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Let me begin by thanking Dru Greenwood, for today’s opportunity for professionals to think and explore together, and for inviting me to participate in this panel. I look forward to learning today from many colleagues, friends, and partners in this holy work that we share.
I’d also like to thank Abby Knopp, Deborah Joselow, Sara Nathan, and the members of UJA-Federation of New York’s CoJIR Task Force on Congregational Education who have been such wonderful partners with 
ECE in The RE-IMAGINE Project of New York.

The questions Dru posed to us for this morning gave me a chance to reflect on what I truly believe about this transformational enterprise in which we are all engaged. We have a lot to celebrate and much that is yet to be done; this is a relatively new field of work and collectively we are learning to do it well. 

I’m reminded of the story of the surgeon, engineer, and synagogue transformation professional—all Jewish—sitting at the 19th hole sharing a drink at the end of a round of golf, discussing whose profession was the oldest (it’s not what you’re thinking). The surgeon spoke up right away, saying “Well, if you look back into B’reishit you’ll see where it says that God took the rib of Adam and made Eve. This surely was the greatest surgical feat of all time and proves that my profession is the oldest.” “Not so fast,” said the engineer. “If you look a little further back in B’reishit, you’ll see that it says that God made order out of chaos. This was, indeed, the greatest engineering feat of all time and proves, beyond a doubt, that my profession is the oldest.” The synagogue transformation professional just sat there quietly and smugly. After a few moments the other two turned to him and said “Nu?" He just smiled and said “Where do you think the chaos came from?”

While I don’t think our work is creating chaos, I hope these remarks will stir the pot a bit and make us think about the next set of challenges.
Collectively, we in this room—and people we’ve worked with in synagogues here in NY and around the country—have shown that change is possible; that is no longer in doubt. Whether focused on helping a congregation become a different kind of Bet Midrash, Bet Tefillah, or Bet K’nesset, at their best, we have shown that we can bring about meaningful change in what congregations do in the arenas of learning, prayer, and community building. In a growing number of synagogues, we have proven the concept that we can transform what synagogues do and, often, we can transform and enrich the Jewish lives of individuals that our initiatives have touched along the way.

So, we could spend the rest of the day celebrating and then go home. Or, we can look deeper and ask “is it enough?” I think we’ve done wonderful work of which we should be proud. And I think we have to do more and better. I say that not only because of the fact that, so far, collectively, our efforts probably have touched about 10, maybe 15% of the 907 Reform, 760 Conservative, and 103 Reconstructionist congregations in North America. The percentage is higher and rising in NY, of course, due to the visionary commitments of CoJIR. 

My sense that we can do more and better is not just about the quantity of what we do. Rather it’s about a threat—or you may prefer to call it a challenge—that I think about every time I stand at my kitchen sink doing the dinner dishes. 

As I stand there, I see in front of me, on the bay window sill, a shamrock plant. It’s one of those with three leaves at the end of each tender shoot that opens with the sun in the daylight and closes up at night. I look at it and I recall who gave it to me 12 years ago this month when I was in the hospital for some surgery. They told me it was a little bit fragile and needed to be carefully watered and pruned and cared for. And yet, all these years later, it’s still alive, still opening and closing with each 24 hour cycle and, a few times a year, it blooms with beautiful white flowers. I haven’t always remembered to water it on time, but it’s been surprisingly resilient. 

The thing is, I recall vaguely that, when I was in the hospital 12 years ago, other people sent or brought me cut flowers that must have been really beautiful and uplifting at the time, but they withered even before I left the hospital. I don’t remember either the flowers, who gave them to me, or the uplift I felt. 
The threat that faces us—whether as practitioners, researchers, or investors—you might call the “cut flowers” threat. In the language of organizational change, which is my professional background, it is the very real possibility that our efforts, though beautiful at the time, may lead to small changes and vanishing effects. Although our synagogue change approaches may differ, we all share the desire to have an impact on synagogues and their congregations that is long-lasting, far-reaching, and significant. I know I didn’t leave a rewarding, 18-year career in management consulting to work in the field of synagogue transformation because I wanted to make small changes with vanishing effects.

