern.

Advancing Jewisfourneys: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 lessvolved students SJEs and CEl interns reach students drawn from a wider
spectrum of Jewish backgrounds than those active in Hillel who typically have strong Jewish
backgrounds.

CEl interns are much more likely than SJEs to be in cami@icstudents without previous
Hillel participation. Thus, the CEl interns help SJEs reaeimed$sed Jewish students.

SJEs advance Jewish learning, CEIl interns promote Jewish friendships

SJEs exert a smatl-moderate positive impact upon feeling$ #ewish growth, level of
Jewish learning, and organized Jewish activity on campudEs are especially likely to reach
& N &-Stdddknés who had already embarked upon their own Jewish journkysne

area, the promotion of Jewish friendships, Cirims outperform SJEs.

SJE used three major methods to establish social relationships with students

1 Oneon-one relationship building

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

f 9yl ofAy3a aGdzRSY(a tanmdbiliaeS3h@isyctil nét@okEdr i det S NE £
up new social networks.
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SJB & thize 8ducation strategies, of which the first has received the most attention:

9 ¢SIFIOKAY3 2F WS6A&K G(SEGa (2 AffdzYAylLdS €A
1 Model meanngful Jewish practice:

o Jewish ritual and ceremony.

o Providing Jewish context and depth to otherwise secular activity.
1 Connect oneon-one through pastoral counseling.

Jewish talk makes a difference

GWSgAaK GFf1¢ 0SG6SSy A& askiRiStgdiwih posifivie Jefvisho & 2 NJ /
outcomes (e.g., interest in Birthrightt D S 'y S NI dmbrécing gersonal interests, leisure

time, academic studiesis not associated with positive Jewish outcomesr SJEs, holding
conversations on Jewish mattersopluces (or reflects) a sharp rise in feelings of Jewish

growth and increased Jewish learning.

CEl Jewish growth rates are the highest

CEl interns themselves report personal Jewish growth rates higher than other students
report. CEIl interns on the fivBJE campuses dot report higher growth rates than those

on the five noRSJE campuses.is likely that it is the very experience of connecting with
other Jewish students, and the responsibility the position entails, that stimulates growth in
CEl inters rather than the relationship with an SJE.

IMPLICATIONS FOR REANO 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 ienesstm

AY FOGFAYAY3 GKS WWC GAAA2YY AGLYONBIaAy3a ydzy
f SIENYyAY3I YR OK22aAay Iwhiei istcleadiBat ¢ BIENEIEampustsS ¢ A a K
more Jewish students report greater Jewish involvement than ampcees on which

{WO9kKk/ 9L A& y2i LINBaSyuaz AG Aa G22 az2z2y (42 1Y
fSEFNYyAy3IE 2N GOK22aAiy3da G2 tAQOS OAONIyld WSgAa

Future dialogue needs to focus on the scale and source of financial resources required by
Hillel to expand the SJE/CEI model

The SJE modelasrelatively expensive progranExpanding the SJE model would require
substantial additional resourcedt is possible that the lessons of the SJE experience can be
used to crafess expensive variations time SJE theme.

Clarifying or adjusting the quantitative target for CEl interns

The average number of contacts per CEIl intern is around 50 compared with an initial target
of 60. The target could be loweredsiven the goal of reaching uninvolved students, some

SJECEI Assessment Year One Pageb



contactsg those with less Jewish background or more limited prior contact with Hillel may
0S Ge2NIKeé Y2NB (KIFy 20KSNAO® ¢tK2asS /9L AydS
the less involved shad be rewarded.

Clarifying or ajusting the quantitative targetfor 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 gitlea to

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 giviNd® ¢ ONB RA G € F2 NJ
GKS tSaa Ay@g2ft @SR IyR tSaa aONBRAGE F2NI NBI
Trying to improve the impact o8J8 onthe Ewish journeys ofCEinterns

CEl interns under SJE guidance should grow more than those without SJEs omtpes.ca
Some promising approaches:

1 SJEs should be integrated more fully into the CEI training program.
9 SJEs could focus more of their attention on creatingyoimg learning opportunities
for CEl interns.

Improve the integrationof SJEsn the campus

SEs on different campuses vary in the extent to which they function smoothly and
effectively in three areas:

1 Getting up to speed at the beginning of their tenure.
1 Clarity about role and responsibility.
1 Integration into Hillel management structure.

| A f ScBust@@an 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 followup is an unrealized gportunity

The large number of contacts generated by CEIl interns provides a serious challenge for
follow-up, given that CEl interns serve for one yeRossibilities include:

1 CEl interns could serve more than one year.

§ CEl alumni (advisors) could takeltd8 y a A0 Af AG& G2 YIAydlFAy O2)
students.

1 Regular Hillel staffould play a role in followp.

SJECEI Assessment Year One Page7



Part of the followup strategy should include a more systematic and #isendly approach
to contact relationship management (CRM).

Greater inegration 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 seerpag of the same team! | A fust@rhafa { OK
International CenterSJE and CEIl need to be managed by a single organizational unit, rather
than by two parallel manageriahd administrative systems as hhden the case.

It may make more sense to view ELEI as a nael for involving and engagingewish
students, not as thenodel

All of the available evidence suggests that the SJE/CEI model is a very promising approach to
broadening and deepening Jewish life on campiisthe same time, it is importarnb

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

dzy AGSNEAGASEAS AG Aa KA TKrbief fomy brmolaltingtived K 0 a2y
campuses reveatseveral important differences that need to begk in mind in moving this

initiative forward. For example, o some campuses, there are so many-saitivated and

engaged Jewish students with competing visions of Judaism and being Jewish thas the

real challengeand opportunity inmeeting theirdiverse needs AND creatiagsense o€Clal

Yisrael

CONCLUSION

The Senior Jewish Educator / Campus Entreprenduitsative appears to bean 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 dléset,
combination of SJE and CEI enables outreach to previously uninvolvedstsdnd
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.

SJECEI Assessment Year One Pages



INTRODUCTON

THE SJE AND GRITIATIVES

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 contegtto Jewish life. This project, entitled,

Gl AffESt {SYA2NI WSgAaK 9RdzOF G2NAR LYAGAF GA@GSE
students in Jewish learning encounters and other Jewish activities.

The SJE initiative was intended to work in tamd&ith the Campus Entrepreneurs Initiative
(CEI), which utilizes peer networks to identify and connect with stud&3tsare fulttime
professional Jewish educatort contrast, the Campusntrepreneurs Initiativenterns (CEl
interns) are fulltime students who work agart-time internsto introduce their fellow

studentsto 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, JJFdaHillel selected the researchers to undertake a-{year
assessment of the SIECE 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 interaatitveen SJEs and
CEl interns on campuses where both are presédittis reportseeksto establish if the
investment by Hillel and JJF in the SJEs and CEIl interns is paying off.

i Did the SXcand @& interns reach significant numbers of studenitsparticular,
those previously uninvolved in Jewish life in general or Hillel in partizular
i Did they succeeth helping them advance on their Jewish journeys?

Our more specific uestions include:

1. How are SJEs providing added value to the overall effoiit KyS A NJ Ol Y LJdza S&aQ |
involve students in meaningful Jewish experiences on campus?

2. How does the nature of the Hillel operation on cammftuencean SJE's
effectivenes® What role should an SJE play within the campus operation in order to
deliver geatest impact?

3.12¢ R2Sa GKS NR{S 2F | Af f SibfleacetfieOK dzd  SNXY | y
successful work of the SJIE?

SJECEI Assessment Year One Paged



The sections of the report are:
1. Therationale for the SJE an@Einitiatives

The historic context in which the SJE and CEl inggitivere created and the rationale
for initiatives in terms of their expected benefit to Jewish engagement on campus.

