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. AMERICAN JEWISH COMMITTEE
165 East 56th Street
New York City

70-900-117
September 16, 1970

To: Members of the Task Force on the Future of the Jewish
Community in America

From: Morris Fine . Task Force Coordinator

Subject: Agenda and Background Papers for September 26-28 Conference

Enclosed herewith are: a) the Agenda for our conference; b) a
roster of the expected attendees as of this date; c¢) another copy
of the Statement of Purpose of our Task Force; and d) three out
of the five background papers for our discussion. These three papers
are: ;
"1, "A Historical Perspective of Some Major Issues of American
Judaism'"” by David Sidorsky
2, "Youthful Turmoil and_ the Jewish C ty'! by Mortimer
Ostow — ot tnelase d tﬂ EEE‘

3. "Zion in the Mind of Amerlcan Jews" by Ben Halpern

The remaining two papers, scheduled for Sunday afternoon discussion,
are already in hand but require processing, They will be mailed
to you not later than Friday. These are:

4, "American Jewry, 1970: A Demographic Profile' by Sidney
Goldstein

5. "Identity and Affiliation of American Jews' by Charles S,
Liebman

These five papers address themselves to the three dimensions of the
proposed agenda of the Task Force: the historical perspective, the
projection of major current trends, and the identification of

major areas of Jewish concern. Your attention is especially direct=-
ed to the Monday late morning session at which no paper will be
presented, The purpose of this session is to report on the present
state of our planning and to decide on areas of special research
for the second conference,

Reservations have been made at the Waldorf for all those who have
indicated that they wished rooms. Please note that all sessions
will be held at the American Jewish Committee headquarters at 165
East 56th St., corner Third Ave., beginning at 8:00 p.m. on Saturday.

Enclosures (6)
MF:df




ANERICARE JEVISH COMMITTERE
165 Esst 56th Street
New York, M.Y. 10022

Septezber 18, 1970

To: HMembsrs of the Task Force on the Futurs of the Jewish
Coommmity in Avesice |

From: Morris Fine ~ Task Force Cosrdinmator |
Subject: Background Pspers for Septesber 26-28 Conference
Berewith are the Goldstein snd Liebman papers zefezred to in wmy
semorandun of September 16. ‘The tables that gre part of the

Coldstein paper have been omitted bacause of the bulk of this
mailing. Copiles will be available st the conference, however.

Also snclossd .uamﬂmﬂEWa!'m
T‘:E”Bl‘;nn, which sias imsdvertemtly leit out of oirlier
Ba .
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THE AMERICAN JEWISH COMMITTEE

Task Force on the Future of the Jewish

Community in America

STATEMENT OF PURPOSES

The purpose of the task force is the identification
and the examination of the major faétors——institutions,
tendencies, programs--that determine the character of
Jewish culture and identity in the United States., The
task force shall initiate reports and discussions of
these factors with a view to the development of recom-
mendations for action., These recommendations are not de-
signed as directives for any particular Jewish organiza-
tions but as the agenda for the American Jewish community
in the next decade. To arrive at a coherent agenda for
the American Jewish community requires some sense of where,
as a commﬁnity, we are now, of where we are going, of what
we have been doing, and of what we can or ought to be doing.
Accordingly, the task force has four aims.

One aim of the task force is the formulation of a
reasoned historical perspective of the state of the com-
munity. The American Jewish community has been shaped among
other factors, by the characteristics of the successive
waves df immigration; by the acceptance of major assumptions
of the revolutions of modernity, including the value of

scientific rationality and the virtues of democracy; by its
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relationship to Christian institutions; and by reactions

to the Holocaust and the rise of the State of Israel. . The
‘community.is now in a post-immigration séciety in which
prevailing intellectual assumptions seem to be questioned

by elite groups, the major Christian institutions are ex-
periencing great changes, and a generation has grown up
since the Holocaust and the State of Israel. In the past
two decédes several patterns of Jewish adjustment in America
seem to have emerged. This effort at historical perspeptive
relates to an examination of the stability of these patterns
and their adequac&.

A second aim of the task force is the analysis of the
major social trends within the community. This involves a
projection of tendencies within Jewish life which seems to
crucially affect Jewish continuity and identity. This
analysis would comprise demographic data like birth rate,
family structure, social mobility, intermarriage, occupa-
tional and income profiles. It would also be concerned
with study of institutional affiliation and more broadly
with the formation of values and attitudes. The task
force would direct special attention to the identification
of problem areas for Jewish continuity that may emerge from
this projection of social trends as, for example, evidence
6% disproportionate alienation among Jewish college youth.

A third aim of the task force is some examination of

the present effort of the organized Jewish community to



support or to develop institutions and resources which
determine Jewish continuify in Amefica. This involves an
investigation of the ways in which resources'are allocated
within the Jewish community. It also requires an evaluation
of the effectiveness of major Jewish institutions in re-
sponding to the desires, aspirations, or needs of the com-
munity. Among the possible areas of investigation are the
adequacy of the Jewish informational media or the effec-
tiveness of Jewish education, both the formal school systems
for children and the informal educational services for col-
lege youth or adults.

A fourth aim of the task force is the examdination of
what can and ought to be done by Jewish institutions in
shaping desirable patterns for Jewish life in America.

This requires a determination of what the values of the
community and i1ts individual members are in respect to
Jewish culture and continuity. Since Jewish cultural
life 1is neither ideal nor beyond hope, the confrontation
of current trends with values can suggest possibilities
of programs and action. The critical analysis of those
possibilities involving some determinationr of priorities

based on comparative costs and benefits is the practical

. end envisioned by the task force.

May 12, 1970




TASK FORCE ON THE FUTURE OF THE JEWISH COMMUNITY IN AMERICA
CONFERENCE AGENDA
SEPTEMBER 26 - 28, 1970

The American Jewish Committee
165 East 56th Street
(Corner Third Ave.)
New York City
8th Floor Conference Rooms

- Place:

Louis Stern, Chairman

SESSION I, - Saturday, September 26
8:00 - 10:30 P.M, ‘

Opening Remarks Louis Stern

"The Historical Appraisal of Current Issues''
David Sidorsky

Theme:

"Judaism and the Revolutions of Modernity"

Discussion

(Coffee and cake at conclusion of session)

SESSION 1II, - Sunday, September 27
' 9:00 A,M, - 12:15 P,M.
(Coffee and rolls will be served at 8:45 A M.)

Theme: "The Historical Appraisal of Current Issues’ (cont'd)

"Youthful Turmoil and the Jewish Community" Mortimer Ostow,M,D,

Discussion

"Jewish Identity and the New Left" S.M, Lipset

Discussion

Luncheon (Kosher) 12:30 P.M,



LSO I

SESSION I1II, - Sunday, September 27
1:30 P,M, - 5:15 P,M,

Theme: ‘‘Sociological Projection of Critical Tendencies"
"American Jewry, A Demographic Profile" Sidney Goldstein
"“Identity and Affiliation of American Jews' ~ Charles Liebman

(Professor Liebman is in Israel, In his absence
his paper will be introduced by a member of the
Task Force)

Coffee Break

Discussion

(Cocktaiis will be served at conclusion of Session)
SESSION IV, - Monday, September 28

9:00 -~ 11:15 A.M,
(Coffee and rolls will be served at 8:45 A.M.)

Theme: ‘‘The Significance of Israel”
“Zion in the Minds of American Jews'' Ben Halpern

Discussion

SESSION V, - Monday, September 26
11:30 A,M, - 2:30 P,M,

Theme: ‘‘Constructing the Agenda”
1) a report on current plans of the Steering Committee

2) the identification of crucial areas for research
and investigation

Discussion

Luncheon 1:00 P .M,
(Discussion to be continued briefly at luncheon)

Adjﬁurnment 2:30 p.m:
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relationship to Christian institutions; and by reactions

to the Holocaust and the rise of the State of Israel. The
community 1s now in a post-immigration society in which
prevailing intellectual assumptions seem to be questioned

by elite groups, the major Christian institutions are ex-
periencing great changes, and a generation has grown up
since the Holocaust and the State of Israel. In the past
two decades several patterns of Jewish adjustment in America
seem to have emerged. This effort at historical perspective
relates to an examination of the stability of these patterns
and their adequacy.