So, what is it about congregations, about the way many of us do the work of synagogue change, and about the infrastructures that support and evaluate that work, that make small changes and vanishing effects all too likely an outcome? Let me outline some of those characteristics and then share what I believe we must do to overcome the threat. 

· First, as Isa Aron has pointed out, congregations often confuse capital T Tradition—our immutable heritage—and small t traditions—the habits and customs we’ve created and passed down within our congregations. When we can’t tell the difference between the habitual and the sacred, then we can’t—as Todd Jick suggested—say what won’t change and what’s okay to change, because we can’t let go of anything. 

· Second, Susan Shevitz has reminded us that synagogues are “energy-poor systems”. They depend on members to contribute their time, talent, and treasure as volunteers in their “spare time.” Their limited time, and the bi-annual rotation of lay leadership, often makes it difficult for each President and board to deal with anything but the most urgent issues of survival and daily operation. As Amy Sales observed, when they do invest more time, it’s often in the service of building campaigns or what Larry Kushner has called “secondary Jewish acts.”

Deep change takes a long time and lay leaders work in a structure with constraints that make it less likely that they will take the long view. And that leaves much of the burden of continuing change on the shoulders of clergy/professional leadership, whose tenure in many congregations seems to be less stable than it used to be.


· Third, when we work with congregations on synagogue change, we usually engage directly with a small team. People on those teams may feel personally transformed or engaged, and they may go on to positions of leadership in the congregation. But once they rotate through the structure, the changes that they championed may disappear as well. 


· Fourth, those responsible for stewardship of community resources often urge us to disseminate—and encourage congregations to adopt—“best practices” in learning, worship, community-building, planning, or development; it seems like an efficient thing to do. But, if each congregation is (or believes it is) unique, and if the world around us is constantly changing, then assuming that what worked in one congregation will work as well and be eagerly embraced in another is a questionable assumption. And, what works for the baby boomers, won’t work for the Gen-Xers or millenials.
· Finally, we can’t assume that people who experience innovative programs—new facts on the ground—will, in fact, learn the lessons, figure out the underlying principles that make them attractive, and will apply those principles to create a continuing array of variations on the theme. I believe that it is not experience alone that leads to learning; rather, learning takes place when we reflect on experience.

Most congregations operate in a remarkably non-reflective fashion, making it distressingly likely that the lessons of innovation will not be learned. As soon as funding runs out and the consultants go away, the innovations will disappear with them. The congregations will be back roughly where they started with the exception that some amount of cynicism about synagogue change efforts will have been generated. 

Small changes. Vanishing effects.

So what can we do about it? How can we side-step these obstacles and prepare congregations to make long-lasting, far-reaching, significant, transformative change? What’s needed is what, I believe, all of us are succeeding in doing when we are at our best with the most ready congregations. 
Jeffrey Pfeffer, a Stanford University professor of Organization Behavior put it this way. In discussing one of the “Best Companies to Work For” lists, Pfeffer said “Don't copy what great companies do; copy how they think!” Making change that is long-lasting, far-reaching, and significant requires that we affect not only what congregations do programmatically—the “surface structure” as Amy called it yesterday—but the deep structure as well—the underlying thought processes and culture that endure even as the players on the congregational stage change. 

This means nothing less than changing our goals and altering our understanding of the scope of the task. Our goal is no longer only to re-imagine. Our goal is not simply to effect or institutionalize a particular change. Our goal is not to disseminate innovation. Rather our goals should be to create innovators and to build a culture of experimentation and the congregational capacity for ongoing change. 
To make change last, we have to treat process as a critical product. Process and product cannot be an either/or; it must be an “and/and”.

The good new is, if we do that, we’ll enable congregations to make long-lasting, far-reaching, significant change. The bad news is, that’s a taller order than just getting congregations to state a vision and take first programmatic baby steps in the direction of the vision. With the exception of a few highly capable, talent-rich and, in some cases, relatively wealthy congregations who have the vision and capacity to do this on their own, most congregations need help to get there. That means, to do this right, as Eddie Feinstein said, we have to take synagogues seriously. It means that, if we’re going to grow crystals, we need to start figuring out what goes in the super-saturated solution.