2. The esearch

The research design used to assess the impact of the SIEEAnitiativesand the
extent to which the underlying theory @hange actually works.

3. Are SJEs and CEl interns reaching large numbers of students who were
previously uninvolved with Hillel?

Wewill examine the numerical targets set f8dEand CEI interns in terms of numbers of
students contacted and theprior Jewsh campusinvolvement.

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

We examine the role of SJEs and CEl interns in promoting meaningful Jewish
relationships on campus. What methods are SJEs devisergyage students in
meaningful Jewish relationships? Are students reporting Jewish growth as the result
of interaction with an SJE and/or CEl intern?

5. What is the nature of the interaction between CEIl interns and &JE

A primary role of an SJE is to eng&#d interns in meaningful Jewish relationships and
enrich the CEI leadership training program with Jewish learning. Do CEIl interns grow
Jewishly as a result of their interaction with an SJE?

6. Policy implications

We articulatepolicy implications for thdim Joseph Foundation and Hillel's Schusterman
International Center.

7. Reuvisiting the SJ&nd CElogic model and major tasks for research in 2009/10

Wereturn to the logic model that guides the SJE and CEl initiatives, with an aim to revising it
based on tle 2008/9 research.

SJECE| Assessment Year One Pagel0



I. THE RATIONALE FORETSUUE ANDEI INITIATIVES

THE CHANGING NATURE JEWISH BELONGINGD IDENTITY

The SJBnd CEl initiativesespord to the distinctiveattributes of the current generation of
students on campus and the @hging nature of Jewish life in the United States. While
Jewish students express significant pride in being Jewish, theyalsemulticulturalism
anddo not necessarilprivilege their Jewish identities. Rather, for these students, being
Jewish is onlgne of many selidentities. Jewish students today are less likely to connect
or, more precisely, to joiq Jewish organizations for the sake of association with other
Jews. They look instead for content, seeking Jewish spaces that allow them tp thieir
non-Jewish friends, and wamb access their Jewish iden#ssimultaneously with their
other identities.

FROMAFFILIATION TRAXIMIZINGTO MEANINGFUL EXPERIENC

¢tKS Y2RSt 2F | al At€St 12dzaSé¢ I a GKSn LJXFOS 7
the first half of the 20th century and grew dramatically after WWII. During the same period,
AyaadAddziaAzya &adzOK |a GKS aWSgAaK [/ 2YYdzyAade |/
meet the needs of Jews moving out of Jewish urban neighborhoods tathelss. These

institutions ran programs cultural, educational, religious, and sparthat drew Jews into

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

people coming through the doors of the institution.

Dury 3 G KS ™ddn Q Shifted towarddSril (Edhgiednder af yews doing

WS g AAK ¢ A0 KntRsipa&ign, Wilebfdcdséd on Jewish engagenweitit, an

emphass ondrawingpreviouslyuninvolvedstudents intonew and ongoingillel actvities

and increasing the numbers of Jewish students participatifige 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 baefthition of

G R2 Ay 3 awl$fdéwisiKeducationAlmost anyrecognizably Jewishctivity was

LINA@OAEf SASR a Iy AYGSYRSR 2dzi02YS 2F | Aff St C

h@dSNJ] 0KS O2dzNBS 2 7F dekrSrendspiintetd@rridge/aRd thedhcpn Qa4 x 2
acceptance of Jews intoainstreamAmerican culture intensified, along with a concurrent

growth of other Jewish campus organizatioMithin this new realitythe new model

entailingSJEand CEl interns sesto engage students who il 2y f & daR2 WSgAaKe

Jewish experiences are personally meaningiilisapproachsees itself as emphasizing

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

interns want to reach Jewish studentsonthe Suf i a Q 26y (GSNXaz 02y y SOl
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 Jewigburneys. G2 6+ NR | LR aAdAz2y 2F aws

SJECE| Assessment Year One Pagell



Jewish young adults make informed and intelligent choices about how being Jewish will
inform and enrich their lives

The question is: how ca®JEs and CEl intemesich Jewish students who do nottogally

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 sttwiéated

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

networking internet sites such as Facebodkcore group of approximately 12 students, the

/ 9L AYOSNyasz &ALISYR GKSANI GAYS ingideifidndstoy 3 | Yy R
participate in activities that are most relevant to their interesihe activities happen

everywhere, onand offcampus, and many are not formally associated with Hilléle SJE,

where presentworks with CEI interns and other skent leaders to create opportunities

YR SELISNASYyOSa G(KIiG | RRMSiddneadingudR&gd 6 8 Q Ay d SN
authentically Jewish.

"EMERGING ADULTHOOAS AN EXTENDED LHHRAGBNVITHSIGNIFICABEFOR
DEVELORGJEWISH BELONGING

Ly O2ydN>Fad G2 GKS YFEAYATAY3I LI NFRAIYZ (GKS
0StAST GKFG Ay GKAa 3ISYSNIridAz2ysz SIFOK AYRADAR
her own Jewish experienc@y doing so, s/he will find or create other nmsafor meaningful

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

pathway after graduationldeally, the student will not rely on established Jewish

institutions to build his or her Jewish life, but will pactively nitiate meaningful Jewish
FOGA@GAGEST 3AFLAYS 2y (GUKS aidzRSydQa GdSN¥Ya | yR

This paradigm is particulantglevant in lightof recent social scientific literature on life cycle
development that Hillel professionals citén particular, the focus is on a life stage called
GOYSNAAY3I ! RdzZ 1 K22 RdE CtKAAa fAFS LISNA2R 06S3A
homes and continues until they set up theiwn householdsnd solidify their life choices

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

life isincreasing inlength. 2 dzy’ 3 F Rdzf 6 & I NBE &ALISYRAYy3I Y2NBE (A
homesbefore creating their own householdgvhen they do settle down, the chances are
thatlifeOK2 A 0Sa ¢gAff fSIFR GKSY silesNtshon#alsobeK SA NJ LI |
noted thatmembers othis generation as did previous generationsften lack paradigms of

active Jewish connectiornThey frequently inherited engagement in Jewish insiins for

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

G LU Hrop2 FTF¢ Y2RSE 27F & & Jheyhged detlelsiofadtRd a8 Y Sy (1 @
Jewish life to strive toward meaningful connection to Jevifghandcommunity.

2 For example see, Sharon Daloz Paslig.Questions, Worthy Dreams: Mentoring Young Adults in Their Search
for Meaning, Purpose, and Faithan Francisco: JossBgiss Publishers, 2000.
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Affiliation

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.

o B R
I AfftStQa ¢l afi
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

Success

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

A

Operating Assumption
Jews want to mix socially with other Jews and

will search out an organized framework for doing

SO.

Exhibit 1

-~

building or attending Hillel sponsored programs.
o
s ™~

MaximizingNumbers

N

Historical context

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

| AffStQa ¢l aj
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.

y

Operating Assumption

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

SJECEI Assessment Year One

SJE/CEI
Meaningful Experience

4 HistoricalContext )

Early21st century. Students are coming
from a greater variety of ethnic
backgrounds, with perhag0% having a
Jewish parent. For most, spending tim
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. J

(¢

.

( IAttStQa ¢l aj

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 wilfacilitate their
own Jewislengagement.
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jdzSadA2yaé Foz2dzi tAFS IyR (KS OK2A0Sa GKI

The role of the SJE is to work with Hillel staff and CEI interns to createtopities to
engage students in discussions about the big questions they are asking of themselves and
others, from a Jewish perspective.

THENEEDFORQUALIFIED PERSONMBRIDNEWEDUCATIONAL PRACTICE

In the maximizing paradigm, Hillel staff need a skiltseffectivelyrun the Hillel operation

with a strong emphasis aspproacheghat students enjoy.Under prior models,sccess
dependedon numbers coming into the Hillel building or attending Hilebnsored

programs. In the meaningful experience pagad, 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 speei$ the knowledge, emotional and managerial
gualifications, or educational methods that a Hillel staff person needs in order to implement
the paradigm.