A second aim of the task force is the analysis of the
major social trends within the community. This involves a
projection of tendencies within Jewish life which seems to
crucially affect Jewish continuity and identity. This
analysis would comprise demographic data like birth rate,
family structure, social mobility, intermarriage, occupa-
tional and income profiles, It would also be concerned
with study of institutional affiliation and more broadly
with the formation of values and attitudes. The task
force would direét special attention to the identification
of problem areas for Jewish continuity that may emerge from
this projection of social trends as, for example, evidence
of disproportionate alienation among Jewish college youth.

A third aim of the task force is some examination of

the pfesent effort of the organized Jewish community to
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of the effectiveness of major Jewish institutions in re-
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munity. Among the possible areas of investigation are the
adequacy of the Jewish informationgal media or the effec-
tiveness of Jewish education, both the formal school systems
for children and the informal educational services for col-
lege youth or adults,

A fourth aim of-the task force is the examdination of
what can and ought to be done by Jewish institutions in
shaping desirable patterns for Jewish life in America.

This requires a determination of what the values of the
community and its individual members are in respect to
Jewish culture and continuity. Since Jewish cultural
life is neither ideal nor beyond hope, the confrontation
of current trends with values can suggest possibilities
of programs and_action. The'critical analysis of those
possibilities 1involving some determination of priorities
based on comparative costs and benefits is the practical

end envisioned by the task force.
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Youthful Tummoll and the Jewish Community

Io Today's youth |

Sme:ofl the behavior of today's young people challenges standards and
convent ions which hafa prevalled in Western society for generations. The
challenges vary frm'qulatly professed aﬁtitudas, such as repudiation of the
scientific Weltanschawmumg, to serious physical attacks on property and persons.
I use the temm repudiation of the scientific Weltanschauung to refer to thg
dafiaﬁt rejection of science as an arbiter of the real and the credible, What
we are shown is a serious praoccupation-ulth astrology and the occult, In the
field of personal behavior there is a similar rejection of convention and -
tradition as guides and sources of standards, in preference to feelings and
- impulses. In an almost uncanny way, these challenges dnsn;tla the adult
obsérver for they seem to threaten the structure of socliety as we know it.
Description seems scarcely necessary since the bghavior stridently calls atten-
tion to itself and one cannot fail to see it. Yet a brief account will serve
as a 1:I|oint of departure. -

The phenomenon prevails most widely among late adolescents, but same of
its features have trickled down to pubertal children, I doubt that it is
visible earlir then that, The young People edopt & striking appearance. Thelr
clothing is shabby, unattractive, often dirty, and sexually unappealing, or
daring, or ambiguous. Their coiffure too is ambiguous with respect to sex, and
unconventional, They appear ‘dirl:y and ragged. They speak ﬁith extraordinary
freedan_ahaut sexual matters and e#gago in exhibitionistic acts and pramiscuous
relationse Those who do not themselves ﬁtdulge in hunoae:mai activities defend
hemosexuality ag;:lnst. conventional opposition to it. They criticisze their
government. They criticize organized _-socloty. They engage in political

activities vhich vary fran encouraging people to vote to acts of terrorisam.
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They provoke pdllee to attack them and then appeal for sympathy and defense.
They sabotage university activities and destroy university buildings. They
defend minorities ardently and violently=-minorities other than their own.
This is not true of most Negroes who promote their own cause and disparaga‘
others. The troubled young people use drugs socially, or occasionally, or
addictively. They use them in private or in public and they o_fl:gn use them

pquédt_!vely. Same reject conventional living arrangements and retreat to

‘communes. A number make serious suicide attemptse

How can we explain these startling evemts? The young people have their

own explanations. Usually these are gd hoc; that is, each pfece of behavior is

given its own explanation, The only generalization whlcﬁ they offer is that
adults are immoral and that .l,w matter what the young people dt.-b. the fact that
they do lﬁ publicly rather than secretly puts them on a higher méral plane_ than
their parents. The latter are now stigmatized with the addltiona.l_ iabel of
hypocrisy. These young people imply that it is better to renounce princ_iple
and ideal than to hold them and fall short. It is evlde:;t that what they call
honesty and operness is actually a flaunting of mlsbehaviﬁr with the intent to
distress and provoke the observer. They camplain too that in view of what they
consider to be I;nnlnm world anmnihilation and in view of govertment fnmorality,
#life has no m@!ng."' Any effort to restore "meaning”to life and to destroy
or circumvent an “tu:noral." govermment, is justified.

';'hey off.; a variety of arguments to justify the individual pieces of
migbehavior. With respect to their sexual behavior, they offer no real argument

except that times have changed, that sexual morals are "lrrelevant;" and that

.contraceptives have made morality superfluous. Those who sympathige with the

young accept these arguments and ignore the more subtle but essentlal consider=

ations. I refer to the fact that morality is, by definition, not a standard

| S D e
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which can be accepted or rejected at one's convenience. It is most important
and valid when it is inconvenient. Moreover the basis for sexual morality is
not the prébluﬂ of legitimacy of infants, but rather the rejection of sensuality
as the basis for social existenmce.

The shabby uniform and indeterminate and messy coiffure are said to
serve sevefal purposes. Boys say that they wear thelr hair long because they
"like it that way."™ Such a statement, of course, begs the question, The odd
attire is shn{larly explained., Some say, in addition, that it avoids the pre-
tentiousness and artificiality of more conventional attire. A few of those who
are less self-conscious about logic and consistency declare that they will not be
made to conform to any established pattern, ignoring their remarkable coﬁfonmlty-
to the rigid adolescent style.

Drug use is explained as a matter of personal pfafcrence. Same devotees
of hallucinogenic drug experienco argue that these experiences open new horizons
to them, make them able to see “the truth" for the first time. I have never seen
‘any objective traces of such revalations.

Attacks on the university are justified as efforts to rectify the
inadequacies of the educa:ional system. Folitical hyperactivism, hovever it may
be defined, is sald to be intqnded to correct injustices. The damocratic process
is alleged to be ineffective or too slow. These arguments are offered seriously
despite the evidence of history that no other system of govérnment has been con-
sistently freer of injustica In its most extreme form, this tendency becomes a
revolutionary movement. I

The aggrandizement of others, such as the Negr'oa‘s.,_gnd thﬁ_canplanmtary
derogation of one's own group. are pressed in the name of a morality "higher"
than "n-orrov” group loyaltye. Attacks on United States govermment policy in

Southeast Asia represent, according to youthful war protesters, a dedication teo
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hunanity, wheresas our govermment is motivated by base comsiderations such as_
profit and the prosperity of the military=industrial complex. Consistency
would require equally earnest condemnation of the Arab guemilla attacks on
Israeli civilians, and Soviet suppression of its own population and of that of
neighboring states. These are curiously missing. A strange logi_c is advanced
to argue that world peace is jeopardized only by the United St-al:os, because it
will not take the lead in discontinuing its military build-up and In reducing
its military strength. Attacks on military research and milicary production
are pursued in the name of loyalty to the human race. Weakening of the mili-
tary position of the United States govermment 1s seen as a desideratum rather
than .a dangers. |

Not evaryone of today’s troubled youth holds all of these positions.
In fact a number of fairly easily distingulshable groupings can be discerned,
such as tha political activists, the fighters for sexual freedam, the campus
rebeld, the anti=war protesters, the drug culture, the wandarefs, and the
shaﬁby corpse. Yet all these groups overlap to such an extent in menbership
and ide®logy, that one must suspect the existence of a substantial common
basis through these various tendencies., Those who are least involved in any
of these groups are also less diffusely involved., The lqad_ers too, of ea.ch
of the groups, tend to speclalize. One is most impressed with overlap among
the .active followers.

