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DIGEST

Since 1970 the Hebrew Union College has regquired all
entering rabbinic students to spend their first year of study
in Israel. No study has been made of the effect of this
Year—-In-Israel Program on the entering classes. In this thesis
I attempted to examine the class which began their studies
in September of 1972.

1 draw heavily on the ideas of Dr. Norman Mirsky from
his doctoral dissertation "The Making of a Reform Rabbi'.
The thrust of that dissertation is that the socialization
Process of the College-Institute tends to implant a value
system in 1its students which is oriented toward Hebrew
Language Skills, a scientific approach to Jewish studies and
the ability to handle texts. The thesis of this paper 1is
that the Israel expérience tends to accelerate that process,

1t was found that a high percentage of entering students
were predisposed to this socialization process because of
their non-Reform backgrounds and previous Hebrew studies.
The wide diversity of the group prohibited the formation of
group identity which could have resisted the socialization

attempts of the College-Institute. Because of initial contacts
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with the Jerusalem campus, students were made to feel that
they were not the central focus of the College-Institute.
They felt that the i1nstitution treated them like children.
They also experience a strong dependency on the College-
Institute because of their need for assistance in adjusting
to the host culture. The lack of a group identity, devalued
sense of worth, and strong dependence made the students very
open to socialization and professionalization attempts on

the part of the institution. Students manifested their degree
Oof socilalization in various ways such as the desire to own
unpointed Hebrew texts and willingness to accept textual
knowledge as a criterion of equality when confronting the
Orthodox elements in Israel.

The fact that students began to doubt their self-image
when relating to the College-Institute, that they accepted the
traditional Jewish criteria of textual knowledge for relating
to the Orthodox and that they exhibited an openness/affinity
for traditional Judaism while training for the Reform rabbinate
indicates that students were experiencing problems with
defining their personal identities.

This paper presents the early careers of Reform rabbinic
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students beginning their studies in Israel and shows the
effects of the students' encounter with Israel, the College,

amd thelir peers.




INTRODUCTION

The desire to become a rabbi has appeal to a variety of
people, At any given time, applications to the Hebrew Union
College-Jewish Institute of Religion reflect students of
widely divergent academicg, religious, and social backgrounds.
From these applicants, the College-Institute selects an
entering class which, it is hoped, will emerge from the
institution at the completion of the program as Reform rabbis
capable of meeting the challenge of contemporary Judaism.
The College-Institute, as the rabbinic training arm of the
Reform Movement, has this as the goal for which it strives.

The manner in which it attains this goal has been the
object of a number of studies in the recent past. The most
notable 1s the Doctoral Dissertation of Dr. Norman Mirskv,
"The Making of A Reform Rabbi".l This study attempts "to
describe and analyze sociologically and social psychologically
the ways in which Jewish young men are prepared for the Reform
Rabbinate in America by a school, the Hebrew Union College-
Jewish Institute of Religion of Cincinnati, Ohio”.2 Subse-

quent to this study, and used as data for it, was the Rabbinic

Thesis of Rabbi Charles Sherman, "Factors Influencing the
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Selection of the Rabbinate as a Career". As 1ndicated by the

title, Rabbi Sherman 1s primarily interested in what influences
a young man to pursue the rabbinate as a career. The data
reported i1n his theslis also provides two additional areas of
information. First, it provides an idea about the type of
cultural "baggage" entering students are likely to bring to
the College-~Institute, Second, 1t provides a measuring stick
to determine the amount of change and the kind of change which
has occurred 1in the entering classes of the College-Institute.
Both these studies provide important insight into the
seminary's program. Yet both studies are, in a sense, dated.
Neither Rabbi Sherman's study (June, 1969) nor Dr. Mirsky's
study (January, 1971) focus on the greatest programatic
change in perhaps the entire history of the institution. As
Of the Summer of 1970, the entire entering class of the
College-Institute was sent to the Jerusalem campus for one
full academic year. The magnitude of this change can be
easily seen. The financial commitment of the College in
terms of the number of students who participate 1n the program
at a given time is extremely high. In addition it was

thought that sending the students to Israel for an academic
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year would lengthen the entire course of study, raising the
gquestion of a different degree system at the conclusion of
the program. Also, the fundamental statement of the
relationship of the American Reform Movement to the State
of Israel 1s strongly, 1f somewhat ambivalently, articulated
by this commitment of time and money. A change as radical as
this must, in turn, have a pronounced effect on the students
who participate in the program.

In as much as the Year-In-Israel Program 1s now in its

third year of operation, I determined to study this parti-

cular aspect of the training of Reform rabbis. For the
purpose of conducting this study, I resided in Jerusalem for
a period of five and one-half months. Prior to my departure
from the United States, and prior to the departure of the
majority of first year students, I sent out a guestionnaire
to the entire entering class. This questionnaire was designed
to give the following information:

(1) a general profile of the entering student body.

(2) a view of the students' expectations from the trip

and what the students felt the College-Institute

expected of the trip.




(3) an overview of how the students felt about such
areas as Israel, Israelis, HUC and Reform Judaism.
This guestionnaire, with minor modifications was readministered
approximately two weeks after the formal opening of the program

in Israel, and again at the first of December.

Further data was collected by means of individual taped
interviews with the students and most of the administrators.
While I did not participate in the course load of the entering
students, I was present at the Jerusalem school and observed
the social interactions of the student body. Also classified
as data for this study is what might be terned "self-obser-

vation”. In that this was my first trip to Israel, my feelings

and expectations can be considered roughly eqguivalent to
those of the first year class.

The result of this data provides a sweeping picture of
how entering students of the College-Institute adjusted to
their new environment. This new environment required a doubly
complex adjustment as the students not only had to deal with

the beginning of a professional training program, but also

with a foreign culture in which they would be living for the

duration of the first rabbinic vear. In as much as the primary




activities of the student body were controlled by the College-

Institute program, the adjustment made by the students

)

represents the socialization process of the students to the I

' . I
College-Institute. 1.
TO a great degree, the results and observations of thais

study about the socialization process of the entering students

will confirm the findings of Dr. Mirsky. For the purposes i

. —

of defining the thesis of this study, i1t would be well toO

provide a survey of Dr. Mirsky's results.

(1) Dr. Mirsky suggests that there are three basic

types of students enrolled at the College-Institute;

—
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the Careerist, the Scholar, and the Student of the %
+ 5 |
Middle Range (SMR).
(2) Dr. Mirsky suggests that the socialization process

of the College-Institute often replaces students'
value systems, with respect to what they envisioned

the rabbinate and the seminary to be, with a new

value structure heavily weighted on the side of
scientific scholarship, along with a heavy emphasis |
on Hebrew and the ability to "handle a text’. |

(3) Dr. Mirsky suggests that a common by-product of




this particular socilalization process is a crisis
of :identity or authenticity.

With the conclusions of Dr. Mirsky in mind, the hypotheses

of this study are:

(1) by sending the students to Israel for their first
rabbinic year, the College-Institute effectively
accelerates the socialization process. This I
interpret as the internalization of the need for

Hebrew Language skills as the sine gua non of

rabbinic education.

(2) by sending the students to Israel for their first
rabbiniec year, the College-Institute effectively
heightened the crisis of authenticity in its
students.

(3) the College~Institute is generally meeting with
success in 1ts major goal of teaching Hebrew. The
secondary goals of the program are also successful,
but to a lesser degree.

(4) Aside from the normal student anxieties, entering
HUC students are faced with the complexities of

entering a foreign culture, an adult-child identity
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conflict, and a conflict of ideal views versus
reality,

While this study is in no way complete, covering only the I
first few months of the adjustment period, it is hoped that
it will provide those who read it with an insight into the
feelings of the students. It is recognized, and will be
pointed out, that often the students' feelings grow out of
something other than real situations, and that at times these L
feelings are unavoidable. However, in many cases, the attitudes i'
Of the students toward the College-Institute and toward 'L

Israel could have been anticipated. Were this done, the ﬁ

students' experiences could have been made more meaningful :
and more positive. In this light, while it is acknowledged )
that the program generally achieves it goals, 1t does soO at

the price of a great deal of animosity which can, and probably
will, sap the energies of the students. It is impossible to i

quantify how much more successful the program would be if its

participants were "happy" with a clear idea of the goals of the
Program. Yet, one may assume that the financial investment

and time commitment would be more productive were this the

case,




CHAPTER 1
Student Body Profile

While this study was not primarily concerned with
arriving at statistical data with regard to the backgrounds
and present character of the 1972 entering class, the first
questionnaire contained a series of guestions designed to
yvield a general profile of the students. This information
is by no means conclusive, yet in many areas 1t strongly
suggests particular trends in the class and differences
from previous entering classes.