The formative mission of SJEs and CEl interns is tbkaag the humanesource,

educational, and institutional practices needed for the meaningful experience paradigm to
succeed, and to nurture and train staff who are qualified to work according téothe of

the paradigm.

The chart on the nextage (exhibit 2summarizes the SJE and CEI theory of change and the
logic model, as it was formulated by the research team in collaborationlwkhf f St Q&
Schusterman International Centkadership at the start of the project.

SJECE| Assessment Year One Pagel4
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Exhibit 2 Theory of change and logic model for &IEI campuses

Why SJE/CEI? How does Whatis

SJE/CEI work? success?

Hillel estimates that approximately

35% ofJewishcollege students are Create "Enriched
deeply involvedn Jewishlife. Other Through a methodology of Educational

- Jewishstudents have thus far relationship building, CEl interhs Relationships" between
managed to spend their college and SJEs cultivate relationships |4 SJEs an@El
careers without meaningfulewish —| with individuals and networks Ilf interns/studentsand
experiences odewish involvement. students connecting them to (or relationships between

creating with them) meaningfu CEl internsind students
Jewishexperiences.

Hillel estimates tha85% ofJewish

students attend college. Hillel has & Increase numbers of
tremendous opportunity to impact ST R
|| the Jewishjourneys of students at ah SJEs are talentetewish = meaningful Jewish
age that is developmentally educators with an authentic experiences.
significant and has the potential to Jewishpersonality who serve a
ignite future Jewishinvolvement andj mentors and teachers to CEI
commitments. : ; . ; .
_| interns, build relationships with Increaselewish
Jewishstudents and networks knowledge Jewishself

throughout the campus and

serve as a resource to elevate
Emerging adulthood is a period of life| | the Jewishlearning and content] —
when young adults by and large exist of the overall Hillel.
beyond the purview of communal
= institutions and are not seeking out!
institutional involvement; Hillel
must develop extranstitutional
strategies to engage them.

confidence, positive
Jewishmemories and
people/community
experiences of students
(to whom the SJEs
connect).

CEl interngire students with a
Jewish backgrounidut who hav
not previously been connected
to Jewish life on campus. CEI
internsexperience an intensive

Emerging adulthood is also a time leadership curriculum that also
when students are exploring big strengthens their owrdewish
questions and seeking resources to| &= connections and helps them find
shape their life ideologies, oftemith meaningfullewishcelebration.

- assistance from their universities and They are charged with Ultimate Goal: Greater
certainly not in a faitfbased orJewish connecting with students new to Jewishinvolvement by
context. This orientation toward Jewishlife andwho are involved students
exploration offers an additional in diverse social networks and. |in
opportunity. turn, connecting them tdewish

resources.

There is a shortage dewish
educators in Hillel with either the
- qualifications or the portfolio to
engagestudentssuccessfully in
meaningfulJewishexperiences.
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I[l. THERESEARCH

This assessment of the SJE andr@tidtivesseekso determine whether these programs

are working, andd try to identify critical success factors.

l f GK2dAK ¢S are aadzO0Saaszée ¢S R2 y2i0 GKAYy1l A
Rather, the research project is about learning what 8#=and CEl internsffer college

students, and how the relanshipbuilding 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 pvdjéztt
argued for a heuristic modelwe knew we would all be learning as we proceeded:

9 CEIl had been underway for only for three years] most campuses were entering their
first year with the initiative; and,»xept at UCLA, the SJE initiative was brand réstw.
both the level of A f f Hustedndan it€national Centemnd on the individual
campuses, the work was just beginning, and thus we were dealing with a highly fluid
situation.

i The campuses selected are large, complex social organisms with significant numbers of
Jewish students. In evy sensetheseinitiativesare living, open laboratories, and
measurement and interpretén of results, as expected, hattened out to be
challenging and indeed invite active discussion and deliberation between the major
stake holders in the project

i The evaluation model is complexparticularly for campuses involving bate SJE and
CEinitiatives;in effect we have been trying to assess B#ESCEInterns,the synergy
between them and the impact of other campapecific variables.

The assessent included both formative (process) and summative (outcomes) elenfents.

RESEARCH RATEGY

The research team designed the research to compare engagement strategies on fifteen
campuses.In consultation with Hillel, the research team chd#ten campuses for the
sample

i five campuses with an SJE that are also implementing the CEl engagement strategy;
i five campuses that do not have an SJE, but are implementing CEI; and
i five campusesghat have neither an SJE nor CEI.

The latter five were initiallgeen as a comparison grougowever,as a result of the
research process, ltecane clearo the research teanthat it was more useful to view these
campuses aprovidealternativesto SJE and C&$ ways to engage studentstside 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 #ae55model.(See
appendixfour for a list of campuses.)

We explored the following four primary relationships.
1. SJEand Students
2. SJEandCEl interns
3. CEl internand Students on SJE/CEI Campuses
4

. CEl internaind Students on Clalone campuses

RESEARCH ACTIVITY

Our researctaimed at three research objectives:

1. TO GAIN FAMILIAM WITH THE SJE ABEBIINITIATIVERANDTHE 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 partigiptitedAugust

2009 Engagement Institute.

B. CONFERENCE ATTANOE

All four principal researchers attended Hillel's professional conference (PSC) in Baltimore in
December of 2008Ne made contact with all fifteen potential campuses, meeting with
seniorstaff from each campysnd 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. rAéteting with
representatives from all campuses, all but one campus chose to participate in the research.
A replacement was later found to keep theodelat 5-5-5.

C. CAMPUS PROFILES

We built profilesof all 15 campusegiescribinghe nature ofeach carpus, Jewish life on
campus and the local Hillel operatioiihe 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 RESEARC

D. STUDENT SURVEY

With the assistance df A f £ St Q& { OKdza G S NXDirgttorfoy” G SNY I G A 2 y I §
Organizational Learningve conducted an online survey of students from all 15 campuses in

the research project, along with 38 additional students with umkn campusaffiliation.

TheSJEand CEl internsecruited their contacts, and Hillel directors used a variety of means

to recruit students who are beyond the personal scope of the SJESEhuhterns

The student survey, designed closely with tjeut and cooperation of representatives

froml Af f St Qa { OKdza i S N)dvefed b vaiie§ Nijaleatmenyg them: / Sy (i S NJ
standard socialemographic characteristics; pmllege 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 AlterwatBreak programs; Jewish

activity last year and this year; feeling of Jewish ownership; feelings of Jewish growth, and
familiarity with and closeness t8JE$where available) an@EIl internsand other items.

Exhibit 3: Responses to Student Survey

Campis Responses

SJE/CEI N.Y.U. 516
U.C. Berkeley 186
U.C. Los Angeles 301
U. Chicago 128
U. Texas 191
CE} Research Project Northwestern U. 271
Ohio State U. 168
U. Kansas 74
U. C. San Diego 157
U. Virginia 201
Others, added by Barnard/Columbia/JTS 55
I A f ScBdsteréan Indiana 40
International Center Muhlenberg College 227
San Diego State University 96
University of Michigan 197
Other 6
Not recorded 32
Total 2,846

In all,2,846 eligibleespondents answered the surveyut of an undefined universeBy
GSt AIAO0E StalltimeStuddlst hdergiaduate or graduate, who identified as
Jewish in some wayn addition 460 noreligible students and others responded.

Hillel professionals distributed the survey invitats virally, usually with no predefined list
of prospective respondent3.he 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 tegtent to which Hillel and individu@lEI interns
sent out the survey link and encouraged their contacts and friends to resptente, we
have no ability to calculate response rates, nor would they be meaningful.