While one tends to associate the problem qf Negro unrest with that of
white youth, 1 see the two problems as different. I think that the difference
and the relation between the two will become clearer as we proceed with our
analysis, but at this point let me suggest that Negro militancy provides a
convenient focus for .the accusations of white youl:h against its own society in

the same way that the war in Southeast Asia does. One often sees white youths
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eager to support Negro protesters in the name of universalism and brotherly 1ove.
Many Negroes on the other hand reject this universalist support in favor of separ=
atism and even aloofness. This separatism is accepted and "understood™ by the
.same Jawls_h youths who reject Jewish identity and Jewish nationalism as selfish
and immoral. The noisy demonstrations cammon to the white and Negro movements
should not obscure the differences between the two. |

What I have to say about our young people derives fram my clinical exper-
ience with theme I would estimate that I have seen perhaps fifty of them, mostly
in consultation, but a few in more extensive treatment. It is legitimate to ask
vhether those who appear in a psychiatrist's office constitute a representative
sample of young people. I believe that they do for the following reasons, The
sample includes both those who .are sickest among the young people and those ﬁho
are least sick. It includes same who have come on their own initiative--and these
are certainly not the alékest of them=-and same who came only in geudging response
to parental pressure. Many conversations with jvoutl.g people which I have enjoyed
in a purely social cont’oxt seem to confimm my conclusions rather thaﬁ.to challenge
themo

The young people do not form a homogeneous group. #Among them one can
distinguish at least four sub-groups. First, there are those who commit themselves
to the vigorbua pursuit of their cause, whatever it is. Second, there are those
who, while not especially active themselves, sympathize with the first group; and
when the first are éhallmged, support them more activelye. Third, there are those
vwho do not sympathize with the dissidents., Fourth, there is a mlll group who
actively oppose them. 1 know of no actual count of fhe relative siges of these
groups but I would estimate that the activist group constitutes about fifteen
per cent, the followers about forty per cent, the indifferent about ~forl:-y per cent,
and the active conservatives about five per cem:_. I use these nunbers to indicate

only order of magnitude rather than trﬁa prevalence,
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Fram tha'psychologic point of view, one may say that ten to fifteen per
cent of the young people are so driven by their problematic needs that they
cannot engage seriously in the educational; social and vocational activities
that ordinarily occupy young people in Western countries. We may say that forty
per cent of the young people are disturbed by similar needs but they are never-
theless able to keep them under sufficiently good control that thay are-able to
proceed more or less satisfactorily with the adolescent business af-matﬁrat!on.
However these needs can be intensified when the issues which involve them are
raised by the activist group. When the? are so intensified they may become
peremptory and override the inner controls which usually gulde the individual’s
behavior. It fdllows therefore that the behavior of about fifty per cent of the
young people is determined much of the time by the uncontrolled needs of perhaps
a third of this fifty per cent. The other two-thirds come under the influence
of the activist one-third because the ﬁaeds of the former are similar to the
needs of the latter and can be activated and manipulated by them., Almost all of
the remaining half go about their own business and so do little to cgncel out the
lnfluenceland-the work of the activists and their ;upporters. Most of the active
conservatives, a very emall number, are no less driven than the majority of their
opposite numbers, the activists.

We came now to a difficult and controversial qugstlon. If the young
people with whom we are concerned contend that they are responding in appropriate
manner and measure to a real threat, then the psychoanalyst who finds the motiva=
tion for. thelr beh&v!or in unconscious personal needs seems to be denying the
validity of the social and political judgment of the young activists., While some
psychoanalysts may be sufficlently au courant and expert in such matters to
deserve the right to make overriding judgments, most, myself included, cannot

presume to do so., It is true that in fomming a clinical judgment about a patient’'s
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positions, the psychoanalygt checks them out against his own view of reality.
The analyst must credit his own view even though in the case of complex issues
such as social or political matters, it serves as no more thaﬁ a ﬁolnt of de=
parture. However one cannot depend upon reality alone to make clinical judg-
‘mentss At times the patient’s contentions may prove completely correct, and yet
they may be determined entirely by intrapsychic needs, and they may be held with
little regard for reality. For éxample, not infrequently, a psychotic patient
ﬁay entertain a delqslon which corresponds accurﬁtely to reality., What makes &
belief delusional 1s-not its truth or falsity, but its origin and the intrapsychic
purposes it servase. In other words, if an individual arrives at a bellef because
his intrapsychic haeds require his holding that belief without regard for literal
reality or conventionally accepted ideas, then that belief is delusional no matter
vwhether or not.ltsnay fortuitously correspond to reality. For exemple, a psychotic
man may believe that his wife is being unfaithful. The psychoanalyst will usually
have no way of ascertaining the truth of that belief., However if he can establish
‘that his patient must adhere to it only in order to justify his own gdulterous
desires, then he can deal with the problem, While it would of course be disturbe
ing if the wife actually were being unfaithful, in the absence of any evidence
that she is, holding the suspicion can only result in udrsening the rela:ion.be=
tween the two, a result which the psyéhot!c husband welcames.

| In the seme way we do not have to assess the validity of the social and
political positions of the young people whom we are studying. Our study of their
behavior can be sufficlently well guided by investigation of their motives and
:he-intrapsychic neadq that the behavior serves. One young person who is relatively
untroubled but not very perceptive, may arrive at a naive view of social problems.

Another who is unable to formulate ideas which are relatively indgpendent of his

problematic needs but who is perceptive, may see events clearly, but may exploit
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what he sees to justify the positions to which his intrapsychic needs have driven
him.

There are revolutions which most members of our society acknowleage as
moral, desirable, or even necessary., Even in such situations, one may properly
ask why individuals A and B function as revolu;lonarles, while C, D and E stand on
the sidelines. That question cannot be answered in terms of social change or social
need, but only in terms of the psychology of the individuals involved.

In discussions of the psychopathology of socially deviant behaviér. one is
often challenged by another argument. Illness, it is said, may make some people
creative, and therefore is not to be disparaged. Let me offer two replies. First,
tbe relation of creative work to mental illness is complex. Certainly many indus-
trious people are inglvlduals who defend against and control distress by immersing
themselves in work. Often too, the nature of the work éives expresélon to the
specific and personal psychic needs of the individual. One thinks here of Darvin
and P.roust, for example. On the other hand,the contention that every schizophrenic
is a potential Ezekiel, and every depressive, a potential Jeremiah, has in my
experlence seldom been demonstrated. My colleagues agree that their patients are
most creative when they are well, and least creative when they are ill. They may
use work fo defend against a lapsq into illness, but when they do become ill their

work deteriorates,

‘Second, the ﬁoint that is made by these critics is that mental lllnegg may
sometimes be of value and should therefore not be considered a fault, In this
;séay I am not concerned with celebrating or deploring mental illness, I am con=
cerned with attempting to understand what is going on in thé heads of our young
people only for the purpose of making an intelligent guess about what they will
be doing tamorrow.

I find in almost all the young people who are participating in the current
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turmoil two principal complexes: intense ambivalence toward their parents; and

~ inhibition in the process of transition frem childhood attitudes to adult atti-
:udel;. Let us describe these complexes and their manifestations. Most of our
young people Iwill voium:eer a long list of their parents' faults. They will
assert their own independence and they will complain that thelr parents are too
possessives The hostility to their paremts 1s overt, declajmed, and demonstrated
in rebellious, pi'ovocatlve and offensive behavior. The affection for their
parents is largely or camhletely unconscious. It appears in dreams, fantasies
and symptomatic behavior. The adolescents run off to live in comrunes, but come
| home==protesting all the while=-to get & good meal and resume the quarreling and
bickering with their parents, Those who use hallucinogenic drugs find their
parents frequently entering into their drug fantasies and hallucinations, True,
the parents usually appear in unpleasant contexts, but if the young people were
truly independent, they should appear only seldan, For example, one young man
iived in a commune no more than a mile away from where his parents lived_. He came
hnmi":::l;e a week to get money for one'.project or another, none of which he ever
campleteds On each occasion he managed to tease and antagonize his parents.
Demanding money fram them-was testing their love for him. Under the influence of
LSD, he would see his parents being destroyede.

Usually ic .!s the hostile side of the ambivalence which is conscious, and
| the affectionate which .is unconscious. However in some instances, the affaction
.for the parents 1s conscious and the hostility is unconscious., This situation is
especially apt to obtain among young people whose principal concern is revolution-
ary social act;vity. and who are supported in their position by similarly minded
parents. While they spare their parents frem criticism, the hostility they

exhibit to the rest of the adult community is easily seen in analysis to arise

fraon their relations with their pnrent.s from whom the hostility is displaced onto




the others of the parents’ generation. But even the adolescents who are most bel-
ligerent and coentemptuous of their parents can sametimes be caught in a *"weak"
mament, that is, at a time when they are depressed. Then they are apt to express
affection for and appreciation of their parents in earnest terms, and their senti-

ments may be confirmed by tears of affection.