In addition to Rabbi Sherman's thesis, which includes
a profile of the students he studied, there are three other
works which, when compared to the group under consideration,
provide interesting insights. The first work is that of

Sidney Goldstein and Calvin Goldscheider entitled Jewlish

. : : : . 1 .
Americans: Three Generations 1n a Jewish Community. This

study focused on the Jewish community of Providence, Rhode
Island. The authors of the study do not claim that the
Providence community is a "typical" Jewish community, nor
that conjectures about the general Jewish population of

Of the United States made from the Providence study bear

i 1L -




any stamp of authority. None=the-less, the Goldstein-
Goldscheider study provides a method and a measure for
ascertaining profile information about a group of Jews.2 ”
The second work which will be used for comparison is

the Union of American Hebrew Congregations' self-study,

Reform i1s a Verb: Notes on Reform and Reforming_Jews.3 This

— - ——

report, compiled for the Long Range Planning Committee of

the UAHC by Leonard J. Fein, provides a way of comparing the |

entering rabbinic student with the present constituency of i

the Union, the constituency he will most likely serve upon i

ordination. It will give an idea of the relationship

between the potential professional and the laity. 1
The third study which will be used 1s the "Lenn Report",

4
Rabbi and Synagogue in Reform Judaism, compiledby Theodore

I. Lenn and associates for the Central Conference of Amer-

B | — —
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ican Rabbis. This study, representing the attitudes of f
the Reform rabbinate, will give an idea of the relationship  1
between the potential professional and his future colleaqgues. l

The roster of the Jerusalem campus of the Hebrew Union
College - Jewish Institute of Religion contained the names |

Oof 56 entering students. For the purposes of this study




we will consider only 55 of these students, as one student

had sufficient Hebrew backgound so as not to be required

to attend the Year-in-Israel Program, but elected to par-

ticipate 1in a limited capacity. Of this group of 55, 53

were male and 2 were female. 15 of the students were married

upon arrival in Isreal and 11 others were engaged. Of the

8 engaged students at least one planned on being married |

during the first year of the program. Thus, 26 of the

entering students were socially bound in one way or another.
The age range of the entering students was between 19 |

vears and 34 vyears of age.5 The majority of the class were

21 or 22 years of age (10 respondants (24%) 21 years and

18 respondants (43%) 22 vyears). 8 of the respondants were

over the age of 24. Thus, the majority of students entered

the rabbinic program directly from undergraduate school. A

significant number, at least 8 students, entered after

= .

graduate school or after pursuing some form of career.
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TABLE 1
Family Background
Reform 19 (46%)
Orthodox 8 (19%)
Conservative 10 (24%)
Reconstructionist X g 2%

7

Convert r ¢ 2%)

The above table shows student responses regarding thear
family backgrounds. It will be ncticed that there 1s almost
an even split between students with a Reform background and
students with a non-Reform background. The above figures
are from respondants to the guestionnaire alone. In the
total class of 55, there remain 16 students about whom no
information is available. Yet, even if all the remaining
16 were from Reform backgrounds, a situation which I doubt
seriously, at least one out of three students was raised 1n
a "non-Reform" home. As noted (see footnote 6) 1 believe
that the general trends in the returned guestionnaires can
be loosely applied to the general population. Therefore,

i1t is safe to assume that no more than two thirds of the

student body, and possibly as few as 50% of the student




body come from Reform homes.

TABLE I1I
Emphasis on Zionism While Student Was at Home
Strong emphasis 9 (22%)
Good deal of emphasis 10 (24%)
Some emphasis 18 (43%)

No emphasis L { 2%)

This table shows how much emphasis students felt was
placed on Zionism in their family background. This table can
be viewed in two ways. First, nearly half of the respondants
(46%) felt that they had at least a "good deal" or "strong"
emphasis on Zionism at home. A less conclusive, but at
the same time more suggestive, implication flows from the
nature of the question. While the students weren't asked

whether their families were pro- or anti-=Zionist, the nature

il ¢ —yj— - -

Of the question is positively oriented. If one will grant

this positive orientation, it is possible to say that
Zionism was viewed with at least "some" positive emphasis
by 89% of the students' homes. Even if this assertion is

not accepted, 1t is a telling comment that only one student




felt there was no emphasis at all on Zionism in his home.

TABLE III

Frequency of Service Attendance While at Home

Regularly 6 (14%)
1-3 times per mo. 18 (43%)
4-11 times per vr. 15 (36%)
Never 0 ( 0%)

The above table suggests that entering students were,
on the whole, fairly regular attenders at religious worship
services. 57% attended several times per month or more.
These figures pertain to when the students were at home.
Other data (see Rabbi Sherman's thesis) indicate that when
students were at college, one of their main activities was
Hillel and this activity usually involved worshlp services.
It may then be inferred that students who were predisposed |J
to the Rabbinate or had already made their decision probably

were more frequent attenders when at college than my data l

shows.




TABLE IV

Fregquency of the Lighting of Sabbath Candles at Home

Always 22 (53%)
Usually 6 (14%)
Sometimes 8 (19%)
Never B (57H)

Respondants reported that half the class observed the
ritual of lighting the Sabbath candles in their homes. At

least 67% usually observed the ritual.

TABLE V

Frequency of Holding a Passover Seder at Home

Always 38 (91%)
Usually 0 ( Ok]
Sometimes B s (L@6)
Never 0 ( 0%)

The above data show that the Pesach Seder is the most

consistently popular ritual observed in the home backgrounds

of this class. 91% of the respondants always had a Pesach

seder.




TABLE VI

Frequency of Having Kosher Meat in the Home

Always 7 {17%)
Usually 4 (10%)
Sometimes 10 (24%)
Never 18 (43%)

The above data is not at all conclusive. On the surface

however, one may say that 1/4 of the students enrolled 1in

e =

the first vear program came from homes in which there
usually or always was Kosher meat. It indicates that at
least 11 of the 55 entering students came from homes where

something more than passive observance of Kashrut existed.

TABLE VII

Frequency of Separate Dishes in the Home

Always 6 (14%) |
Usually 0 ( 0%)
|
Sometimes 2 wilk ~5%) |
Never 31 (74%)
The data of this table 1s strange indeed. The fact

that 74% of the students never had separate dishes in thelr




homes might indicate that, from the previous table,

observance of Kashrut was limited to the presence of Kosher

food stuffs without regard to the utensils used for their
cooking. That 14% always had separate dishes and 17%
always had Kosher meat might be attributable to the fact
that 19% of the respondants indicated that they came from
Orthodox backgrounds. If this is a true inference, then we

may say, by the standard of keeping Kashrut, there were at

least 6 practicing traditional Jews in the entering class.

TABLE VIII

Frequency of the Ritual of Lighting Chanuka
Candles at Home

Always 35 (84%)
Usually 4 (19%)
Sometimes

& Never 0 ( O%)

While the observance of the Passover Seder is the most

consistently popular ritual (91% always have a Seder), the

lighting of Chanuka candles is generally most popular (94%
usually or always light them).

Of the students who returned the questionnaire, 19 or




46% had been to Isreal at some previous time and 22 or 52%
had not. Of those who had been to Isreal prior to the first
yvear program, the range in duration of stay was 2 1/2 weeks
to 10 months. The average length of stay was generally
close to 3 months (a summer). Of those who had been to
Isreal previously, close to 70% had made the trip under the
auspices of the Youth Group (probably Temple Youth Group)

or as a study trip.

The data, which follow,. 1is extremely relevant, but

may tend to be misleading. The material concerns amount of
previous Hebrew Study. Before presenting the findings, the
reader is cautioconed in the following areas:
(1) The guestion itself is open-ended, no standard
responses are suggested. Therefore, the response
of the student to "how much Hebrew have you

studied?" depends i1n large measure on how the

- — - =
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the student interprets the question. It is

possible that some students would assume this ;
meant only formal courses while others woulad
include informal Bar Mitzvah tutoring.

(2) At the high school level no gualitative difference




1s made between a student who takes one hour a
week 1n a Reform week-end high school program,
the student who took Hebrew as a language
requirement in a public high school and the

student who might have attended a Jewish day

school.
(3) It is impossible to determine on the college
level the meaning of a "one year" response. It

may mean two college-semester courses, or three
tri-mesters. For the purposes of interpretation,
I assumed a college semester system and that any
response of sixX months or less indicated one
college course, while a response of one vyear
indicated two college courses, etc.

Thus, the results of this guestion only tell for certain

the length of time students were concerned with Hebrew in
some kind of teacher-student relationship. In a broader
perspective, the results are significant for they suggest
a relatively high degree of previous Hebrew study. The
question yielded the following information:

31 students had Hebrew in grade school years. Their




collective study time was 141 years or an average
of 3.5 years a student. Most of these students had
between two and five years of Hebrew study. Two
students had 8 years and one student had 7 vyears.