E. THE CENTERNSURVEY
Asurvey ofCEinterns was conductedargely replicating the student survey in content. O
the 126 CEl interns in the system, 93 (o%j4espondedCEl interns who completed the CEl
survey are not included in the numbers who completed the student survey.

Exhibit 4: Responses to CEl Intern Survey

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, 9 Yes 5 50%
Berkeley

University of California, Los 12 Yes 12 100%
Angeles

University of California, San 11 Yes 7 64%
Diego

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

| Af€SftQa {OKdzZAGSNXYIY LYGSNYI GA2yIicdumptody S NI LIN
REACH data in January 200®EACH is the Customer Relation Management system
employed by SJEs and CEl intenmstipl analysis was completed in February 2009, and

during campus visits in February, questions were posed to SJE, CEI coordinators and CE
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 uselgnd theunevenquality of the data in the dataystem the
researchteamdecidedto limit use of the REACH data to counting the number of contacts
made by CEIl interns on each campDse to inconsistent usage of REACH by SJEs, their
contacts counts are drawn for this report from the yesard report povided by the SJE

director to JJF.
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3. QUALITATIVE REREAM

G. CAMPUS SITE VBIT

Members of the research team paid site visits to all but thoéthe fifteen campusesEach
visitlastedfrom 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 an
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 CEIl interns and other studeratsoWNe
conducted limited participant observation in CEI intern group meetings and other CEI intern
interactions with the SJEs.

During February and March of 2009, site vigitse conducted atour of the five SJE
campuses. These comprised thaiversity ofChicago, New York University, University of
CaliforniaLos Angeles, and University of TeXasstin. No site visit was made to University
of CaliforniaBerkeley in February due to senior staff position changdsch made
scheduling difficult However, hone interviewswvere conducted with the SJE, CEI
Coordinator, Interim Director, and twQEI interns In addition to the SJE+Ghiern
campuses, visstwere made tall five campuses in the sample with @#trnsbut no SJE.
These comprised Ohio StataiMersity, Northwestern University, University of California
San Diego, University ofrginia, and University of Kansad/hile not included in the
proposal members of the research team also visited three of the five alternative strategy
campuses.Altemative campus visits comprisdige University of Michigan, Columbia
University, and San Diego State Univership site visits were made to Muhlenberg College
and Indiana Universitygoth whichwere covered by way of tedone interviews with the
Executie Director and Engagement Director at Indiamdthe 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 conduced as part of the first round of researcAppendix five documenthe
interviews conducted and observations made on the fifteen campuses.

H. FOLLOWP PHONE INTERVIEWS

In July 2009, 15 followp interviews were conducted with senior Hillel staffthe SJE and
CEIl campuses. Interviews included all five SJEs and some of the Executive or Associate
Directors and CEI coordinatorAppendix sixlocuments the followup interviews

conducted.

I. INTERVIEWS WITBESAND CEI DIRECTORS

An interviewwas condgted with the SJE Director and Hildirector of Researcbf
Organizational Learning at thdillel Professionabtaff Conference in December 2008 and
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again in February 2009 in preparation for the 2009 campus visits. Two fgtilow

conversations were catucted 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 &f f £ St Qa { OKdza i SNX I y
Centervis-a-vis the SJE and Gitiatives
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1. RELATIONSHIENUMBERS AND EXTENF OUTREACH

Are SJEand CEl internseaching large numbers of students who weégeviously
uninvolved with Hillel?

SIECONTACTMOST SJES HIT THERGET OF 180 IRHIONSHIPS

The original target foBJEsvas 180 contacts per SJE per yedth the expectation that the
contactsprimarily consist ostudents who were not previously involved with Hillel on
campus Over the course of the 2008/9 academic year, the resleéeam 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 expreggedtaleal of anxiety about the
idea that a single person is capable of maintaining rh@aningfulrelationships.

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

goal for a firstyear SJEIndeed, the actual pedrmance 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 nuethis reasonabléor a firstyear SJE. This sentiment is
reflected in an essay written by the U.C. Berkeley B3 provides an overview of how he

met the target of 180 contacts and was echoed in the se8sieried on the topic at the

August 2009 Engagient Institute.

The challenge is not the number sdmetimes superficialontactswith any studentsbut
the number ofinfluential relationships with students who have not had previous contact
with Hillel

RETURNINGJHEHIT TARGETS FOR NERBOFCONTACTS

The reportgprovided bythe SJEsf the number oftheir contacts are presented belowl he
initial target of 180 contacts per SJE seems reasonable, and was attained by all four of the
continuing SJEs.

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

contacts
Berkeley SJE 205
Chicago SJE 135
NYU SJE 251
Texas SJE 200
UCLA SJE 220
“5Providedo @ { W9 & G2 | Aib 206819 Qear efdlrepdit of SYERlireiitét & JIF
The University of Chicago SJE, who will not continue &J&nn 2009/1Qvas the only SJE
to fall short of the 180 targetPart of the explanatioffior thislies 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 communiyuilding strategy for raching 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" whaill 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.

*Providedo &

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 "thinkegficlly;" 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 CENTERNS HIT OR APPREBED THE TARGET ORE&ELATIONSHIPS

The target for each CHiternoneachcampug I & cn G LINA Y NBE¢ O2y il OG a
expectation was that each CEIl intern would connect with a unique set of individuals. So, on

a campus basis, ihere were 12 CEl interns, they should have yielded 720 different CEl
intern-student relationships.

The average number of contacts reported in the RE&@km for the 10 campuses covered

by the assessment reporting was,48th a range o881 to 60.The aveage number of

contacts reported by CEIl intern survey respondents wasvih a rangeof 42 to 67for the

13 CEI campuses that participated in the survey. Differelnetgeen the REACH and

Survey numbers for individual campuses ranged from 6% to 33#reminstancesthe

REACH average was higher than the Survey estimate; in seven insthacgsrvey

SAUAYFOS gFa KAIKSND ¢KS w9l /1l RFGIF LzNLI2 NI
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is not clear that the REACH datareentered consistently. TK S { dzN©S& | a1 SR F2 N
O2y il Ol aoé

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

University Cont_acts Meetings Meetings per
established conducted contact

Brown University 67 270 4.1
University of California; 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

Five campuses mehe target of an average of 60 contacts per EfBrown, UBerkeley,
Tufts, University of Maryland, and UGLAhe others ranged from an average of 42 to 58.

By the measure dhe total number of meetings per contadhe CEIl intern®n at least two
other campu®s appear especially productive: These are: the University of Virginia and the
University of Chicago.

CEI INTERNS & SJEGRK IN TANDEM

One objective of thevork of theCElinternsis to support the work 0SJEBy bringing more
students into contact wittSJEsIn this regard, the evidence points to the effectiveness of
CEl internsThose students who kno®El interngare much more likely to be in contact with
an SJE (about 55% for those who know ar@&ih vs only 21% for thse who do not).At

the same time, closeness to a @Eern is not linked to the chances of knowiag SJBr
becoming close with him/her

7 The REACH system automates assignment of primary contact. The primary engager is the Q&1 @idrn

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 contattten the primary engager is the person who created the

record. If neither created the recd, 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 cangperation. In addition, no consistent

use was made of the primary contact figldtafrom one campus to the next.