The maturational process of adolescence involves achieving adult positions
in a number of different areas. These include soclal relations with others,
sexuality, assumption of respensibility, obligation, and restriction within the
c;mmunlty, and vocational independence and responsibility. The process of matura-~
tion may be regarded as a kind of ordeal, While it offers gratifications, giving
up old, familiar positicns is frequently painful, Yet same adolescents traverse
this path with aﬁthuslaam and.joy. Many find same obstacles but overcome them, A
 moderate mumber encounter serioua difficulty but manage by and large to make the
traﬁsltian, at least partially. A small numnber never accomplish the passage.

' These show evidences of serious turmmoil during adolescence and in fact seem in many
ways never to outgrow the perlod of adolescence., When they become adults their
behavior shows large gaps. These betray the faulty development which is covered
over by the appearance and outer symbols of maturity.

I have_tha impression that in recent years in the United States, and probe-
ably in other Western countries with similar social and econamic condit;ons, the
proportion of young pecple who are experiencing difficulty in accamplishing the
maturational task of adolescence has been increasing, Perhaps one can imagine a
fraquency distributlon in which frequency is plotted agains; the degree of incom~
pleteness of adolescent maturation. One would have to concede then that there is
no reason to assume that this distribution curva.remalns constant over long periods
of thmq vithin any given society, or fram one society to another at any given time.

What I am suggesting is that in our soclety, at this time, the turbulence that we



see in our adolescents expresses an increase in the frequency of troubled and
1ncampl¢té'maturatlano

When the young person encounters his inability to master the challenges
_hf maturation, whether or not he is consciously aware of this defeat, he beccmes
subject to a l:sndehcy to withdraw fram his enviromment. This withdrawal may take
the form of a quiet, solitary misery which ve call anhedonia, or of schizophrenic
retreat, or of melancholic depression, any of which may lead to suicide.

If my hypothesis is correct, then it can help us to understand the strange
and -dtstresslng trials of our young people. In fact, each of the various forms of
adoléscem: reaction can be seen as a specific pathologic method of handling the
problems of ambivalence to parents and delayed maturation. In general, the common
forms of adolescent behavior will show one or mnre‘of the following: anger towards
the parents and twﬁrds the society whose daemands camnot be mc;t; anger towards the
self which cannot meet these demands; and.a search for sources of pleasant sensa;
tion to obscure unpleasant reality and inner pain. By turning the anger against
the self the young person protects his parents against his conscious or unconscious
murderous hostility.

Perhaps the most transparent of the adolescent devices is the commune,
Young people iaave their parents' hame and in a group find a damicile in which
they live together with a minimum of fommal arrangements., They frequently call
this group "the family." These youths have féund that continuing to live w}th
their parents is inconsistent with their display of independence and so they move
oute. Yet by en:ering into another "family" they betray their continuing dependent
need. In these cdntriveﬁ families, a small number of members usually assume
organizing respunsibility and so function as parents, though the parental role is
seldom openly acknowledged. The general lack of discipline anﬁ responsibility

represents the young child's view of paradise: camfort, food, and care, with no
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rés:tlctiuﬁ, obligation or responsibility.
The sexual ttaaddu of the adolescent serves at least three functions.
When two or more people live together without fdnnal arrangement, a8 pseudo=femily
of the kind we have just mentioned is created. It proyidos campanionship with no
responsibility. The sensual pleasure of the available sexual experience tends to
. counteract the tendency to retreat into inner misery. At the same time the demon=
stration of capacity for sexual performance conceals thé real inability to sustain
affectionate,intgrpérsoﬁal relations.
The universalist support for other groups, the Negroes, the poor, the Ngrth

Vietnumes;, the homosexuals, the Arabs, serves the needs of the troubled youth.
It expresses a repudiation of their parents, of their families and tﬁeir community.
The formula is, "] don't love you. I love him, wham you hate and neglect.” Put
this way it says that the young person himself feels hated and neglected by his
parenfs. though'it is difficult to see, at first glance, what deprivation the
young have experienced. The formula also seems to suggest that the young person
envies these unfortunate groups and he tries to associate himself with them. He
supports their cause even when his support 1; unvelcome. We have referred pre-<
viously t§ the fact fhat ﬁ!litant Negroés do not , in genergl, welcome white sup-
porte Bu;_tha white adolescent supports tham in the ssme way that he supports
Arab guerrilla activity, not because they need him but because he needs them, He
makes of himself, together with his friends, an offensive minority. In essence,
.the young person associates himself with his parents’ enemies and thereby rejects
his parahts. Certainly the parent feels as if that is what is happéning, and lt
is likely that that is indeed :he.intent of this piece of behavior, |

 Protest against governmental authority and m!litary power helfs the adoi-
escent in a number of different ways. It expresses the hatred of the young perﬁon
for - : -
&» his parents, though once removed. When this hatred is deflected against the

substitute, the full fury and venom can be voiced more freely. In the unconscious
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of the adolescent, it is the parent who is being called a “pig,"” in retaliation
- for the pﬁrent's rebukes to the young child when he would not adopt habits of
clganliness and neatness, or vhen he used "dirty language.” Since repudiation of
cleanliness and neatness, and defiant regression to childhood obscenity are part
of the adolescent's posture, he can tlgurétivelyw-and sametimes literally=-hear
this epithet flung at him once more, and he defends against it by hurling it at
the representatives of law and order. The campus apd political protest create
battle engagements which excite and arouse the young person, distracting him from
concern with the areas of his defeat., Students who participated in cempus occupa=
 tions and militant demonstrations report experiencing an extraordinary sense of
elations The demand that Ehe govarumqnt disarm unilaterally in the presence ;f :
hmplacabia enemjies, though anuncla;ad as a program for peace, functions actually
as a progrem for suicide for the entire society. Indeed, it is not difficult to
see that this call to suicide is.cnn tactic in the program for destruction of the
éoelety. Another tactic is the encouragement of civil disorder and the prosecu-
tion of t@rrorian in the hope of alienating the people from their own govermment
which is forced to became more repressive in order to control the terrorism,

| The use of drugslqhich impair normal m~atal function is a somewhat differ=
ent approach to the solution of the adolescent's problem. Here the indlvidual.
aims not to attack the society which he holds respoﬁsible for his problems, but
rather to make himself unaware of the problems, This is a kind of partial suicide,
a numbing of one's mind, The mode of action of these various drugs and how they
Brlng relief to the angulshad adolescent is a camplicated subject which cannot be
handled within the confines of this paper. I can summarize by saying that fhe
drugs obtupd the individual's awareness of his disability and of his misery, and
they substitute pleasant sensations which arise internally and which dlveft the

individual trdm unpleasant outer reality and unpleasant inner sensation.

1



The drugs may also be used in ways which provide gratifications other thaﬂ
those #fforded by their chemical effect. The use of drugs In social groups helps
to weaken ﬁhe barriers that many of the young people feel in their socisl relations
with each ofher. The alterations in sensation which the drugs create make sexual
activity more pleasurable. Supplying drugs to eech others and profiting fram drug
traffic defies government authority and creates the excitement of a small scale war.

i Frank mental illness, sometimes culminating In suicide, may occur in those
!ndlv;duals_who do not undertake defensive activities such as those which we have
been discussing, or in individuals who do undertaka defensive activities but whose
defenses fail. Sooner or later most of these disturbed young people are likely to
have to face the fact of their disabilitie#. Projection, denial, provocation and
exciting behavior can go only so far, and when the relief which they provide has
been gxhausted, dapfasslve or psychotic syndromes may then become avidenf-