10 students studied Hebrew in high school. Their
collective study time was 41 yearsg Or an average
of about 4 years each.

24 students had studied Hebrew while in college.
Their collective study time was 54.25 years or 108
college courses (see (3), page 1l1l). Of these 24 ”
students, 16 had two or more years of Hebrew study
in college.

8 students had some kind of private tutorial study
at some point in their education (one student
indicated this was his Bar Mitzvah training).

20 of the 40 respondants had Hebrew instruction at at T
least two of the three stages in gquestion.

Total time commitment to Hebrew study from our 40

respondants was 246 years.lO
The data just reported are difficult to evaluate. Part

Oof the difficulty has been explained in the cautions prior




to the data. The other difficulty is that I have seen no
other study which deals with prior Hebrew study for our
seminarians. What 1s availlable i1s the data from Rabbi
Sherman's thesis and Dr. Mirsky's dissertation. These
studies suggest that the prior Hebrew background of stu-
dents entering the Hebrew Union College was guite low. In
my own experience, as an entering student five vears ago, I
can verify this fact. I was placed in the fourth highest
out of six groups. The level of my group was the ability
to read, minimal translation and minimal grammar. The
lowest group of the summer program of 1968 could not dif-
ferentiate one Hebrew letter from another. This being the
case, the data just reported suggests a much higher degree
Of previous Hebrew study than that of the students studied
by Sherman or Mirsky. 78% of the respondants had Hebrew
in their grade school years. Even if we assume that all |}
our students were Reform (a situation which already has been
shown to be manifestly false) we note that four out of five |

went through an average of three and one-half years of

study in a Reform Hebrew program.

More telling than this is the number of students who




took some Hebrew i1n high school or college. On the high
school level, i1t 1s safe to assume that the course require-
ments would go beyond the reading of prayerbook Hebrew. At
the college level, we may assume that Hebrew studies would

be at the level of linguistics, comparable with other

college language courses. Thus, where previous students of
the College might have studied one or two courses in religion
Oor near eastern studies, 60% of the respondants from this

years entering class also had some kind of advanced Hebrew

study. F
While I repeat that the figures may be misleading, it

1s safe to say that the entering student of the Hebrew Union

College had a greater exposure to Hebrew language study than

previously. One can go futher and say that the general

level of competency for this class was higher. This con-

clusion is attested to by the reports of the faculty at !

the Jerusalem school. While the HUC ulpan generally had

three levels, this year, to the surprise of the staff, it |

was found that a fourth level was required. These fourth

level students were studying at the beginning of the year at

a level generally equal to or higher than the highest class




at the end of the previous year.

In the profile section, students were also asked to
identify causes and organization they had worked with prior
to enrollment at the College-Institute. The following table
illustrates the number of students who responded that they

had worked with these causes and organizations.

TABLE IX

Pre-Enrollment Affiliations

Jewish Peace Movement 16 (38%)
Soviet Jewry 25 (60%)
Hospital work 137 (31%)
Working with the aged 270X ™)
Religious School teaching 25 (60%)
Tutorial Programs 23  (55%)
Working with underprivileged 22 53%)
Temple Youth Group 29 (70%)
College Youth Movement 29 (70%)
Zionist Movement 15 (36%)

This data 1llustrates that the entering student body

was, by and large, quite active in various organizations and




and causes. Topping the list, as might be expected, are
high school and college youth movements. Organizations,
such as the National Federation of Temple Youth, United
Synagogue Youth, and Synagogue Youth Organization in high
school, and the B'nai Brith Hillel Foundations on college
campuses, provide ready vehicles for Jewish expression on
the part of students who have decided or are disposed to
entering the rabbinate. Neither is it surprising to find
that 60% of the respondants taught in Temple religious
schools and that 60% were involved, 1n one fashion or anothr,
with the contemporary issue of Soviet Jewlish Repression.

The last data of the profile section of the question-
naire once again 1is inconclusive, but provides an interesting
insight into the entering students. In response to the
request to indicate when the student had decided to pursue

the rabbinate, five students responded with long-ago deci- L]

sions as follows:ll

have been thinking about it for a long time |
after years of interest |
in the l1l1lth grade

early 1n high school

when I was 15,

The remaining 36 respondants gave a more or less specific




date or time. These responses break

11
levels:

6 out of 36 decided a matter ot
13 out of 36 decided 1 1/2 vyears

20 out of 36 decided 2 vyears ago
34 out of 36 decided in the last

What is significant is that 50%

down into the following

12
months ago:

ago or less,
or less,
four years.

of the students made

their decision to pursue the rabbinate two years or less

prior to entering the college. The possible significance

of this will be discussed below.

While mauch of this data is tentative, in that the

gquestions were not scientifically constructed to elicat

precise data, the information conveyed gives us a general

picture of the entering class on one

dimension. Before

making any kind of summary, I shall make observations about

our entering sample with reference to the studies mentioned

earlier.
TABLE X
Religious Composition and CDmparisonl3

Sherman's Oldest Sherman's Youngest My

Three Classes Three Classes Sample
Orthodox 8% 5% 1 9%
Conservative 1L7% 2 2% 24%
Reform 64% 60% 46%




Table X illustrates that the trend towards a more
traditional student body is increasing. The last class,
which Sherman studied, was the entering class of 1968, my
class. In these five vyears the percentage of entering
students from reform backgrounds has dropped 1l4%. This

rise of the traditional influence in the college can also be

seen in other areas as well.

TABLE XI

Freguency of Synagogue Attendance

Regularly Often Seldom Never
Providencet? 11 . 7% 16. 2% 60 .8% 10. 3%
Sherman?i? 22. 0% 33, 0% 35 . 0% 5 . 0%
My Sample 14.0% 43 .0% 36.0% 0.0%

It will be noted that while my sample has a lower
percentage of regular service attenders, the combined
"regular" and "often" of my sample is equal to the sum of
these catagories of the Sherman study. It will be further
noticed that fregquency of service attendance among HUC stu-
dents 1s considerably higher than the figure for the

Providence Jewish community. This becomes even more striking




when one considers that HUC students entering the college
this year are more and more likely to be third generation
Americans. Goldstein and Goldscheider suggest a further
drop should occur with this generation. Consequently, in
this case, maintaining a consistent percentage of regu-
larity in service attendence 1s resisting a further

deterioration in frequency.

TABLE X11

Frequency of Service Attendance Compared With Feint®

Adult Sample Youth Sample My Sample
Regularly 1% 7% 14%
Often 17% 17% 4 3%
Seldom 74% 66% 36%
Never 3% 11% 0%

Table XII illustrates that, if service attendance 1is
to be a criteria, our entering rabbinic students are far
more traditional in their service attendance than the congre-
gants they will potentially serve, both young and old. Even
1f we were to look at Fein's "High Temple" figures, our

students are more frequent attenders.l7




TABLE XI11

18
Ritual Observance
My Providence Providence Providence
Sample Orthodox Conservative Reform
Sabbath Candles
Always 53% 62.2% 38.6% 26 .5%
Usually 14% —-——— ———— ————
Sometimes 1 9% —— = ———— ————
Never 7% 19.3% 21 .0% 32.8%
Passover Seder
Always 91% 80.7% 83.5% 74 . 3%
Sometimes 2% e ——— o e
Never 0% 7 . 6% 4 . 4% 6 .8%
Kosher Meat in Home
Always 17% 72.3% 34 .4% 14 . 4%
Usually 1 0% - e —— -
Sometimes 24% _———— —— -
Never 4 3% 10.1% 27 . 0% 90 . 4%
Separate Dishes in Home
Always 14% 64 .4% 24 .8% 7 . 0%
Sometimes 5% Faprp— S — ——
Never 74% 33.1% 69.7% 90 . 4%
Chanuka Candles
Always 84% 8l.4% 79 .8% 68 . 9%
Usually 10% -——— o ) oy s g
Never 0% 14 .4% 9.3% 17 . 9%




By this standard of measuring ritual observance 1t 1s
interesting to note that the entering class of HUC 1is, in

every case, more traditional-minded than the Providence

Reform Sample. In fact, with the exception of observance

of Kashrut, entering students are more observant than the

Conservative community of Providence. If one were to look
at the third generation of Providence Orthodox Jews for the

above observances, again with the exception of Kashrut, our

entering students would virtually equal or surpass them.

One should not read too much into this observation.

It would be ludicrous to suggest that the entering class of
the Hebrew Union College was, indeed, comparable in ritual
observance in general to the third generation Providence
Orthodoxy. Howewver, it is clear, that there 1s a marked
increase in ritual observance among our students.