8¢CKAA Aad | a2YS¢KIFG ASYSNRdza AYUSNIINBGFdGA2yE a GKS i
Ay Of dzRS G LINRYRNBE: | RYaBSDa
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Exhibit 7: Likelihood of student who knows CEI being in contact with SJE
Closeto Know SJE, Don't Total

SJE but not know SJE

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

SJE ® CEI INTERKSONTACTWITHVARIED LEVELS OF IEHWMNVOLVEMENT

GTo achieve this goal [of doubling the number of Jestisients reached by Hillel], Hillel

isrestructuring its existing staffing models and modes of engagement in order to devote more
NBEaz2dzNODSa (G2 O02yySOil dzyyayd2t SR WSgAaK aiGdzRSyia
To what extenis theSJEs and Ghitiative enabling Hillel on campus to conng@eéeviously

uninvolved Jewish students to Jewishife

1. SJES AND CEI INTERROSITACBTUDENIFROM ALL TYPBES JEWISBACKGROUNDS

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

Ay @2t @dSYSy G o 'yEA1S GKS LINRPFAES 2F addzRRSyda
who know SJEs and CEl interns are not drawn disproportionately from those witieged

Jewish parents and strong Jewish educational experiences in the childhood and

adolescent years.

Exhibit 8: Precollege Jewish background of students with relationships with SJEs

Don't know a Don't know a SJE

Close toa Know, but not (CIE and
SJE close Slzssa alternative
campuses)

campuses)
Strong Background 32% 35% 31% 26%
Moderate 40% 39% 38% 42%
Background
Low Background 28% 27% 31% 31%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

Exhibit 9: Precollege Jewish background of students with relationships W&l interns
Don't know a Don't know aCEl

Closetoa Know, but not

CEl (CElI (Alternative
CEl close
campuses) campuses)
Strong Background 29% 31% 34% 31%
Moderate 45% 42% 36% 43%

% 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. SJESIAVE MORE CONTACRANHHE CEI INTERNEMWSTUDENTS WHO WBRWISHLY
ACTIVE IN THE PRECEDYEAR

In terms of their recent (20008) levels of Jewish activity, those who knew or became close
with CElnterns,are highly similar tethoseon the same camys who had no familiarity with

a CELThese patterns suggest that Qiernsreach students with a variety of prior recent
activity levels.

The contacts withtSJEsdisplay a different pattern. Those whadw but are not close to an

SJBEvere MORE active itewish life than those who do not know the SAEthe same time,

GK2aS 6K2 IINB GaFNASYRa¢é¢ gAlGK Iy {W9 O0AYy GKSA
those whoknow, but have not become friends with an SJE.

Exhibit 10: Jewish background andtavity levels (mean scores) of students by relationships with SJIEs
Jewish

Jewish activity Jewish learning o Jewish
last year last year LN EUTIE Background
activity last year
Close to a SJE 60 37 45 40
Know, but not close 64 43 49 44
Don't know aSJE (SJE 42 24 31 a1
campuses)

Don't know a SJE (CEIl a

. 53 28 34 38
alternative campuses)

Exhibit 11: Jewish background and activity levels (mean scores) of students by relationsftip€EIl interns
Jewish

Jewish activity Jewish learning o Jewish
last year last year SRELER T Background
activity last year

Close to a CEl 55 35 39 39
Know, but not close 58 34 37 39
Don't know a CEl (CEI 56 34 32 39
campuses)

Don't know a CEl

) 56 29 35 40
(alternative campuses)

The differential patterns of recruitment for Sdid CEI interngre especially noticeable with

respect to the extento which the students reporhaving attended Hillel events in 200B.

Almost half those who kne®JEswhether closely or not, had beenal A f £ St S@Syd a3
in 200708, as compared with just 19% of those with no knowledge of an{SY¥9 & - & 2 @S NJ
NEONHzA ¢ addzRSyiGa 6AGK I LINKA2NI KAad2NER 2F 1 A
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For theCEl internsthe comparable gaps are smaller but still substantial38% vs. 17%.
Accordingly, those who had never been to a Hillel event were quite undepresented
among those who know an SJE or a CEI, whether well (as a friend), or not as well.
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Exhibit 12: Hillel activity levels in 2008 for students with relationshiggh SJEs

Don't know Don't know a

Closetoa Know, but a SIESJE SJIi’CEI.and
SJE not close alternative
campuses)

campuses)
Often went to Hillel 47% 48% 19% 28%
Rarely or sometimes went to Hille 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 CEl interns.
Don't know Don't know a

Closetoa Know, but ==, cp) (cE| CEI (Alternative

CEl not close
campuses) 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%

SJEsttract students withevenhigher levels of Hillel participation in the prior school year
(20078) than do the CEl interngor their part, the CEIl 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 thesaldy-involved, but for maximal
effectiveness, they need to engage those uninvolved in Jewish life. In this respect, the
survey findings demonstrat¢hat CEI interns play an important role in helping SJEs (and
ultimately Hillel) reach the wider peripheryf students.

In our interviews with the SJEs, all expressed their commitment to reachinmledged

students and view CEI as an important mediondo sa To the extent that SJEs interact

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

in which a mix of students are presentt in a targeted or personal way, but functias a
resource for student leaders and activists who see the SJE as Jewishly erinebéng

activities that they are running. An exampletio latter is provided by the UC Berkeley.SJE
Hecounted as his 18Dcontact 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 Hillet’

10Interview with UC Berkeley SJE, July 2009. The example is also quoted in theridssapy the UC
Berkeley SJE, titled "Getting to 180" (cited in footnbehove).

SJECEI Assessment Year One Pagez28



3. REACHNG LESSNVOLVED STUDENTRASEAMPUSES

The ability of a campus Hillel to reach lessolved students through SJE and CEl is a
function of the number of years that SJEs and CEl interns are active on campus.

In the first year of CEl, the interns arermally 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 evendrther 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 studemtsr so the theory goes. To the extent thaSJE

is able to seed networks which then multiply and extend out from year to year, we should
expect to see a mullyear extension of the reach of an SJE to the-legslved Jewish

students on campus.

VETERAN CEI CAMPUREACH MORE PERIPHERRUDENTSO MORBHHAN DO NEW CEI
CAMPUSES

There is no distinguishable difference in reaching uninvolved students between veteran
and new CEI campusehis is the case both in terms of the previous Jewish involvements
of the CEl interns themselves and, more impaitty, 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 areyfeat CEl operations.
Conversely, two of the veteran campuses, Uehd\Berkeley, are consistently among the
poorer performergsee exhibitl4b in appendixwo). Thus we learn that number of years

in CEIl does not mean that a campus will more effectively reach peripheral Jewish
students.

SISEREACH SOMETUDENTBREVIOUY UNINVOLVED IN JEW LIFE

All five 2008/9 SJE were in their first years on their cantptiays 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 discernd 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 reldégslinvolvedn Jewish life.

Apparently, once they get to know the students, SJEs manage to focus their attention upon
and get closer tsomewhatlessinvolved students.

11UCLA 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 Jewish Jewish Jewish Jewa K 2N N
activity last Background activity level learning level activity level
year last year last year last year

Chicago Gl 45 36 51 32 36 23
but not
close

Close to 43 35 41 29 33 18
SJE

NYU Know, 61 49 65 41 43 74
but not
close

Close to 58 47 59 38 41 43
SJE

Texas Know, 71 42 69 54 60 25
but not
close

Close to 62 37 58 29 41 36
SJE

RGN Know, 74 42 72 40 64 24
but not
close

Close to 72 37 60 34 48 40
SJE

UCLA Know, 76 42 61 48 49 50
but not
close

Close to 72 41 79 59 60 25
SJE

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.