What is the cause of this epidemic? Since these problems, the behavior
turmoil, and the pathologic qunplcx bahind it represent difficulties in the process
of maturation, dna would expect them to be peremnial adolescent difficulties rather
than to be peculiar to our era.. 1 believe that they are perennial, but that recur-
f&ntly, at intervals, the problems become more prominent. 1 imagine that a good
historical study of this phencmenon may help us to understand what is happening
today. Was the vagabondage of the IISth century Freﬁch and German adolescents-=~
called the Children’s Crusade-=a manifestation of the same kind of adolescent un=
rest which we see today? The myth of the Pied Piper of Hamelin may be based upon
théae events, and lf-so, it reminds us of the attraction of adole#cents to alien
leéders, inimical to their owWn parents, to bright colors which they now call
o "psychedelic," and to strange, primitive music. What was the nature of adoles?ent

deviance in ancient Babylon which gave rise to the weekly Sabbath prayer for vital

pfﬁ_ﬁ!ﬁ, .
‘and faithful peegsaey?
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One way to understand the current problem is to compare the situatlonlln
our country with the situation in other countries. We are immediately reminded
of ;ho'youfh of ﬁresent day Israel. The majority of them dlsplsy‘:ha traditional
virtues of loyalty, obedience, family orientation and personal ambition, The
reasons for the difference are here obvious. The Israeli youth is directly and
personally responsible for the survival of the natjon, His nation needs him and
he is eager to respond to the call. OCne is tempted then to infer that the aliena-
tion of American youth fram their eldérslrelatil in same way to their not being
neededs If that inference 18 correct, and if we may generalize, tﬁen we arrive
at the proposition that challehge and raspunsibllity encourage adolescents to
mature and to assume an active role within society. Cunvefsely, an adolescence
free of challqnge lacks an important and powerful stimulus to maturation. Some
. cammonplace experiences support this view. The eldest of a number of children
who loses a parent while he is a young adolescent, matures rapidly #s he assumes
the care of his siblings. The youngest of a family is likely to mature more
.qlovly than his sibs. The protected children of wealthy parents tend to mature

late and incompletely.

It would follow fram these considerations thaé the adolescent's ability
to free himself from his dependence on hls parents and to advance to the several
roles of adult responsibility, can be strongly facilitated by challenge and need,
and may be deterred by comfort and protection. This proposition should not be
too surprising to the psychiatrist, He knows that most psychotic patients, in the
face of an emergency, emerge from their illness long enough to deal appropriately
with the threat,:and then sink back into their illness. I have been told that
durlhs the Six Day War in Israel, embulatory psychotics were not excused from
military duey and that most performed properly. We arrive fhen at the paradorical

conclusion that the comfort and security which we seek for our children are likely

1
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to discourage their psychic developments More generally we may say that comfort
and security exert a noxious influence with respect to the vigor of a population,

" Of coufse, camfort and security cannot be considered the only kinds of
stress which retard and deform adolescent maturation. In the case of excessive
canfort and security the adolescent attempts to grow without the normal resistance
of ‘challenge, without a "load;" to borrow a metaphor from power engineering. An
-excesqlva "load" can also thwart the adolescent's maturation. That would be
stress caused by axcessive social pressure or social upheaval., History teaches us
- that at times when existing socliety is uprooted or vioclently chang#d, adolescents
exhibit deviant and often destructive behavior. Since it is the adolescent'sltask
to mature from family attachment to memﬁership in society, thé suécess of that
transition requires the existence of an organized, vital society which expects and
welcomes him, When the society has no need for him, or when it is itself fragmented
and ineffectual, adolescent development loses motivation, goals, guidelines and
disciplines |

Returning to our problem of today's youth, we are led to name as the chief
troublers of today's youth: the relative affluence of our soclety; the absence of
a clear and preéent danger to our society; the lack of need and even opportunity
to assume serious responsibility for any part of our society;.and the expectation
that they spend four or more years in higher education. Higher education is de-
sired and can be pursued only by a fraction of our total youth, only those uh& are
so well integrated that they can defer assumption of responsibility and engagement
in real work. The otherSwho comply with the expectation to study in universities,
see this period of higher education as a kind of "holding pattern”=-a period of
enforcad exclusion from adult life--and thelr attacks against the universities may
be Interpreted as an expression of anger against what they consider an incarceration,

The cunplainté voiced by the young people themselves must be understood as



rational izat‘ions. They say that the potentiality for nucleér warfare makes their
1ives meaningless since the whole world can now be destroyed any day. The fact

is that t5; relative immunity of the United States fraom military attack until the
last two decades has been an exceptional situation. During most of recorded
hlstorj the residents of cities and states were vulnerable to extermination by
hostile forces. For the individual, extermination is ex:enminatiﬁn whether it
affects, in addif!en to himself, his city, his country, his continent or the whole
world.

That there 18 corruption in our society is well known. There.is no rea-=
son to bell_eve that there is less corruption in any other, or that today's gener-
ation of young people will be less susceptible to corruption than previous gener-
;tinns. That we have poverty, pollution, Injustice? The young people are not the
only ones who deplore evils, but they have yet to demonstrate realistic programs
to eliminate them. That Negroes have been treated unjustly? Minorities have been
treated unjustly at most times and at most places in history. Yet I doubt that
one can find any minority whose status==by every coMOquble measure=~has improved
as rapidly as that of the American Negro since World War ]I, and that, without the
thnglble assistance of most of today's white college youth,

We have noted above that espousal of the cause of an unfortunate minority
in our sobiéty is a way of aecusihg the parent generation of abusing the }outh.

And now we can see what that abuse is, namely, overprotection and infantilization
which makes :helyoung person feel ineffectual and fmpotent, a member.of an inferior
minority. ﬁany Negro leaders seem to realige that their white sympathizérs are
fighting a battle of their own in which the Negroes are convenient pawns, that the
struggle of white youth against their overprotective parents is not the struggle of
Negroes for more respect and more power. | |

-How do these unwholesome influences affect our young people? Let us return
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to our notion of.n frequency distribution of delay in adclesc;n: maturation. We
éssume that a small fraction of adqlescants are absolutely unable to make the
transition to adulthoqd in meaningful temms, and I would guess that most of the
youthful activists are derived fram this group. A large minority can make the
transition, but only with difficulty and with assistance and encouragement.

From this group the lnactive.supportors of the activists are pfobably derived.
Another large segment can find their way into adulthood with li;tle or no extetn#l
encouragement, and these probably include most of the students who are relatively
indifferent to current tummoil. To avoid misunderstanding, let mh.amphaslze once
more thap not all protest, not all political action are necessarily the result of
mental disturbance, As we said previously, we can Imagine a ratio between vigor

of response and realistic injustice. We are trying to défine segments of the popu-
lation in which this ratio is very high, high, and moderate. It would be just as
much an evidence of an unwholesame imbalance of méntal forces if an individual °
failed to respond to the extent that he realistically could, to blatant injustice. -
In fact we have already commented that sympathy by many Jéwish young people fdr
Negro rioters but not_for their Jewish victhns, for Arab guerrillas, but not for
their Jewish victims, betrays an unhealthy state of affairs.

The infiuaﬁca of the noxious social circumstances, affluegce, overprotec~
tion, security, protracted education, is to increase the difficulty of the
adolescent's taske, The ranks of those who fall completely are increased at the
expense of those who are just able to get by with encouragenent,'and the ranks of
this marginal group are increased at the'éxpénse of those who seemed securé in
their development and qo: excés#ively raspoﬁslye to socia; pressures. To puﬁ it
ano:hgr way, what we see today is an jncrease in the number of troubled adolescents
and in thg intensify of their turmoil, rather tﬁan a new phenuuendn. What 1is hew

is that the increase in the number of activists and their sympathizers has proceeded
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to the point where they can now became a serious nuisance to the rest of soclety;
they can exert an influence upon national policy; and they are apt to leave as a
residue a gcnorl?iun of adults who will probably show a high frequency of frank
mental illness in the next few decades.

Il. Today's youth and the Jews.

The section which we have just concluded is so extensive that it makes
this_essay top heavy. The reason is evident., These data, inferences and supposi-
tiens are based directly upon my own clinical experience. Therefore I can present
them in same detall and with scme confidence. What I have to say about the Jewish
community is derived far less directly and campletely from clinical experience,

It is therefore less trustworthy and less detailed. I venture these caments

below primarily to demonstrate how the data and inferences 1 have presented above
might be linked to the problem of Jewish continuity. I cannot assure you that this
is how they are linked.