How do we account for this trend toward a more tradi-
tional student? Part of the answer is suggested by Mirsky,
that a number of our traditional and conservative students
are rejects from Yeshiva University and Jewish Theological
Seminary. Yet, this is not the complete answer. In

conversations and interviews the students often said they




compared HUC with the other seminaries, including the
Reconstructionist, and opted to apply to HUC only.

The greater part of the answer, I believe, lies 1in a
complex of changing attitudes on'the part of the Rabbinate
and HUC. First we must see the difference in trend.

The Lenn study's summary to the chapter dealing with
the Jewish and Religious Origins of the Reform Rabbinate
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states the following:

4) About 54% of the Reform Rabbinate came from
Orthodox backgrounds one generation ago. In
the past five years, only 9% have come from
Othodox backgrounds.

5) Over the past 20 years, Reform rabbis from
Conservative backgrounds have increased from
14% to 24%.

6) As Orthodox living becomes more "assimilable",

it is expected that "defectors" to Reform will
continue to decrease.

If we accept Lenn's figures, the traditional backgrounds oOf

our rabbinic students should be decreasing year after vyear.

Yet, the trend shown in my sample and the study of Rabbi

Sherman is of a greater influx of non-reform students. 1

believe this new trend can be explained in the following ways:
(1) Ethnicity, which might be defined as traditional

practice without traditional belief, 1s more




acceptable in the Reform movement today. An

example of this would be the youth group. The

Missouri Valley Federation of Temple Youth now

makes Kipot available to its members at services.
(2) A great many of the rabbis of the Reform movement

are experiencing a shift to the right.

a) The Lenn Report points out that the majority

of Reform rabbis still come from traditional

backgrounds.
b) The shift to the right is indicated by the

fact that 65% of Reform rabbis favor either

the i1ncorporation "more of traditional

Judaism" in Reform belief and practice, or

an outright merger with Conservative Judaism.zl
c) The shift to the right is also indicated by

the major issues on the contemporary scene

of the CCAR, 1.e., a more stringent stand on

inter-marriage, the development of a Reform

Halacha, etc.

Both Mirsky and Sherman suggest that one of the

major influences on young men, who choose the




Reform rabbinate, is close contact with a Reform
rabbi. Thus, this major influence 1is becoming
more traditionally oriented.

(3) The College-Institute, because of its desire to
raise the level of Hebrew competency of 1its

student body, is growing more disposed to accept

22
students from non-Reform backgrounds. As Dr.

: . 23 ¢rhia
Mirsky points out, students from traditional

backgrounds (notably JTS rejects) have a greater
facility with texts than the average HUC student
from a Reform background.

Summary of Chapter 1.

(1) While the average entrance age of HUC students
has not changed from five years ago (21-22 years
old), more of the students are married or engaged
than in previous vears (close to 50%).

(2) Entering students appear to be fairly evenly
divided between those with Reform backgrounds
and those with non-Reform backgrounds. This 1s

a continuation of a trend discovered by Sherman.




(3)

Entering students appear to be more traditional

in ritual observances studied than the majority

of Jews in the Providence study, and definitely
more traditional than the average Reform congregant.
Entering students appear to have a greater back-
ground in Hebrew study prior to entrance to the
College-Institute.

Entering students appear to be deciding later to

pursue the rabbinate as a career.




CHAPTER 11
Initial Expectations of First Year Students
Prior to examining what the students expect from the
first year program, it is pertinent to again summarize the two
major hypotheses of Dr. Mirsky's dissertation. This, because
we will see the principles in operation throughout the rest
of this paper.

(1) Dr. Mirsky contends that the socialization process
of the College~Institute is one which tends to
strip away the prior attitudes of students as to
what the rabbinate is all about, and to place in
their stead the notion that the measure of authen-

ticity and competence is a Wissenschaft, or scientific,
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approach to the Hebrew texts of Judaism.

(2) Dr. Mirsky further suggests that because students
generally enter the institution with a poor know-
ledge of Hebrew, their goal of being able to "handle
texts" continuously seems to slip further and
further away from their grasp. Students are made
to feel that even when they "properly" use trans-

lation aids, even when they come to grips with the
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meaning of the text, because the material isn't
"second nature" to them they lack what i1t takes to
be a true "Rabbili in Israel.”

It was contended at the beginning of this paper that Dr.
Mirsky' s principles were still operative i1n the New Israel
program, and that part of the reason that these processes are
accelerated 1s because the program is located in Israel. What
follows in this and the next chapter will be an explanation
of the early careers of entering students into the Year-In-
Israel program.

From the previous chapter we have an idea of what kind of

student was admitted to the College-Institute. We do not

were brought ot the program

)

yet know what kinds of attitude

by these students.  These attitudes and expectations were
basically formed from four sources:
(1) Information provided about the program by the
College~Institute.
(2) Information provided about Israel and the Program
through contacts with fellow students, who had
elther been to lIsrael or had actually participated

in the Program the year before.
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(3) Previous trips to Israel.
(4) Information conveyed through one's background
(UJA, JNF, religious school).

Of these four catagoriesg, the most significant in the lives
of the students seemed to be (1) and (4). While a number of
students had the opportunity to discuss the Program with
"experienced" others, very few students mentioned on the
guestionnaires, in interviews, or during soclal intercourse,
that advice or comments of these others were either verified
or invalidated. Further while close to half of those students
who returned Questionnaire One had been to Israel, very few
of the students said "I expected this..." Oor similar comments
when they encountered Israeli society. Most of the students
were oriented toward the College-Institute, this being their
primary, 1f not total, reason for being in Isr l. A number
Oof students also were confronting the reality of Israel for
the first time. Even those students who had been in the
country previously had not been confronted with the evervyday
problems of living in one place. Rather, they had lived a
relatively carefree existence, touring, studying, working 1n

a mobile, temporary fashion., Often, in interviews, students




expressed the relationship between naive, 1idealistic pic-
tures of Israel they received when they were young, and the
reality they were now experiencing.

Generally speaking, the first formal contact students had
with the first year probram was by means of the Hebrew Union
College-Jewish Institute of Religion Catalogue. In this publi-

cation the student received this first information about the

Year-In-Israel Program.l

At the time this catalogue goes to press,

a thorough revision of the rabbinic course

of studies 1s under way. The new course
includes a Year-In-Israel Program for all
rabbinic students matriculating in 1970 and
thereafter. Entering students will spend a
year in study at the Jerusalem School of the
College-Institute. The aim of this program

is twofold. Instruction is primarily for

the purpose of developang a high degree of
facility in Hebrew. In addition, a vyear of
study 1n Israel will provide the future rabbi
with the opportunity of gaining a well founded
understanding and appreciation of the land and
the people of ISrael.2

This information is given in a boxed announcement entitled
"Important Notice", Later in the catalogue additional
information is provided.

The Year In Israel Program

Beginning with the academic year 1970/71
rabbinic students admitted to any of the




American Schools of the College~Institute
are required to spend a preparatory year

in Israel. The Year—-In-Israel Program at
the Jerusalem School of the College-
Institute concentrates on the study of
Hebrew; other courses are given in the

field of Bible, Reform Judaism, and Biblical
Archaeologvyv.

This then is the sum of the information received by
students contemplating entrance into the rabbinic program.
Considering the fact that the catalogue was published before
all the details of the Year-In-Israel Program had been
determined, one can understand the brevity and lack of speci-
ficity of the above announcements. At this point, all an
entering student can count on i1is a concentration on Hebrew
language skills. He might also expect that he will be
studying Bible, Reform Judaism and Biblical Archaeology.

During the interviews, when students were asked to recall
their early reaction to the requirement for a year of study
in Israel, prior to arrival, the majority of the inter-
viewees expressed initial curiosity (and in some cases
anxiety) about what the program was all about. Indeed, the
catalogue spelled out the course loads, testing schedule,

calendar, and degree program for the American campuses, but

gave only the information gquoted about the Israel Program.




Following acceptance, students generally received two
types of information from the College; administrative and
travel aid. Administrative information included such things
as applications for and information about financial aid for
the year abroad, information regarding tentative group
flights for students, and forms regarding the type of housing
for the student available upon arrival.

This administrative information caused some difficulties
to students. In the course of the time prior to the beginning
of the summer, the possibility of a group flight was ruled
out because of a lack of interest on the part of the students.
Financial aid forms produced what appeared to at least a few
of the students to be i1nequitable distribution of funds. One
student commented on the second questionnaire that he and his
friend applied for aid, his friend's financial condition
being much better than his own, yet his friend received a
larger sum of money. This could easily have been the result
of a misunderstanding on the part of the respondant, but
indicates a real concern of many students. Finally, the
housing forms in many cases, produced disappointments. This

difficulty of housing will be discussed in the following chapter.