REACHNGLARGE NUMBERS OF BENTS AND THE LEBWIBHLY INVOLVED

All the 2008/9 SJEs investhdavily in creating opportunities for interacting with students,
examples of which are provided in exhib@. 1

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 lesv@uvdewish students?
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Exhibit 16: Examples of the use of existing frameworks to reach large numbestudents
Teaching Frameworks
9 Jewish Learning FellowshiplYU SJE uses Jewish Learning Fellowship as outreach initiative that pays students to parti¢ipate
in an 8week course of Jewish study.
9 School of Theatre, Film and Televisid#CLA SJE gives guest lectures in theatre course with Jewish and Israeli/Palestinian
themes.
9 Independent Study, Berkeley SJE ¢eaches courses with CEl intern as part of program where students can find advisorfand
request credit for independent studySJE reaches 30 students inrgming weekly meetings.
Birthright or ASB related; All campuses
9 SJE develop oren-one relationships over the course of Birthright or ASB procas&erkeley and Chicago, SJEs eagtiing
groups of recent Birthright alumni, at their request. At UCLA, SJE is teaching a group of recent ASB alumni
T 1a LIENL 2F GKS t20rt ! {. GNRLEZ !/[! {w9 tSR I @rard G2 [!Q
SJE as part offT intern training and larger process
SJE takes part in planning and implementation of CEl intern recruitment, training and initiatives.
1 AtUCLA, SJE interviews all 35 candidates, even those who were unlikely to get the positién. 32 | £ adddgrowi 2 |YI 1 S
contacts,andtotryi 2 RS@St 2L) NBf I GA2YAKALIADPDPDPOPLY (GKS SyRT L FY| 211l @&
NEBfFiA2yaKAL L OFly atiatt KF@#S O02FFSS 4AGK KSNIIFYR L|OlIy &
 AtNYU, 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
9  Fraternity Learning NYU
Student having a tough time establishes a pastaghdtionship with SJEStudent tells fraternity friends about SJE and helps
initiate weekly learning group.
 Hamsa Yoga Texas
CEl intern meets Jewish yoga instructor and connects her toT®&Bhree set up Hamsa Yoga, a group that meets
weekly. SJHs a resource for the two activist contacts who are working to run and expand g&ipreaches 25 students.
I Tea and Tefillig Chicago
SJE has coffee with several female students from same social net®rttents express interest layingtefillin and invite
friends. SJE reaches 10 core participarBame participants initiate Rosh Chodesh group. Gay student participants thinkihg
about venues for SJE in LGBT community on campus.

METHODS FOR MEETINNRGE NUMBERS OF BENTS

AsExhibit 7 shows SJE usetthree major methods to establish social relationships with

students. In addition to oneon-one relationship building, SJEs use existingpzs

TN YSg2N]l ad ¢KS GKANR FLILINRBIFOK Aa (02 KStL at
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 estaii oneon-

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, professiahat@ and personal
support.

The SJEs differ in their investment in these approacle®rall, 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 SiBsd to concentrate most of theicontacts from particular
types ofvenues.
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Utilize opportunities tq
participate in Hillel or

Develop existing, or

One on one :
start new social

relationships other University

Coffee, conversation]
friendship etc.

Pastoral Mentoring

Exhibit 17:

programs

Immersion programs
such as ASB and
Birthright

Leadership programs
such as CEl, or Hille
student leadership

council

Teaching in university
for credit framework,

networks of students

| key "student activists

Make connection to

Develop relationship\
with activist students
and help them furthe
develop their social
networks

Education through
informal interaction

or as teacher in forma

text study frameworks and formal learning

Three Overarching Strategies
for Engaging Students

Partnerships with
| other campus
professionals and theI

programs

Exhibit 18: Overview of SJE contacts with students by campus based on self reports b)}ZSJEs.
Berkele UCL NYU Texa Chicag
y A s o)

15% 54%  15% 15%

CEl Relationships (includes relationships produced by 17%

connection to CEl interns through their relationships a

IIEIYES)
Learning communities aside from those developed wit 17% 17% 10% 32% 40%
CEl interns
2 1% 1% 16 14%
%6 W% 1% 2% 7%
16 w6 1% 15%  20%
Courses taught with or in collaboration the university o 10% 7%  55% 5% 1%
other Jewish learning initiatives
Other: (Randonencounters, Drogns, Staff or friend 6% 0% 7% 5% 0%
introductions)
%
259 353 251 205 174

Totalbased on number o€ontactsin one or more
relationships

The UCLA SJE, more than others utilized CEI interns fputpese of reaching students.

The following methodsvere utilized by the SJEs
1. Oneon-one interactions

All SJEs report the importance of eaB-one interactionsThis area was most intensively
pursued by the Chicago and Texas SJEs.

12 Data collectedby SJE Director and included in her 2008/9 year end report to the Jim Joseph Foundation.
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2. Teachingopportunities 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. Reaclkeda 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 reachedlthad &#ninist
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 Chi&ago

5. Develops partnerships with other Hillel and campus professionals

TheU.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 rdationships of this type, but these led to otiene 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 er@Blimgterns and other
student leaders to access people in the broader community who could help them with their
initiatives and networking. Thigerkeley, NYU, and UCLA SJEs succeeded in creating in
depth and continuous learning frameworks with other Hiilff.

THE TENSION BETWHEEMCHING THE UNINVED AND REACHING GERNUMBERS 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 tleamdtiderately 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.

Methodseffective atreachng large rumbers of studentsdiffer fromthose 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 uninvolveckstad

The opposite was the case for the Chicago and Texas SJEs. Like shiie Bi&ader
engagement operation at Berkeley and UCLA also underperformed in terms of contact with
underinvolved studentsevidenced by the strong Jewish backgrounds ofGiig interns
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themselves.In contrast, Chicago CEIl interns and their contacts were relatively less involved
in Jewish life before their contact with CEl and SJE.

The Berkeley, NYU, and UGJkSs utilized a mix of methdds maximize teaching
opportunities. They certainlyeached the greatest number of studentsut these students
were more likely to have moderat®-high levels of prior involvement of Jewish life on
campus TheChicago and Tex&JEsvho invested most heavily in a combination of ene
on-one meetings with the goal of developing learning communities, were the two lowest
scorers in terms of total contacts reachedowever, they were most successful in reaching
uninvolved students.

Thus, it appears that reaching large numbers of uninvohstddents 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 engagertnearadigm.

THE NEEDCRA USERFRIENDLY CONTACTAREONSHIP MANAGEMENJOL

An additional element in the larger strategy for engaging uninvolved students is the use of a
contact relation management system (CRM). Despite the significant investmemt df t St Qa
Schusterman International Centerthe 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 CEl to reach uninvolved students.

An effectivelnternet-based,Client Relationship Managemef@RM) toolvould operate
along the following lines:

1. CElinterns SJEand other Hillel staff log, on a weekly basis, all their meetings with
students, including basic information about the studerititerests and contact
information.

2. The CEI coordinator and/or other senior staff conduct regular reviews dEBIESIE
team of their contacts. Students are assigned to a "primary contact" on the Hillel team,
which includes the SJE, CEIl interns arapfopriate) 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 goatf CEls to "convert" the student to higheates 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 raesydj 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 Internebased contact management system deploygd A f £ St Qa { OKdza i
International Centerknown asREACHsprimarily (and sparingly) used for step one of the
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four steps of the CRM procesREACIHt viewed as a place for CEIl interns and SJEs to record

basic contact information about students; stmot used as a fulledged CRM. On most CEI
campuses, REACH is used to provide a raw count of students in contact with CEIl interns, in
some cases for the express purpose of satisfying the neediof f St Q& { OKdza G SNX |
International Centeto have numbers

The following are the major issues currently preventing effective use of REACH as a full
blown CRM:

1. Nonruniform documentation practices

CEl 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 perspectivelofh f f St Qa {ethétiomali SNXY Iy L
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 notuniformly possible to use REACH to understandekeent to which CEI

interns are reaching students from diverse social networks, from different types of Jewish
backgrounds, or with differerievels of prior Jewish involvement.