From the reports that I have seen, there seems to be little doubt that Jews
are highly overrepresented emong both the activists of the ybunger generation and
among their less active sympathizers. What do we see In the current situation which
would account for this disproportionally high membership of Jews in the troubled
segments of today's younger generation? We have observed that pro:r;cted and
poorly tolerated education retards the maturational process of many adolescents,
Jgulsh youth are subjected to greater pressure to accept higher education than
ofhars. Education has always been one of the ideals of Jews. Education of the
young serves as an indication of the social status of the parents and opens the
way for higher soclal status for the young people themselves. As an especially
affluent ‘group, the Jews can afford advanced education more widely than a cross=

section of non-Jews. Therefore Jewish youths in larger proportion than others

will attend colleges and universities. The vulnerable among them will succumb to
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the prevalent adolescent malaise and find their way into the groups of dissidents.
When higher education was more difficult to attain, only the most highly motivated
went to college and beyond, Now that university attendance has become almost
universal among Jews, a considera_bly larger proportion of the poorly moti:vated and
the psychically vulnerable Jews will find their way into the university population.
Since the proportion of Jewish youths in college still greatly exceeds that of the
college age popﬁlatlon in the nation, the proportion of dlstu;bed Jewish young
people will greatly exceed the proportion of disturbed non-Jewish young people.
Let me say it another way. The greater the proportion of the young population of
any social group which arrives at the campus, the greater will be the frequency of
disturbed young people among those on the campus, since the disturbed adolescents
'ar§ the least vwell motivated and are therefore the last to be recruited to the
campus., Since Jews are better represented on the campus than the nation in general,
it is to be expected that more of its disturbed youth will appear there than the
disturbed youth of the rest of the nation,

it is lnt'ereating to note that although education has always been held .as _
a priged goal, in pra_ctlce relatively few Jess in the past achla\res;l higher educa=
tion, even in religious studies, The educated were a small elite, membership in
which was confined to the most highly motivated and best studeni:s. It is only in
the past few decades that education has become ava!lable_to such a very large
proportion of Jewish young people.

Tha affluence of the Jewish cormunity in the United States today is widely
recognized. Jewish young people therefore are less called upon than their non-
Jewish contemporaries to provide for t_;heir parents. The relatively high position
of Jéwish paroni:s in American business and American professions make their children
less wncertain of their futuré.

Jewish families in the United States are smaller than non-Jewish families.
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In families with fewer children, the ambivalent relation be_l:ween parents and chil-
dren tends to become more intense than in families with more children. It is as
if the presence of many children dilutes out the parent=child ra'llation. The only
child finds it more difticv;llt to emancipate himself fruil"hls parents than a member
of_a large sibship. And the parents usually find it more difficult to let him goe.
Since Jewish families are smaller, Ill:. is likely that the degree of parent=child
auhﬁlvalence among them excee;:ls that which prevails in non-Jewish families. And
s!née intense ambivalenée .is one of the chief troublers of youth, it follows that
Jewish youth will, in general, be more troubled than their non-Jewish contemporar-
fes. This theowy can be checked out by camparing the family size of disturbed youth
with the family size of their more stable contemporaries,

Jews probably tend to overprotect their children to a greater extent than
non-Jews. This overprol:e_ctlon involves discouraging them fram adventure which
facilitates adolescent development, Adventure is _challlenge and it must be met by
r_esi:ons!bi lity.  Overprotection involves e:r.cesslve- lndulgence. of l:hg adoleécén:s.'
desires, excessive pressure for education, and a tendency for the older generation
to ;rith.hold responsibility from the younger. Even after the young man completes
his education and goes to work for his father, the father frequently finds it diffi-
cult to relinquish respmsihility to his aqn. The psychiatrist cammonly sees
father-son conflict which centers about busir:e;s relatlons. From my own expérience
I camol: say that this situation is more characteristic of Jevish families than
others, |

This brings us to a consideration of the Jewish fami.ly. The l.musual.
strength of lesh fmily ties is well known. To some extent this strength may be
attributable to the Jews' sense of ?elng Strangers and outs!ders wherever l:hey have
livede The sense of danger fram without is then met by a closing of ranks within,
One is reminded too of the femily orientation of the calebrat!nn of many religious
occasions, the Sahbath meal, the Seder, and the Bar Mltzvah calebratlon.

i

v
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One observation which I had occasion to make, supplemented by same
theoretical consideratlons,_ralates famtly.élosenass to ritual circumcision.
Briefly, a father became somewhat depressed when his first child, a son, was
bo;n. This debrgssion was accompanied by a poorly disguised hatred, in fact,
death wishes co#ard the infant. Such hatred is characteristic of all post-
partum depression, whether of father or of mother. JImmediately aﬁtar the circum=
_cis!oh. the hostility disappeared and was replaced by a relatively unalloyed lovq;
with a sublimated homosexual content. The father's hostility toward his.son, a
cémponant oflevery parent's attitude toward his children, seems to have been
bound by the circuncision, a ritual, symbolic of castration, and to have given
w;y then to an intense, sublimated hun;saxual affection. The inference that I
should like to propose is that ritual circumcision performed on Ehe neo=natal boy,
binds his father’s natural hostility and paves the way for a more tender, pure,
affectionate relation between father and son thureaffar. This phenamenon too,
may contribute to the unusual strength of Jewlsh fémlly tieses 1 offer this as a
hypothesis which must be éhocktd for its generality both In our society and in
others in which circumcision is practiced (though we must not forget to c;ns!dar
the age of the child at the time of the circumcision as a relevant variable).

Since all emotional relations are nécessarily ambivalent, the intense
ties of Jewish family life must be expected to generate great hostility. among °
Jews, thé_latter is not permmitted to find direct expression within the family or
even against others within the same soclety. Therefore it finds indirect expres~
siaﬁs, for example, intense vocational ambition, but also hostility~m;squerading
a; love. The paran:'s.amhivalence towvard his child may take the form of over-
p{-opecuoﬁ. that is, infantilizing the young child, depriving him of the adven-

turous exposure to danger which growing up nommally entails. The chief perpetra-

tor of this overfprntqction is the mother, and today's younger generation of Jews
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delights in the malicious stéreotype of the “Jeﬁish mother."” One hagard of the
"Jewish mother” is that she really does seduce the child so that he finds it more
difficult than he would otherwise to establish his independence from her. The
yoﬁng people camplain that their ﬁarsnts are too possessive, and in my experience
I have usually found that this complaint has been justified. The parents are too
po;sessive and the children are too depagdnnt. This is the trap in which the young
individual finds himself and from which he struggles to escape in the ways which
we have examined.
It is clear 'that the vicissitudes of intra-family aggression are not the

seme among Jews everywhere or at all times. The pafen:-child relations which I
have been discussing do seem to obtain among American Jewish youth and their
Européan born or first geneggtlon american parents., The Jewish male adoléscent.
therefore, in his maturation gnust escape fram his father's affection and his mother’s
over-pro:ecftveness and possessiveness. They ﬁothtnakq his task more difficult,
and when he finds it teo difficult, he may be.incllnad to rebel in one of’moro qf
the ways which we haﬁe dlscussed;

| Since one prominent form of adolescaqt protest today consists of the demand
fo} social justice, we mﬁst consider too the historic concern of Jews for social
juhtica.- This really requires a historic and social analysis for which I have no
c&mpetence. Yet what we are learning about historic and soclél phenanena invites
some psycho;ogic analysis. One possible explanation for the Jewish preoccupation
with social_jusgicatuay be constitutional. Such a statement will ring so strange
én the ears of the liberal, sophisticated, Jewish intellectual that it will prob;
ably be attributed to a piece of unanalyzed idiosyncracy on my part. We, who sub=-
scribe to and are daninated by egalitarian ldeals; like to believe in the eqﬁipo‘
téntiality of all humans., Given an optimal envlronﬁent, we like to believe that we

can all rise to limitless heights. And yet experience shows that we all have both
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special gifts and special limitations, some of which are_&ndividual, some familial,
same ethnic, and some racial. Yet even if we éccept the idea that one group may

be talented musically, and another.in physical agility, still it seems difficult

to accept the idea of an inherited concern with liberty and justice. However the

idea may seem leSs improbable if ;e see concern with liberty and justice as de-

rived from the tendency of a population té band together in tightly knit, hierarchi-
cal groups as opposed to éhe tendency to reject social organization. The former
tendency would be regarded as characteristic of an authoritarian population and the’
latter as characteristic of a freedam loving population. The rights of the individual
as 6pposed to the groupfwould be better protected in the latter than In the former.