The type of information which I call "travel aid" took
the form of a 15 paged mimeographed booklet entitled "Your
Year in Israel--1972." The intent of this booklet 1i1s sum-
marized in the first paragraph of the cover letter.

The following is a practical guide sheet which

has been compiled in consultation with the staff,

students and wives, 0of the Hebrew Union College

in Jerusalem. From our experiences, we feel

that the information below will be helpful to

you in planning your vyear 1in Jerusalem.?
The cover letter is aimed at introducing not only the booklet,
but at instilling an attitude toward the trip in the minds
of the students. That attitude may be characterized as
"cautious optimism"”. Students are asked to remember that
part of the "charm of any new country is its uniqueness", that
Israel 1s a "charming little country" with a people who are
"hardworking, friendly and, for Americans, sometimes a bit

overwhelming”. Finally, the booklet offers the advice that

each student should be armed with Savlanut (patience) and

Chutzpah. With these two attitudes a student will "get into

the spirit of things, and have a very successful year 1in
Israel. Following the cover letter are sixteen sections
covering practical information students would most likely

need 1n preparation for the trip. The following 1s a list of




the information with applicable explanations:

1) Documents - passport, health certificate, visa,
student ID card.

2) Travel - Flight information, student flights,
approximate costs.

3) Shipping - trunk information, costs, time factor.

4) What to Bring - clothing, general information for
those who plan on living 1n apartments.

5) Money - transfering and converting dollars to
pounds.

6) Customs

7) Arrival - Instructions on how to get from Lod
Airport to Jerusalem.

8) Housing - Single student dorms, apartments,
approximate rents, procedures for procuring
apartments.

9) Cost of Living - estimated costs for 10 month
student year, both married and single students.

10) Health 1Insurance - explanation of Kupat Holim for
wives, plus additional insurance information.

11) Financial aid - information regarding Minhal
Hastudent grants.

12) Summer Ulpan - suggestions of Summer Hebrew Programs
for early arraivals.

13) ’rogram of studies -~ Ulpan requirements, additional

course requirements, lecture series, courses offered
for advanced students.




14) Tours - explanations of Negev, Gallilee and Sinai
tours.
15) Other Projects - listing of other possible visits

during the year.
16) Tentative Calendar Academic Year 1972-73.

Reading this publication, after having gone through the

experience of arrival and the process of getting settled, 1s
indeed helpful. It does provide, in retrospect, a concise
statement of "need-to-know" information for one who 1s
planning to move his life to Israel for a year, However,
even in retrospect, the brochure is "colorless". The 1nfor-
mation is presented factually, without any subjective reaction
to the trauma of making one's residence in a new country.
While it might be unreasonable to suggest that this booklet
contain more about one's emotional adjustment to the country,
the next section will indicate that, even forearmed with
this information, students had difficulty in adjusting to
their introduction to Israelli culture. For the present, how-
ever, we are concerned with materials which helped to form
student attitudes toward the traip.

This "travel aid" information must be divided into two

areas. First, the bulk of the material deals with physical
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relocation, what is required to leave the United States,
enter Israel and return again after a year' s absence. The
other type of material, sections 13-16, deals directly with
what the student may expect from the College-Institute 1in
terms of a program. Since the next chapter will deal with
entrance into Israeli life, I would like to concentrate on
that material which directly relates to the program.

Section 13 is of greatest significance. The following

is a digest of this information:

a) The student will attend an intensive Hebrew
language course, 4 hours a day, five days each
week.,

b) The student will attend three required courses
first semester, each meeting for 2 hours each week.
These courses are Jewish Liturgy (which becomes
Rashi second semester), Introduction to Bible,
and the History and thought of Reform Judaism.

c) On Thursday evenings, every other week, there will
be a series of lectures on "Israel Today".

d) Advanced students (undefined) will probably have

the opportunity to take any of five additional




courses (Modern Hebrew Liturature, Midrash, Talmud,

Archaeology, and Bible).

From this information, the beginning student can anticipate a
minimum of 26 class hours (20 uplan, 6 other required courses)
not counting the lecture every other week, not counting the
possible cption of "additional courses for advanced students”.
Applyving the old rule of "two hours out of class for every
hour in class" entering students could anticipate 78 hours
per week of school work, guite an impressive work load.

While much can be said about this "ideal'" work load, the
following will suffice for the present. On the face of it,
a student, to optimumly fulfill this schedule would have to
work 11 hours a day, every day of the week. Following
the College's five-day-week program with weekends free to
"take advantage of the country," a student would have to be
involved with his studies in one way or another for 16 hours
a day, Monday through Friday. Even if the student, sophis-
ticated from his undergraduate work, doesn't apply the rule
of "two hours for every one", but only allows egqual time
for outside study, he comes up with a 52 hour work week. What

minimally can be said about student reactions to this suggested




program 1s one of two attitudes; the first year program will
be extremely difficult, not like any other graduate program
commonly known to our students, or that the College-Institute
is totally unrealistic in its requirements. Neilther of these
attitudes are positive. In the course of the year, virtually
all the students I interviewed complained about the extreme
work load and the scarcity of time. These complaints were
brought up after the students were actually involved in the
program. Given the information provided by "Your Year In
Israel," without the benefit of actual exposure to the
program, one can imagine the level of anxiety students
brought with them from the United States and Canada.

Before looking at what the students themselves anti-
cipated from the first year program, it would be well to
summarize the impression the College-Institute conveyed to
the entering student through its literature and mailings.

(1) Initial information was most sketchy. Students

were told only that they would be reguired to
spend a year in Israel with a primary emphaslis

on Hebrew Language Skills.

(2) Students were probably under the impression that
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the program itself was well organized -- 1i.e.,
group flights were being organized, grants of
funds were available, housing was being taken
care of.

(3) Students were given a technically accurate des-
cription of how one enters Israel and what one

should bring. Aside from having Savlanut and

Chutzpah, the procedure was fairly well defined.

(4) Students were given the impression that their work

load would be extremely heavy.

With this in mind, I would like to survey the attitudes
and expectation of the students themselves. This information
1s taken from the initial guestionnaire. There are, essen-
tially, three groups of questions which yield information
about the students' attitudes and expectations. The first
group asks the student to order a list of priorities he has
for himself with regard to the trip to Israel. The second
aspect of this group is a request for the student to order a
list of priorities in the way he feels the College-Institute
would order 1ts goals for the students in the program. The

second group of questions asked the student to describe how




he felt his year of study in Israel would be of benefit to

him in his future rabbinic studies, and how they would benefit
his being a rabbi. The thaird group asked the student 1f he
felt the College-~-Institute had been of sufficient help to

him in his plans for making the trip and what suggestions, if
any, he had to improve the "service".

When students were asked to order thelr personal prior-
1ties and hopes for the trip to Israel they indicated the
following as "a major hope or expectation”.5

91% - to become conversant in Modern Hebrew.

58% - to learn Biblical and Rabbinic Hebrew.

38% - to study Israeli Culture.

36% - to learn about the rabbinate.

Second choices, i1ndicating simply "a hope or expectation”,
indicate the following ordering:

70% - to meet and become friends with Israelis.

60% - to feel a kinship with Israelis.

55% - to study Israeli Culture.,

Given this information, i1t 1s clear that most students
brought with them the feeling that Hebrew was important. 91%
felt that learning Modern Hesbrew was their primary goal for
thelir Israell experience. Three-fifths of the students also

felt that a primary goal was to learn Biblical and Rabbinic

Hebrew. When 1t comes to secondary goals and expectations of




the student body, we change perspective. Whil: ne major
goal was academic, learning Hebrew, secondary goals were social,
meeting Israelis, feeling a kinship.

Students were then asked to order the priorities of the
College-Institute as they felt the institution would order
the list. They were restricted in their responses to this
question. Students were asked to 1ndicate only one primary
goal for the program, only twOo secondary goals, and as many
tertiary possible goals as they felt were present. The

following 1is a list of the responses to the primary goal of

the first year program:

712% - to teach you the Hebrew you will need to know for
your academic work.
14% - to give you an example of a living and vibrant
Jewlsh community.
2% - to teach yvou reform Jewish theology and philosophy.
2% - to make you feel closer to Jews 1n other lands.

The students ordered secondary goals as follows:

36% - to give yvou an example of a living and vibrant
Jewlish connumity.
24% - to teach you the history of Israel.

22% - to teach you the Hebrew you will need to know for
vour academic work.
22% - to give you positive feelings about Judaism.

From this data several interesting insights emerge.