2. Non-systematic use of the primary contact

An effective CRM system revolvesand the existence of a primary contact among the
Hillelcampusteam with responsibility for tracking and following up with a particular
student. This process is not taking placetiwo reasons:

a. REACHutomaticallyassigns one of the CiBternsas "primary contact." The
assignment is made usimgformula based on date of last contact and number of
interactionsthat a CEl intern has with students. The result is that the person tagged
as a primary contact is not necessarily the individual with primasgaasibility for
the actual relationshipwith the student While it is possible to use the current
method to determine number of ugue relationship®n campus, it is impossible to
tell whetherone CEintern is performing well and another is ndtased o his or her
work with the contacts from whom he or she is responsible

b. Manycampusesgnore theprimary 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
CHinterns, SJEs, and Hillel staff to use the syst@primary condition for its success.
There are two main reasons:

a. TheREACHKystem is slow and often not working. These are issues that we
understand are being addressedly in next academic year@20/11). To datethey
have had a adversampact on the time campus personnel invest in data entry.
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b. The reporting interface ahe REACH system does not enable users to easily track
contacts with students in a manner that will enable the type of CRM manage
described above.

WORKING@ O COLLABORATE SMAGDYT WITH THE HILLEAMPUS 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 Sdyas 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 colleaguegA case study describing the work of the UCLA SJE in this
area appeas inappendixone, exhibit19.) In contrast, at Chicago, the SJE was generally
unsuccessful in establishing strong collegial relationships, constituting a major factor in the
decision to end her contractAt Texas, the SJE efforts at collaboration mehwmixed

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{Q ! b5 [ 9 BIFEERINGIEKPECTAEO

1. CAMPUSES WITH CLEEA®RECTATIONS FROMEIRHSJE
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 teaserving as a resource to staff and students,
immersion tripsandengaging in a number of venues focused on student leader<aiid
interns.

2. CAMPUSES WHICH NEERRECLEARRSET OF EXPECTATIONS

9 University of Chicagea highly developed engagement modéddut not a well
defined place for the SJE.

Like UCLA, the University of Chicago has athalight-out engagement program, whidh
detailed in appendix one, exhibiD2 But unlike UCLA, it took the figtiarter for the

Director to figure out the precise place of the SBEthe start of the academic year, the
Chicago Director placed responsibility on the SJE to build her gdvipon, which she did
not do to his satisfaction. The Director felt that the SJE did not place aehilgh 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 foremoseddmn the direct
engagement work with students.

1 Berkeley, Texas and NYACampuses maintainingtrong "traditional”
programming while developingthe place of the meaningful experience
paradigm

UCLA and Chicago exhibit a highly developed model for ingpigng 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 obtrole of an SJE and the CEI interns
within the larger operation. Exhibit 2 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 operationExhibit 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-vis implementation of the meaningful experience paradigm and the
traditional programming role of Hdl 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 with ther colleague§program areas)

In comparison to UCLA and Chicago, there mvasge room for the S3o 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 engagenvemrtk was to work with CEIl. On all three

of these campuses, the place of the SJE in the larger Hillel operation in general -angsvis
the "traditional" program for students in particular, remains ambiguous and is still being
actively refined.

Given thepath-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 &Xaeat 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 Niyath SJEs focused dimding teaching

opportunities both visa-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 workOver the course of thérst semester, various

opportunities for teaching developdabth audiences By the spring semesterboth SJEs

found themselves with a high level of interaction with both the staff and students, with a
strong focus on teachinglhe Berkeley SJE also mged fairly quickly to develop personal
chemistry and a division of responsibility with the CEI coordinadMNYU, issues in the
organization of the CEI program, including division of CEI coordination responsibilities
between the SJE and two other Hilghff, prevented a similar level of collaboration. In
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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, alonglie lines discussed abovelowever, 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 followingquotes 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 operaiom has four of the

weekly CEl intern meetings that are hers, but she is not creating them wi8hadeels that

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

that our SJE and | will share CEI coordination next year. dgvirewn the perspective of the

Director of the SJE initiativelatA £ £ St Q& { OKdza (i S NWe SOE shguld SaNdol G A 2 v |
administrative stuff.If that is the way it is, we need to figure out how the two parts intersect
appropriately. Our SJE was to have interactions with all the CEl interns, but how to do that

without her taking an active role in the coordination of the CEI program.
* Associate Director and €2EI Coordinator. Texas Hillelterview, February 2009.

It is hard to figure ouhow our SJE fitaNe understand that she is involved with CEl, but she is

not a supervisor, but another resource for G&lt how different is it from a regular speaker?
* Jewish Student Life Coordinatord CeCEIl Coordinatoi exas Hillel. Interwig February 2009.

b. Organizational factors

| AffStQa { OKdza i S N¥d ngt prowté GuNglidesivwiti2 gebr guidelieg iorS NJ
integrating the SJE, other than the general principle that the SJE should be teaching and
doing engagement work ancbhhave managerial responsibility for running

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

it enabled each campus to experiment, and develop cargpumopriate moded.

Due to the year of experience th#te incoming NYU SJE had from working as an SJE at

UCLA, the process at NYU was smootiAg¢rBerkeley, the SJE initially stepped into an

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

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

participation in teaching opportunities through Hilldl.2 § S@SNE G KS 5ANB Ol 2 NX
the end of first semester and the work already done by the SJE to create teaching

opportunities and collborative 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 ioitial lack of investment in
collaborating with her colleagues in general ahd CEI coordinatan particular Once the

SJE and Texas Director realized what was happening the following steps were implemented.
In the first semestesupervision of the S#as done byhe Associate Director, who also

served as CEIl coordinat@at the start ofthe second semester, thBirector took over

supervision of the SJBoth 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 academicarethe SJE and CEI
coordinatorare actively collaborahgon CEI intern recruitment and are working together to
plan the CEI curriculum.

In summary, thetod S@St 20aSNBFGA2ya 2F {W9 AydSaANI GA
operations show that wellhought-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 Towhat extent should an SJE work alone versus collaboration with
colleagues?
0 What is the degree to which an SJE is expected to teach within Hillel
programs, other than CEI?
o0 What is the extent to which an SJE is involved in programming and
managerial respasibility?
i How much of a "traditional programming operation does a campus Hillel
maintain?
o0 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 hat 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 seditel 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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V. HOW DO SJES BDIMEANNGFUL JEWISH RELAYBBIPS?

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?

{WwWo9{ Q a9c¢l EARNAGZEAMWNGFWL JEWIRELATIONSHIPS

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 relationshigenbe
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 Jevtigtl 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 ista pa

THE PRESENCE OF ARNNESNABLES-INEPTH JEWISH LEARNIN

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 tes¢t
2) meaningful Jewish practicand
3) pastoral counseling.

i Teachinglewish ext

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 mal#svish 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 campuéSee &hibits Z and 24 in Appendix Ong

9 Participating in Jewish practices

Compared withthe approach which emphasizes text stuthe Chicago and Texas Sdtart

with an emphasis on "meaningful practice" and introduce text study and formal learning as
they feel appropriate to the social contextjth the goal ofcreating a "lived sense of
Judaism."The goal is engagement for thenpose of "empowerment,” to bring students to
take initiative and act as the result of a given educational experience.

The Chicago SJE encourages Jewasttipes that include a strong elemenf religious

ritual. Her learning strategy begins with theperiential and the act of deepening a Jewishly
rooted communal relationship between students. She begins with the practice of "doing
Jewish" andostersparticipation in compelling informal experiences in which human
connections are built in a fun and rmeingful way.Within that experience, where

appropriate, an important goal is to integrate telxaised learning. The Chicago SJE also puts
a lot of effort into organizing ritual practice and learning groups in her h@g8ee &hibits

25 and 26 in AppendixOne).