The celebrated prophetic concern with social justice implies a popular
unconcern with it, and a recurrent, unpopular protest. |

The Jew has been concerned with socia1 Justice on two types of occasions:
when he was the victim of injustice; and when he was the perpetrator of it., In the.
latter case it was the prophéts who prodded his conscience.

Blbllcal-wrltlngs enjoin an ideal of human dlgnlty, limication of subjuga-~
tion and restriction of slavery. | .

Three times dally the observant Jew recites, "Blow the great trump® for our
freedam,” Once a year almost every Jew celebrates the festival of freedom, an
emancipation which is alluded to in almost every religious service. The Hebrew
language is rich in terms and nuances of freedam: chofesh, dror, cherut, shichrur,
p'duth, g'ulah.

| Autonamy and rejection of can;ral authority have been characteristic of _
- Jewish communities throughout.the Diaspora. It éaams to lead to military and
political weakness, but i; favors loyalty, historical continuity, and creativity.

Freedom for oneself and freedam for others 18 a perennial and consistent

Jewish theme and this religious preoccupation with justice and freedom has encouraged

Jlee
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many rabbis to find religious merit in the political protests of student activists.

However there are some nuances that make the position questionable. Perhaps
the central requirement of Judaism is that the major gratifications of life be
dteved from the satisfaction of accepting the discipline of religious law. what
isisbeciflcally and unéondit!onslly prohibited is the dedication of 1life to the cul-
tl@atipn of sensuaiity. (I believe that it is the cultivation of sensuality, that
is, sexuality and violence, that is referred to In the Bible as avedah garah). Now
- the cultivation of sensuality is a major component of adolescent ﬁrqtest, evident
in ‘sexual indulgence, drug induced sensations, a;d violence for its own sake.

| One suspects that the camplaint of soclal injustice is exploited as.a pre=
text for an attack-against society, Our govermment is attacked as if lt.wére the
.ehief and only perpetrator of injustice in the world, The Jews are criticized for
relaélveiy minor industlkgs, while their enemies are extended sympathy as though
they were actually more righteouss Few critics have practical pl?ns for alleviating
injustice, and most expend the mgjor part of their effort in protest and relatively
little effort in constructive remedies.

What is especially relevant to the Jewish community is the repudiation of
l:ha Jewish community by same of today's Jewish adolescentss This repudiation takes
the form of a dgsira to date and marry non<Jewish partners, attacks upon Israel,
ncéusatiaﬁa that Jews especially are mlstra#ting ﬂagroas, rejection of tradltional |
Jewish idqaia and morals includlng_semual morality, study as a goal, restraint as
opposed .to inﬂulgnnce, sopial responsibility in behavior rnfher than in slogan,
and responsibility of Jews for each qther. The pramotion of_universailat and |
supranationalist ideals is another way of repudiating the Jewish conmunlty.' Thq?a
ideals sound like an advance over what the young peﬁpla denote as "the narrow

partlsan'morallty"'of their parents. In practice the enunciation of these ideals

works out to be merely a club with which to strike one's parents. Isaiah was the
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prophet of univer#allsm, but even he prefaced his prop_hecy lwitlla thelrestrlctive
clause, "And it shall come to pass at the end of days oe..” There is no evidence
that the time has come when any nation or group can abandon its defences and de-
pend for its security.on the good will of its neighbofs.

I am not the firsf to suggest that this lack of lofalty, and in some in-
stances disloyalty to the Jewish community is to be attributed in part to the rela=
tively secure position of the Jawish cammunity in the United States. Just as
Anerican students can afford to attack their govermment because it is in no real
danger from external enemies, so leshﬁmerlcan students can attack the xnerlc_an
Jewish community which at this time seems to enjoy relative securi_:y.l

The Jewish cammunity seems to posdess the'attribute of being able to organ-
ize instantly and tightly when threatened, tlo_acc'ept: discipline and responsibility,
and then to dissolve when the threat has been lifted. ‘Hhen Jews are threatened,
| every Jew responds autamatically, as promptly as if he and his own immediate family
were threateneds But when the threat subsides, this automatic tie to the Jewish
caiinunll:y is resented by some, principally those who have had some difficﬁlty in
emancipating themselves fram their parents.

It .ls the oppo;'tt_mil:y for vicarious adventure which makes Israel so enticing
to man); Jewish adolescents. And ghrough Israel, many of these are httractéd t.o.
fulll support of the Jewish ccﬁmunil:y. There are-t_hose vhose need_tc; rebel againgt
parental influence dverridés,evaﬁ the_iﬁsplrntlan of isfhel. Because it aﬁtracté
them so str;ngly, they resent it even more. One is reminded of the pﬁilanchropist
who, upon being confronted by a particularly miserable beggar, told his gecfel:ary,
"Get that man out of here| :He'q breaking my he#rc." -

In the repuﬁtal:ion of the community, Ehg troubled Jewish adolescent -s.e;as a
;ymbolic uuanglpa:ion from hls parents; Tﬁd#é YOung-péople.who héve difflcultjlin
achleving trae instinctual independencé from their parents, f£ind all kinds of

instinctual ties threatening. Those ties that represent their parents' sentiments,

i




that symbolize thelr parents' ideals are especially dangerous. The Jewish community
represents the family and it represents the ideals of the parents. And therefore
its repudiation symbolizes repudiation of the family. Every Jewish parent whose
adolescent child turns away from the Jewish community feels as though he himself.
had been rejected. That feeling can be taken as an accurate indicator of the young
person's intentions. |

Jewish young people often attack the Jewish community, now under the banner
of universalism, now Marxism, now rationaliam, now progress. 1 see here a similar~
ity to the current attacks of fnarican youth against American institutions under
similar banners. In each case, the young person is, I h_elleve. attacking his own
community, because it offers him insufficient challenge, adventure and responsibil-
ity. These he requires for full maturation, and if they are not offered to_hh he
creates them by declaring war on the society which has let him down,

I1I1I. WVWhat are the consequences of these tendencies?

Let us consider first the general rather than the Jewish population, and
the individuals themselves ratl}er_ than the comunity. We do not have good follow-
up studies of today's troubled students., We do not really know how their behavior
changes, nor how many of them become mentally ill. Ve do. hgve some rough gulde-
lines in observations, however. |

Since the frequency of attempts at suicide is high among these students,
and since the frequency of accomplished suicide among those who have Sttmpfed
suicide exceeds the frequency among others, it follows that this population may
serve as the matrix from which later suicides are derived.

Since the more disturbed s_tudenl:s are those who are unabl_e to establish
sounq affectionate relations and sound working relations with other individuals
because they have never really campleted their maturation, they are likely tc»- hafe

difficulty with marriage and difficulty in finding a place in soclety. We should




-28-

keep in mind too that a significant number of troubled young people are frankly
mentally 111 and evenl those who recover are likely to carry thelr demonstrated
vulnerability along with them.

Turning now to the question of values, I believe that there is a strong
tendency for the Qalues of the young people to swing back and became similar once
more to-thelr parents' values, It is a commonplace observation that radicalism
is to a large extent a phenamenon of youth and that as the individual ages, his
radicalism gives way to a more conservative attitude. Freud has described tha
phenamenon in psychological terms as deferred obedjence. Sooner or latér the
Q@olescent need to overdo his display of independence subsldes;l It subsides .
either becausg he matures sufficiently so that he naed-no longer make an issue of
maturation, or because he fails to mature and comes to terms with his continued
dependence. In either case he no longer finds it necessary to reject hi§ parents’
values, In fact he frequently develops a positive need to accept them. Accepting
them means identifying ﬁith the parent, and that is true maturation. I; also re-
éstablishes the affectionate link to the parent, Therefore this phenamenon of
deferred obedience is especially likely to occur after the death of the parent,
though it usually starts as the adolescent turmoil subsides.