First of all, it is apparent that the majority of the students




are predisposed to the goal of learning Hebrew. While
students didn't respond whether they were pleased or displeased
by this goal, they indicated, almost to a man, that Hebrew

was thelir primary interest. This majority response concerning
student expectations matches up with what the majority of
students felt the College~Institute regquired of them. One
cannot underestimate the possible causes for this.

(L) Students were heavily influenced by rabbis who were
either traditional in their backgrounds or in a
process of moving toward the right. To these
rabbis, the ability to handle text would be most
significant, and this significance would be passed
on to the prospective student.

(2) The students' only introductory information with
regard to the program (i1i.e., the General Information
Catalogue and "Your Year In Israel") stressed
Language Skill development as the most important
portion of the program in terms of emphasis and time.

(3) It would be inconceivable to the student for the
College-~Institute to require the investment of time

and money 1in a Year- In-Israel Program if Hebrew




were not the major goal.

Next, the data shows a disparity between what the
students held as their secondary goals and what they felt
the College held as its secondary goals. For the students,
the majority (70%) indicated a desire to become friends with
Israelis. This could mean the international experience of
meeting a foreign populace. There 1is evidence from my inter-
views that this was, indeed, what many people meant when they
spoke about meeting the Israeli. Next highest in terms of
responses to this question was to feel a kinship with the
Israeli. Again, this is a social goal. It also has over-
tones of a desire of the American Jew to feel a tie with the
Israell Jew.

When 1t came to ordering the priorities from the Col-
lege's point of view, the students had great difficulty in
agreeing. Indeed, no particular choice was selected by a
majority of the students as a secondary goal of the College.
The highest degree of agreement was 36% who felt that the

College-Institute hopes students would experience a living

and vibrant Jewish community.

These findings are significant in that students, 1n therxr
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own minds, tended to have secondary goals which they dad
not feel the College held for them. What 1s even more
significant, is that the students who responded to this
questionnaire had a very vague idea of what the College-
Institute hoped to accomplish beyond the instruction of
Hebrew. Thilis response was made after the students had
received their "Your Year In Israel" publication which
discussed other goals for the program in detail.

Confusion about the program becomes even greater when
we conslider the second grouping of guestion These guestions
asked the student to evaluate the benefit he felt he would
derive from studying in Israel, first in terms of his future
studies and then in terms of his being a rabbi.

Before describing the particular responses the students
made, 1t 1s well to point out that all responses to both
questions were decidedly vague. This, I feel, was due to two
factors.

(1) Students had a great amount of difficulty distin-

guishing between Rabbinic studies and being a rabbi.
In many cases they indicated that the answer to the

second question was the "same as above".




(2) Beyond learning Hebrew, upon which the literature
from the College placed great weight, the students
nadn't thought in "rabbinic catagories". While
this will be discussed later i1n greater detail,
it will be sufficient to say that the students

uch as

(n

generally hadn't considered guestions

aliyah, Reform Judaism's role in Israel, or the

legitimacy of a Galut Judaism.,

To the guestion of benefit to their rabbinic studiles
the vast majority noted that the Hebrew they learned would be
helpful. They hoped they would benefit by '"learning Hebrew,
beginning study of Talmud, Bible, etc." Some students com-
bined the areas of future academic work and being a rabbi.
The classes, tours; etc. will help me to
understand and teach the Bible as well as
the daily prayers. They will also help me
to answer questions which may arise from
inside or outside my congregation.
One gets the feeling, from reading responses like this, that
for these students, the reality of the rabbinate, and indeed,
the reality of the rest of the HUC program 1s still distant.

1

There were some students whose answers 1indicated a

deeper awareness of the relationship of the Israell experience
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to their rabbinates. One student responded:

Get a better perspective on Israel which
will enable me to answer personal gquestions
about the relationship of "Galut" to Israel
and the inner dynamic of a Jewish community
anywhere in the world.

I must underscore the reason for my evaluation of
student responses to this gquestion. As I and my peer group
approach ordination, after having had the benefit of five
yvears rabbinic study, plus practical experience in our bi-
weekly congregations, we are more and more coming to grips
with questions such as these. Were I, and I believe most
of my colleagues, to answer this question now, we would
respond that the benfit of a year of study in Israel for our
rabbinic studies would be Hebrew skill. One need only note
that when one returns from Israel, the majority of his col-
leagues believe that any Hebrew courses he takes after the
vear of study will be a "snap" or a "piece of cake". Simi-
larly, if my class were to answer the guestion about benefit
of a year of study to beinog a rabbi, we would probably respond
on the level of personal gquestions of the legitimacy of

Reform Judaism, the meaning of Galut, and our relationship

to Traditional Judalism.




One student, i1n response to his feelings about the
benefit of the year to his rabbinic studies responded:

Other than becoming comfortable with the
Hebrew language, I feel that my major hope

1s to vitalize my nefesh so that the future
vears at HUC-JIR don't turn me into a "black
sult, white shirt" standardized American rabbi.

Finally, a number of the students felt that the primary
benefit of the program, after the learning of Hebrew, would

be to establish a feeling of chevrah with their fellow class-

mates, a "solidarity" with the c¢lass through "experiencing
things together" and generally an "exciting introduction'" to
their future rabbinic studies.

By far the more interesting responses, from the point of
view of my studies, were the responses to the guestion
concerning benefit of the vyear's study to being a rabbi. A
great majority of the students answered this guestion using
Hebrew as their frame of reference. Some examples of their
responses follow:

The year will give me a command of the Hebrew
language.

e-e 1'll be more at home with the original texts.

Learning Hebrewe....




This was not the only response to this guestion. Other
students run the spectrum from providing information which a
rabbi can convey to his congregation to providing moving,
emotional experiences.

We must focus for a moment on those who felt that they
would gain most from their year in Israel, with respect to
their being rabbis, by gaining a facility with text. Let us
quickly survey what has thus far been uncovered:

(1) Students® primary goal is generally learning Hebrew.

(2) Students see the College's primary goal for them as
learning Hebrew.

(3) Students anticipate benefit to future rabbinic
studies from the first year program as a know-
ledge of Hebrew.

(4) Students anticipate benefit to being a rabbi from

first year program as a facility with texts, and

Hebrew Language Skills.
It becomes clear that, prior to entering the seminary
proper (these responses were taken from questionnaires which
were sent out prior to the arrival of most students) a great

many of our students are predisposed to the central requirement
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of Hebrew. This predisposition goes beyond the boundaries
of the College 1tself. A large number of students feel that
learning Hebrew will be of significant benefit to them as
rabbis. That, 1n the words of one of the respondants, as
a rabbi  he will "be more at home with the original texts".
Dr. Mirsky suggests that part of the socialization pro-
cess of the College is to implant this value, the primacy of
text and scientific understanding of same, i1n place of many
other notions of what the rabbinate is all about. He
further suggests that from everyday observation there is
nothing to suggest that Hebrew skills, beyond prayerbook
Hebrew, are significant need-to-know items for the Reform
Rabbi. The socialization process of the College-Institute
1s the implantation of the value of Hebrew as something
essential to the rabbinate. What this study has thus far

shown is that a great percentage of the students come already

indoctrinated. They have more background of Hebrew study.

They come, more and more, from backgrounds in which Hebrew
texts are revered. They see as thelr primary goal the study
and learning of Hebrew, and they envision the learning of

Hebrew to be of significant benefit to them as rabbis.




Yet the guestionnaires clearly indicate, because of the
kind of students that are admitted and the location of the
program 1n Israel, that there i1s an acceleration of the
soclialization process.

One last group of guestions remain to be discussed.

Not all students answered the question dealing with sug-
gestions for i1mprovement 1n service rendered by the College-
Institute. Prior to their arrival in Israel, most students,
by their responses, had little or no idea about what they
would be studying 1n Israel. They suggested, with great
regularity, that the College provide more detailed information
as to what the course of study would be upon arrival. This
18 understandable considering the explanations they received
thus far were at least sketchy, and at best provided only
course titles. The next frequent suggestion had to do with
placing students in contact with their classmates, or people
who were already in Jerusalem. Finally, a few students
suggested that the College-Institute could have provided more
help by increasing financial aid. The significance of these

responses can only be understood after one remembers the

information previously sent out to the students. The booklet




“Your Year In Israel" contained the majority of information
the students requested. Is also contained addresses to which
students could write in order to be placed 1n contact with
other members of the class or students from previous years.
Apparently, the students either didn't read the booklet, or
they read it and were not satisfied. I suggest the latter to
be the case.