9 Secular activity with Jewish

content and context Garden of Eatin' Planting

The Texas SJE tends to focus ol Sunday, Sept 13th from 1-3pm at Texas Hillel
secular activity into which she Cominaai Olgnogelbln. gaimen
at Texas Hillel!
introduces Jewish content and
context. In 2008/9, the Texas Join us this week to continue developing our new

sustainable vegetable garden that will provide
SJE helped a number of CEl harvests for our Shabbat dinners. This week will

interns and other students be planting Fall plants and learning about

create student learning composting. We will also feature a guest speaker in honor of Rosh
Hashana - a local bee keeper to share with us the importance of bees and
their ecological impact. You will be able to taste and purchase local honey!

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 usefdr 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 tajSes.

BExhibit 27 and 27a in Appendix One for examples for case studies from the Texas and
Berkeley SJEs providing Jewish context to secular agtivity

Contact Devora with any questions and to RSVP.
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i Pastoral counseling

As part of their oneon-on relationships with students, all five SJEs provide pastoral
counseling to students who approach them with psychological, social, eplafening
issues.The SJEsttempt to bring insights from Jewish tradition into their conversations or
to connect the students to resources within the Jewish community that canthelp.

SJESEDUCATIONAL METHODEXTLEARNING AS THBENCHMARK

Theeducational approach whidmcusson studyof classical Jewish religious texts is
currently serving as lenchmarkfor the recruitment, training, and general development of
the SJEnitiative. This benchmark seems to have been created without discussion of a
number of mportant questiors,including Which methods most effectively enable
outreach to uninvolved students? How important is it for "Jewish talk" to be fstanged in
the form of text learning ilorder 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 fdlowing are what seem to be unintended outcomes of the current emphasis on the
text learningand its emphasis of formal teaching:

i At Engagement Institute 2009, the focus on Torah learning dominated the training
schedule. Very little time was devoteddascussion of othesocialengagementnd
educationattechniques. Th&CLA and Texas SJEs wé® alternative models were not
asked to lead m educationakession. Central engagemeartd educationamethods
having to do withcommunity building and immeisn experiencesvere barely
mentioned.

i 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 currentN { W9 Q& & dzLJS NIJA & 2
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 *#JBoth indicate thathe emphasis on text
learning promoted by thé&lYU 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 attea 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

1352 OdzYSy i Syidaidft SR a! LIWISYRAE 2F /2YLIAEfSR 1 AffSt wSLRI
{w9Qae SRdzOF GA2y Ll f LIKACTE 2awhatearelddng, it is bty a farmf abgeigiousy § St S Y S
education which we already do well. | 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 de@pproach to engagement,
which is better suited to their needs.

9 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 SJENABLES CONTINUITFYLEARNING EXPERIESIC

The continued presence of the SJE on campus provides students the possibility of a
O2yGAydzAaGe 2F YSIyAy3aTdzd WSgAaAK SELISNASyOSad
search and the ability to deepen anaither that search, in particular for students classified

in the analysis below as "riser§Exhibit28in! LILJISY RAE hy S 3IAGSE (GS&ailAY
and the meaningful Jewish relationship she established with the Chicago SJE

SJEs engage in Jewish feag before Birthright or Alternative Spring Break trips and offer
follow-up opportunities. For example, following the 2009 Alternative Spring Break, the
UCLA SJE continued learnfhichot teshuvawith 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 "JEWSALK"

Not all relatioships ofstudentswith SJEand CEl interngire 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 SJIEC&hdnterns stimulate conversations
with students about specifically Jewish matters, emerges as a critical indicator of
effectiveness.The presence of specifically Jewish talk in a social relatiorehigeported by
studentrespondents in our survegporrelates with reports from students of Jewish
growth.To elaboratethe survey asked respondents to report on the topics of their
conversations with SJEs and CEl interns. The analysis distinguettveen talking about
general lifematters versus talkingkeout Jewish topics in particulafGeneral talk”
comprisestems regarding personal interests (such as sports, music and movies), academic
studies, future plans, and personal relationsdtp G WS gonsists ofierhstafobt

Jewish life andewishquestions. (See Appendices Eight and Nfoespecific items on
different types of talk).As shown below in Exhibi&® and 3, however we loolat such
matters, Jewish talk makes favr flows froma positive effect on Jewish identity outcomes.
In contras, general talk makes fdor reflects)little effect, and is even associated with a
negative effect in the case &fEl internsPut simplyjf students and SJEs or CEIl interns are
talking about Jewish matters, the students are probably growing Jewishly.
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For students in contact with SJE®lding conversations on Jewish matteysassociated
with a sharp e in feelings of Jewish growdimd increased Jewish learningo be sure, we
cannot tell what leads to whatDoes Jewish talk promote Jewish growthdoes Jewish
growth stimulate Jewish tatk Alternatively, does talking about general matters impede
Jewish growth, or do contactverse to growing Jewishly resist attempts®jEand CEl
internsto 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.
Exhibit29: The impact of type of conversations with CEl interns
upon several Jewish ldentity outcome measures,

controlling for demographic characteristics, Jewish upbringing, and Jewish
involvements in the prior year.

0.15

0.11 0.11

m Jewish topics 0.1

u General topics

*Coefficientis negative
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Exhibit30: 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.

0.27 0.27

B Jewish topics

m General topics

*Coefficientis negative

THE VALUE OF SJIE®ANEI INTERNS

To what extent d SJEandCEl interng Y I (i (iD®&&khK addition of a SIE and CEl interns
make a difference in terms of Jewish involvement of students and Jewish learning occurring
on campus?

SJE and Célkarly elevataneasures of Jewish involvement and learni@gyidents on

SJE/CEI campuses were the most likely to report Jewish growth and those on the alternative
campuses were the least likelgimilarly the highest levels of increaseléwish learningre
reported by students on SJE/CEI and the least on the alternativeusaspvith lower levels

of growth in Jewish learningisoreported on the alternative campuses.
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Exhibit 31: Impact of knowing S&#d/or CEIl

: : Jewish
Jewish Jewish .. . o
o . organizational Hillel activity
activity learning w
rowth growth activity growth

9 growth
Know SJE 14.6 18.4 21.5 13.4
SJE campuseg&now CEI not 15.8 8.7 192 16
SJE
SJE campusesdon®@know _
CEI/SJE 6.4 1.0 7.7 0.1
CEIl campusesknow CEI 13.2 6.2 16.4 6.6
CEIl campusesdon®@know CEI 5.1 0.9 11.2 4.0
Neither SJE or CEI on campus 8.7 1.4 11.4 4.2

Tofurther examine the issuef the added value of placing an SJE and/or CEIl on campus
statistically isolatedhe impact of merely knowing an SJE (or a CEI) upon several Jewish
outcome measure$’ The outcomes includieelings of Jewish growth, level of Jewish
learning, organized Jewish activity, and Hillel activitlge analysis show&JE effects on all
these outcomes.

Of those who know an SJE, several outcomes are associated with having become relatively
close to theSJE, including feelings of Jewish growth, Jewish learning, organized activity,
Hillel activity, and interest in BirthrightVery similar patterns are found with respect to the
frequency of meeting with an SJE (data not shown), which may be consideréidraate
measure of closeness to the SMet, using the same multivariate regression technique to
control for all antecedent variables, we found that knowing an SJE had no effect on
stimulating Jewish friendghs or interest in Birthright. €& AppendixNinefor actual items)

The CEhterns, in contrast, hge more limited effect on other students. The @&erns
produce small, but statistically significant, effects on Jewish growth, Jewish friends,
organized activity, and Hillel activityffhey produceao significant effects on personal Jewish
activity, Jewish ownership, or interest in going on a Birthright Israel trip.

CEl internslo nothing for elevating Jewish learning, an area wiiEare particularly
effective. But, in contrary fashio&EI iternsdo exert an impact on forming Jewish
friendships, an area wher@JEare particularly ineffective.

14 These are the eficts of knowing an SJE after controlling for childhood background, demographics, and
engagement in the previous 2008 school year.
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