With the help of UJA-Federation here in NY, at ECE we’ve made some small starts to articulate what we think it might mean and what it might take: 

We think it’s partly about staying with congregations in a consultative capacity longer to make sure they think big enough, mount their early changes, and get through a first cycle of pilot implementation, feedback, learning, and more change. We think it’s partly about explicitly teaching and modeling and encouraging congregational leaders to adopt a set of four leadership practices that I’ll just outline briefly:

· The first practice is applying systemic mental maps rather than programmatic ones. I know it’s jargony but a systemic mental map is one that leads them to think about all of the structural parts of the synagogue and people in the congregation that have to be, and do things, differently to align with the articulated values or vision. 

As Fern Chertok asked yesterday in one of the breakouts, if kehillah is at the center of our vision, shouldn’t we have a Vice President of Kehillah and a big budget line for kehillah and maybe a staff person? So applying a systemic mental map is about setting priorities and structures and relationships in a way that brings all the pieces into alignment.


· The second practice is about collaboration—among professionals and more broadly with members. That means building mutual trust, shared language, shared passion, and shared strategies. It’s about letting go enough to let others contribute and tapping into the personal and professional talents of congregants.


· The third practice is shepherding the vision. By this we mean sharing your own story of passion and commitment to the vision, and eliciting the stories of others; inviting them into the conversation. It’s about celebrating sparks of the vision and knitting early successes together, creating first snapshots of the future state so other people get it and get energized behind it. And it’s about experimenting, learning from successes and mistakes, and speaking candidly and openly about results—creating a spiraling series of innovations toward a vision.

· And the fourth practice is about personal and professional renewal. This is similar to Steven Covey’s notion of sharpening the saw. This is about managing time, continuing to learn and grow and develop your capacity to lead change. And it’s about remaining in touch with the sources that remind us of the holy nature of this work.

These, along with the four capacities of a Self-Renewing Congregation that Isa Aron already has articulated in her most recent book, are the capacities we need to build. 

This is not what today’s synagogues are designed to do—they are built to replicate the past. This is not what it seems many of our professionals are either trained or expected to do; they are trained and expected to respond to the rhythms of the Jewish calendar and life cycle, to maintain and administer our schools and tefillot and programs, and to believe that change is not needed because those Jews who don’t come or don’t join “really oughta wanna” come to services or to the religious school or adult ed or whatever it is that we’ve already got going.

If that is the case, then let me wrap up by suggesting that all of us—synagogue change practitioners, researchers, funders, and planners, have to start asking ourselves a different set of questions.

As practitioners, we have to ask ourselves:

· What will it take to transfer the alternative culture and systems thinking from project teams into the congregation as a whole so that a new cadre of innovators finds a supportive congregational culture that can sustain energy over the years it takes to cycle through round after round of experimenting, innovating, learning, innovating again and again in spiraling fulfillment of a shared vision for the congregation’s Jewish future?

· What are the leadership practices and change capacities that professionals and lay leaders must exhibit and how can we both teach them and support the change in behavior? 

· How can we build know-how and culture locally to support these new ways of working and thinking long after national initiatives have moved on?

New questions for researchers include:

· How can we measure success of efforts that seek to go deeper and necessarily take longer? What is the theory or logic that tells us what results to expect, when to expect them, and how they will become evident?


· How can we show meaningful results along the way that help funders (or I prefer to think of them as investors) determine whether they’ve made good investments?
New questions for funders and planners include:

· What is the collection of investments that must be made in changing the entire communal system of support for congregational change so that long-lasting, far-reaching, meaningful change is more than a hit-or-miss proposition?

· Can we be patient enough to fund change efforts—and research about them—long enough for long-lasting, far-reaching, significant change to become visible?  On the other hand, can we afford not to? That is, if we choose to fund only those interventions that generate immediately visible results, are we prepared to be satisfied with small changes and vanishing effects?

As I head back to my kitchen and stand washing the dishes and looking at the shamrock plant, I’ll be thinking about resilience and the kind of experimental congregational hot-houses that we know can be created. I’ll be thinking about all of us, and the congregations we work with, and about the long-lasting, far-reaching, significant changes we together can create when we are at our best.
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