If it is true that most students read the booklet and
were not satisfied some explanation must be offered. I
believe that this is an indication of the height of student
anxiety to making the trip. Their major focus for the trip
was the College-Institute. The questionnaire indicates that
this was their primary purpose for the trip. The gquestion-
naire also indicates that most students had little i1dea of
what the program was about, what they would be studying, what
book they would be needing etc. Coupling this uncertainty
with the whole problem of moving into a foreign culture and
the anxiety is understandable. We must realize the magnitude
of the events which were taking place. First, the students
were about to embark upon training for their life's work. 1In

many cases students weren't certain as to how much they really

. E———_—— -




wanted to be rabbis, or whether they could "cut" the program.
At the same time, the students were bound for a land which

had strange customs, strange food, and a strange language.
For most of them this would be the first time they were
away from home, meaning that the distance, and expense of
communication indeed placed them on their own. For a good
number, recent marriages added the additional stress of
marital adjustment to the trip. It is apparent from their
responses to the guestionnaires, as well as their remini-
scence after arrival, that they not only wanted detailed
information about factual matters, but they were concerned
with the emotional guestion. They wanted to know about what
they were getting into, what i1t would be like and i1f they
could master the situation. Thus, explaining how to get from
the airport to Jerusalem didn't explain how it would feel to
come to a strange land with a foreign language. Telling the
students to have patience, and that the country was charming
but unique raised additional questions--patience for what?
and in what way unique?

Thus, with all these various stresses on the students,

with all the anticipations and excitements and fears, 1t 1is
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understandable how the possession 0f technical information
about preparation for the trip could still lead to guestions
about the traip.

Summary of Chapter II

In this chapter I have discussed the type of prior
information the students received about the trip to Israel.
I have suggested that their primary source of information was
the College itself. This information was very sketchy with
regard to the program and, while technically adeqgquate with
regard to the problems of moving to Israel, did not answer
some of the emotional questions students had about the trip.

It was seen that the students' primary goal for them-

selves was the acquisition of Hebrew Language Skills and that

Ul

this goal matched up with what they felt the College expectec
of them., Further, the student's secondary goals were 1n the
realm of social intercourse with Israelis and Israelli culture.
The students had difficulty in describing the College's
secondary goals and never attained higher than 36% agreement

in this area. Students generally saw the Year-In-Israel

Program as benefiting their future studies as well as their




future rabbilnates by i1ncreasing thelr Hebrew fluency. It
was suggested 1n terms of Dr. Mirsky's hypothesis of HUC
socialization, students came to the College-Institute pre-
disposed to Hebrew study and that a number felt that this was
also significant to their future rabbinates.

Finally, it was suggested that the students were under
a good deal of stress with regard to the beginning of their

rabbinic studies. The sources and expressions of this

stress will be discussed in the next chapter.




CHAPTER III
The Early Career of the Entering Student
In this chapter I shall attempt to recreate the early
career of the entering student. The main focus will be on the
events during the first month to six weeks of the student's

et R

sojourn in Israel. This period covers the time of arrival,
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getting to Jerusalem, getting settled in some kind of living
facility, pre-ulpan testing, tours, beginning classes and
the High Holidays.

Much of the information for this chapter will be drawn
from personal experlience., As previously noted, this was the
first trip to Israel for my wife and me. Our adjustment
experiences are very comparable to those of entering students.
Where there are varying attitudes, these will be sighted,
primarily from the private i1nterviews with the students.

The majority of the student body arrived in Israel during
the first week in September. Thelr calendar called for the
following activities:

September 4 Registration

September 5-7 Negev Tour
September 8-10 Rosh Hashana

September 11 Classes Beglin
September 18 Yom Kippur

r
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September 22-23 Sukkot
September 24-28 Galilee Tour.

On the face of i1t, this schedule provided little, oOr no
time to get settled in a living facility. The compactness of
this schedule will come into focus as this chapter proceeds.

The students' first encounter with Israel took place upon
landing at Lod Airport, outside of Tel Aviw. As the plane
taxied to the debarkation point, military trucks surround the
craft and passengers remain on board while soldiers search
the plane. Most students commented on this with mixed
emotions. The presence of armed troops, a common sight
throughout the country, was initially both disturbing and
reassuring to most students. It should be kept in mind that
only three months prior to the arrival of most students the
"Lod Massacre" took place. Throughout the stay in Israel,
most students felt very secure, yet often voiced appreciation
for the visual presence oOof the army.l

Following the military inspection, passengers were loaded
on motor coaches and driven to the arrival hall of the airport.
Here, long lines of arriving passengers awaited passport

inspection and the issuance of visas. It was at this point,




that some students remember being a bit "nervous" as this

was the very spot where the "Massacre" took place. The lines
move slowly, but finally the student is free to claim his
luggage. This too can be quite time consuming. After claiming
one’' s luggage, one proceeds through customs and arrives at
the money changer. Here he converts, usually, travelers checks
from dollars to pounds and encounters his first Israeli cur-
rency. The subject of money will come up again. It is safe
to say that most students don't make the mental transition
from dollars to pounds until after at least a month. For the
initial period, everything will seem either very expensive
(taking a little more than four units of Israeli currency to
one unit of U.S. currency) or very cheap (mentally converting
the larger Israeli figure into the smaller American figure).
The student 1s now faced with the problem of transporting
himself, his wife, if he is married, and between 44 and 100
plus pounds of baggage to Jerusalem. For this purpose,
assuming he has arrived during the week and during the day-
light hours, several possibilities are available. He may

take an E1 Al bus to Tel Aviv, catching an Egged bus for

Jerusalem, or take an Egged bus from the airport to Jerusalem.




He may take a "special"', a hired cab which takes him directly

to where he wants to go in Jerusalem. Or, he may take a

Sherut, or collective taxi to Jerusalem. Most students had

been advised to travel by Sherut. Several things commonly

occur at this point. Students encounter, for the first
time, the language barrier, and students have their first
real monetary transactions.

While flyving to Israel and getting out of the airport,
most service personnel speak English. It is the most
expeditious language for them to use, especially on planes
arriving from New York. However, while taxi drivers often
speak English, they generally begin coOommunication in Hebrew.
For the student with no Hebrew background, this is frustrating,
but presents little real difficulty. Once the driver under-
stands that there can be no communication in Hebrew, English
1s emploved.

It is the student with a grounding in Biblical Hebrew
and a little Modern Hebrew who encounters his first frustrations.
For this, I draw directly from my own experience. I had
studied four vears of Biblical, Rabbinic, and Modern Hebrew.

While T knew that I would not be able to conduct abstract




conversations 1in the language of the land, I assumed that I
could make myself understood and understand in return. There
1s more at stake here than simple communication. In my case,
I felt that as a student close to being a Rabbi, a student

who, by American standards was supposed to be an "expert" in
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Hebrew, I should be able to communicate. For the entering
student, with his notion of the magnitude of the Hebrew he
will be studying, this first exposure and its success Or
failure cannot help being a measure in his mind of the
Kind of future success or the relative difficulty of future
studies he will encounter.

One generally encounters four difficulties in these
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initial contacts. irst, Americans generally have little
opportunity to hear or speak Hebrew. Most previous study
centered on reading. Hearing and understanding, as well as
formulating thoughts and uttering them involve different

skills from those most students were acguainted with. Second,
the rate at which the average taxi driver speaks 1is considerably
faster than most American ears are prepared to hear. Third,

most Americans, even those with Hebrew backgrounds, are not

prepared for the various dialects and accents of Hebrew they




hear. Words cease to have distinct sounds. Certain vocalic
changes occur 1in speaking, and the stress of words is often
different. Fourth, as one might expect, the vocabulary of
the speaking Israeli is incomparably larger than most
Americans.

What commonly occurs is the student's formulation of a
question or a direction for the driver, followed by a response
from the driver which is either totally or nearly incompre-
hensible to the student. Ideas may come through, but exact
meaning, or anything near exact meaning eludes the hearer.
While one may be prepared for difficulties, the initial
encounter with spoken Hebrew, especially after the fatigue
of traveling, 1s a frustrating experience. Feelings of
inadequacy immediately well up. Questions about one's state
of preparedness for the studies ahead; one's ability to learn
the language at all, and one's self image often begin at
this point.

Additionally frustrating, as students express all
through the time of my observation, 1s that one's determin-

ation to make oneself understood 1n Hebrew is generally met

with an English response from the Israelil. There are two




reasons for this. First, the Israeli welcomes the oppor-
tunity to practice his English. Israel is a tourist-oriented
country and most tourists are American. Consequently it is
to the benefit of the Israelili to practice his English.
Secondly, 1t requires a great deal of patience on the part
of the Israeli to help an American learn Hebrew. He must
drastically reduce his rate of speaking, lengthening the time
required for communication. The taxi driver, storekeeper
or government clerk, for example, Often lack this patience.
Also significant at this point is the student's first
financial transaction. The agreement on a price for the
journey to Jerusalem, and similar transactions in the first
few weeks of the sojourn, produce, tO one degree or another,
the feeling that the student 1s being taken. There are
complex reasons for this. They are crucial since this 1is
the student's first real contact with flesh and blood
Israelis. The reasons are:
(1) Most students, as indicated by the guestionnaires,
realized that the Israell would most likely see
him as an "American" rather than a "Jew". Further,

atudents felt that Israelis saw them as "rich
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Americans", i.e., like the stereotypical tourist.
(2) Students were generally under the impression that
in Israel, the American barters for everything.
Thlis 1mpression 1s agaln a manifestation of the
tourist i1image the student believes he projects.
Tour guldes frequently begin their tours with
explanations about the bartering system. Stories
of bartering, of Arab businessmen in the Shug
(Arab market) inviting the potential buyer in
for Arab coffee and extended negotiations, are
common. This 1s often a misleading impression.
Bartering often goes on in Arab sections, but
fees for certain services and goods are generally
fixed. Throughout the period of observation
very few students actually bartered for anything
successfully. This 1s perhaps due to the fact
that the difference i1in money and the American idea
of a set price makes Americans not only bad at
2
bartering, but also embarassed to do so.

(3) The language barrier immediately makes the student

feel at a disadvantage. He feels on the outside




of the system. If he tries to speak in Hebrew his
preoccupation with grammar and vocabulary add
pressure to the bargaining procedure. If he
speaks in English he has the feeling that the
seller has some hidden agenda beyvond the simple
meaning of his words.

These three factors often add up to the feeling that one
has been cheated. The initial impression that the Israeli
will often take advantage of the American tourist is generally
fixed in the minds of the students because of these early
transactions. This is primarily due to the insecurities pro-
duced by the above factors. After the conclusion of these
transactions students are moved to count their change to
make sure that the strange money was returned to them pro-
perly. They convert Israeli currency to American currency to
be certain that they have been treated fairly. Because they
are being bombarded with new data at an ever increasing rate,
the swiftness of the transactions make the students suspicious.

But something else also comes into play. The majority
of the students (58%) who responded to the first guestionnaire

had hoped that Israelils would view them as Jews. I believe




this percentage, after informal discussions with the students,
to be too low. Consequently, even though most students felt
they would be viewed as Americans, they hoped to be viewed as
Jews. Thus, when they felt they had been taken advantage of,
their feelings of despair were often heightened for they were
taken advantage of by a fellow Jew.

Arrival in Jerusalem took many forms. Those who traveled
by bus were dropped at the Central Bus Station and had to
elther transfer to another bus or take a cab. Those who took

a Sherut were dropped at a central collection point, about

one mile from the school. Some paid an additional sum to

convert their Sherut into a "special". Finally, via one

means or another, the student arrived at the school. It was
not uncommon to see these students and their wives literally
dragging their baggage up the steps into the reception hall
of the College.

Arrival at the College instituted another phase of
initial adjustment. Previous exposure had been to Israel.
Now, for the first time, the student came up against the
institution which would control so much of his life for the

rest of the year. At the same time, students obviously came




face to face with the fact that they had embarked upon a
rabbinic training program, that they had finally arrived in
Jerusalem and were about to begin.

I have never seen a systematic study about how rabbinic
students feel about becoming rabbis. Yet, I remember how I
felt when I entered the program and how I felt when I
encountered the Cincinnatli campus and the Jerusalem campus
for the first time. There 1s a feeling of self-importance
along with whatever trepidations one experiences. Usually,
families have been thrilled and supportive about a student's
decision to pursue the rabbinate. The student's rabbi (if
he has one) is generally supportive and often indicates by
his overt attention that there i1s something special about a
boy of his who chooses the rabbinate. Whether or not the
student is frightened or certain about his decision, most
students bring with them a very "OK" attitude about themselves.
They are "good boys" with something special about them.

Most students who arrived at the Jerusalem campus, also
had a particular attitude about that school. Like students
in Cincinnati, prospective rabbis feel that the Hebrew Union

College is dedicated to developing rabbis. These two factors,




the self-image and attitude about the school, generally
create in the student the feeling that the college will go
out of its way to be of assistance. He, as a rabbinic student,
1s the end to which the college bends its energy. Most
students found this attitude met with continual frustration.

The arriving student is welcomed by the receptionist and
directed to Mr. Michael Kline's office or to the office of
Esther Lee, the Executive Secretary of the Jerusalem campus.
In both places his first encounter 1is likely to be a secretary
who 1s busy with College business. Most students felt that
these secretaries seldom smiled, that they did not show real
concern for the student and that they were too busy with
official business to focus their attention on what the stu-
dents felt was the major purpose of the school, namely the
student himself. The feeling, that the administration of the
program was not primarily concerned with the students,
continued throughout the term of my observation.

At this point, the student usually received assistance
in finding housing. Many students, especially married
couples, had arranged, via mail, to take one of the "HUC

apartments" (apartments rented on behalf of the students by




the College-Institute). Those single students who chose not

to live in apartments were directed to Beit Hastudent, the

dormitory of the Hebrew University. The process of housing
students is not an easy one and bears further attention.

Our experience upon arrival in Israel was similar to
most married students. The difference was that we arrived in
the summey a time when the College . staff is least busy and
when there are a minimum of students in residence to detract

from the time the assistant3 to the Director of Jewlish

Studies has to devote to student needs.

We arrived at the College before noon and met Mr. A.
After a brief greeting and numerous phone calls, Mr. A.
furnished us with several addresses and informed us of some
Of the details of apartment hunting in Jerusalem. We left
him with the understanding that if we did not find anything by
the evening, he would arrange temporary housing in an apart-
ment which had been reserved for another student couple who
were yet to arrive. After an afternoon of tiring, frustrating
searching Mr. A. took us to the temporary apartment in Tol
Piyvot, a suburb of Jerusalem. He showed us the apartment and

gave us various details about how certain things (like the ha




water) were operated. We were then left on our own.

I dwell for a moment on our reaction to this apartment
since it is similar to the reactions of other couples. Apart-
ments in Jerusalem are hard to come by. Further, unless they
were 1n Arab buildings, they were usually very small, even
by American student standards. They are made of stone and
concrete, lack carpeting, and often contain a variety of
"danish modenY furniture of flimsy appearance. Because of
the constant building in the Jerusalem area they are often
dusty and dirty, especially if they haven't been recently
occupied. Our temporary apartment, for example, had moldy
food stuffs which had been left in the refrigerator. The
Kitchen utensils were of a mixed variety and made of light
“cheap looking"” alloys. By American standards, they appeared
to come from a child's tea party set. Beds, in Israeli
apartments, are often converted couches (in our case, two
couches pushed together and covered with a large cloth.

It is at this point that students begin to experience
their first culture shock. Most students were prepared to
"rough it" a little when they came to Israel, yet the shock

of first encounter leads one to dispailr. It should be




pointed out that most students, after a while, were able to
adjust to and be comfortable in their accomocations. Culture
shock 1n this instance can be defined as the encounter with

“difference", and at this point, everything is different. In

addition, that one is exhausted at this point aggravates the
situation.

Another factor which intensifies the problem of house
hunting is the lack of "necessities". Students were informed
in "Your Year..." that trunks would not arrive for up to two
months after shipment. Most students brought much of what
they thought they would immediately need. However, most
students didn't realize that they would need bedding imme-
diately (we slept in bathrobes) and towels (we dried ourselves
with T-shirts). Though this kind of introduction to Israeli
culture was upsetting in the beginning, we, as most couples,
were able to look upon it 1in retrospect as "pioneering" and
enjoyable.6 Because of our prior preparation for the trip
we were able to anticipate and understand our feelings. To
the average student,who had not been emotionally prepared, the
trauma was heightened.

It is important that we look at the housing problem from




the point of view of the students themselves. The next
chapter will discuss the housing problem in more detail. It
should be stated that the treatment we received was quite
adequate. Students who arrived in Jerusalem at the beginning
of September were less lucky, First, there were more of then.
Mr. A. could not spend the amount of time with each of these
new students that he was able to afford us. Second, as a
consequence of this lack of time, students often had to wait
while Mr. A. showed apartments to their colleagues. Third,
with the beginning of the semester close at hand, the addi-
tional administrative demands on Mr. A. were considerable.
The essence of the entire housing problem is the stu-
dent's initial dependence on the College. Because of time
considerations, the College cannot provide the kind of
continuous support the student needs. It appeared that the
administration determined who much assistance students
required. This determination was made in full awareness of
the dependence relationship. Most administrators claimed
that they were aware of the students' desire to be treated
as autonomous adults. Administrators also understood that

because of the initial dependence of the student upon the




College, students often tended to feel like children. Even
though there was this awareness, the College often presented
conflicting images of itself. For example, the students were
encourage to act like adults, b<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>