We must keep in mind that the young pérson;s.attitude toward his parents
is ambivalent throughout. While the hostility and rebellion are flaunted, there
ra;\alns ; strong affectionate bond which becomes visible only subsequently. In
f#c; it is not difficult to find even in the forﬁ of the rebellion, an identifica-
élon with same cu@pcnent of ;he parent's hlstory, pe;sanality, or ideals, This
fdaﬁtiflca:ion.may be coﬁscioua.or unconscious. I have already cammented on thel
Qpeclal case in whiéh parents support their children's rebellion. The young person
in that case seems not to be rebelling against his own parent but here analysis

discloses that the anti-social activities are indeed unéonscioualy directed

against that parent.
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Adolescent tummoil is one instance of a general tendency to try to solve
psychic problems by action. When problem solving action is constructive and does
help to resolve the difficulty, we call it "sublimation." When the action is
destructive, to oneself or to others, and does not effectively dispose of the
problem, we call it "acting out."” Adolescent tummoil then, by and large, can
~usually be considered a form of "acting out."” Acting out eccurs at any age but it
occurs especially frequently during the late adolescent and early adult period.

It seems generally to be true that this form §f adolescent acting out subsides
between the ages of 25 and 30, We sometimes 8Say that chg mental agitation has
"burned itself out." This is true, for example, for most cases of delinquency;
The various forms of adolescent tummoil also seem to burn themselves oute I.have
been told informaily that most of the student activists of five to ten yeﬁrs ago
have settled quietly down to unexciting and inconspicuous lives, though a small
nunber have became professional revolutionaries.

while the agitation is likely to subside for the individual young person,
the country is confronted with a persistent, disturbed, restless population of
adolescents and young adults who don't know the real cause of their unrest but who
héld‘their government and the entire society which the govermment fspresents
responsible. We have already noted that while the specific accusations ghich the
young level against spciety are invalid or inappropriate or irrelevant, we must
concede that it is the special conditions of our society which facilitate the
adolescent problems This disruptive minority may be only a nuisance now, but if
they grow, they may became a sﬁbstantial threat to the entire community. The threat
can be accentuated 1f even a very small nuﬁbar'tu:n to terrorism, for tdtrorian
polarizes the population. An agi;a:ed younger generation which holds its govern-
ment and society responslﬁle. may weaken the govermment’s defence against attack

fram without and against subversion from within. It does the first by interfering
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with the nation®s military stance and it does the latter by cooperating with and
anplifying the effect of the violence of militant minorities. We must conciude
that this phenomenon of youthful turmoil, if it is permitted to grow, cén con-
stitute a serious threat to vur country and our society.
Before turning to the specific prob!am'of Jewish youth, let us not over=

look the fact that radical agitation among the country's youth constitutes a
potential threat to America’s Jews. While Jews are friends of radicals, radicals
;re Aot always friends of Jews. For example, Jews are puzzled by the anti-~
éﬁmltic and anti~Israel activities of Negro militants, But few Negroes are
in:erested in freedom and equality in the abstract; they are stfuggllng for their
own freedamo It is known by all hip;orlans of revolutions that once an oppres;ed
group finds that its démaﬁds are taken seriously, it becomes more militant,
resents the assistance of sympathizers, and literally bites the hands that feed
it Youthful radicals espouse_tha cause of minorities, lacking an overt and
serious cause of their own, and do not hesitate to take over the anti=Semitism of
struggling minorities, Io the young radical, the Jewish community tn.the United
States 1s no more free of blame than the Wasp majority, and to the extent that

it represents the status quo, it too beccmes gn appropriate object to attacks
 The Jews of the United States will cettaiﬂly not fare well if the population be=
éunes bltterly polariged and they will not fare better thgn the rest of the
country in the face of war or revolution which may be facilitated by the actions
of a large ﬁnd agitated segment of the nation's youth. |

I ﬁhat happens to the Jewish youth who turns against the Jewish cammunity?
%ha phenamenon oﬁ defafred'obedience gives us some cause for comfort. As they
érow older we can expect the ydung people to régard themselves once more as

mumﬁers of the Jewish cammunity. The problem of intermarriage becomes serious

Because iﬁ is entered into during the phasé of rebellion, and by the time the
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reverse pull toward Judalsm makes itself felt, the marriage is no longer‘readily
reversible. The figures are not yet in but I would guess that such intemmarriages
will gradually assume Jewish identification, and the children are likely to be
encouraged to think of themselves as Jews., It is interesting that among inter=
marrying young people, there is relatively little name changing., I take this as

an indication that full and enduring repudiation of Jewish identity is not intended,
Of course the strength of the reflex pull back to Qudaisn can be no greater than

the primary conscious or unconscious camniunent_to it,_which in turn was detemined
by childhood experience, the attitude of the parents, and tﬁe prevailing morale of
the Jewish communitye.

Jews self=-consciously ask themselves what there is to being Jewish,
Religion, it is generallyagreed, holds only a small percentage of Jews. National=~
ism holds perhaps a somewhat greater percentage., Jewish ideals and Jewish morality
are frequently listed as reasons for remaining Jewish. 1 should like to suggest
that Jews are loyal to the Jewish cammunity not primarily for any of these reasons,
but because the Jewish community, current and historic, is a family, It is litgrally
a family of families. It encourages family life as a religious value. As a family
it acquires the influence of the individual's literal family, By the same token
it may cﬁne under attack when the Individual turms against bhis o;n family.

If we were asked why we continue to be members of our own literal, nuclear
families, we might point with pride to family achievements or distinctions. How~

ever we would not really be able to discount our loyalty as a primitive psychologic,

. even blologic mode of relating to the bilosocial group into which we have been born.

It makes as little sense to ask why one is attached to one's family as to ask why

_an infant loves its mother. It is characteristic of infants that they love their

2

mothers; they cannot do otherwise., And it is characteristic of all humans that

‘they cling to their families, overtly or covertly, consciously or unconsciously:
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The emphasis on family relations and the family quality of the Jewish'cannunitf
invoke biologic forces to supplement the need to belong. Jl..ldaiart; has, at differ-
ent times and in different places, taken various forms, meeting Ehe specific
psychic and, social needs of the occasion, This néed to fﬁrce Judaism to assume
different foﬁms, a conservative order, an antinonian revolt, a mystical retreat,'
an ecstatic fraternity, a philosophic system, an intellectual elite, this need
attests to the strength of the tie to the Jewish family.

| It follows that the ambivalence of the troubled Jewish adolescent toward
'his family is likely to extend also to the Jewish community. Therefore behind the
anti=Jewish declarations and behavior one will frequently find a covert and pro-
found loyalt&e Radiecal, drug u#lng, hippieﬂnénnered young people will occasionally
show up in the synagdgue without evident reason, 1 know of a number who attend
falrly regularly. A Jewish young waman who was living with a non=Jewish hippie
conplained that her mother would not penni; her to bring her boy friend hame to
attend Kol Nidre services. OCne especially shabby young hippie raged against his
fathef when the latter refused to pemmit him to accampany him tﬁsynagogue on Rosh
Hashanah because of his disfeputable appearance. MIysls disclosed that this
yourig man who defied, provﬁked and t;nﬂanted his parents, was actually patterning
his behavior after their experiences in fleeing the Nazis. Year after year he had
heard at the Seder how the various members of the family had fled for their lives
fran the Nazis and he had heard of their modes of concealment and evasion. As a
- child he had run away from the yeshivah which he attended and'aé a young man he
quaged in violent campus:prqtests. But in all instances he_saw himself repeating
the experiences of his parents as fhay were escaping ﬁersacutlon. i don't know
hﬁw this young man will settle down, but if he resists meﬁtgl iliness, I suspacf
that he glll be draﬁn once more to the Jewish cuﬁuunitf. |

Many rad!cal, anti-religious Jewish families participate in a Seder each



—33—

year since it celebrates politlcél emancipation. It is a religious service
which permits them to assert their'loyalty to the Jewish historic family and to
their political and social ideals at the same tﬁné.

The ambivalence toward parents and cammunity becaomes manifest especlally
clearly in the recent, self-styled "chavurah" movement. Here young people who
are not willing to forggo their intense cammitment to Judaism, are seeking ways
to asseft their independence o: parents and tradition nevertheless; Puzzled
elders don't know whether to applaud or to deplore.

An interesting and increasingly c&nnon variant of the expression of
ambivalence is the tutnlto religiaﬁ by the pdolescents_who grow up in a non=-
religlous or marginally observant family, Here the asser:lon-of religious com=
mitment coﬁs:itutes both an act of onalty'and an ;ct of defiance, These young
people are rebuking their parents by demonstrating greater cumhibmqnt to the_
Jewish camunity than to the parents themselves. An increasing number of.students
are coming to rabbinical seminaries out of such religiously indifferent families,

What are the consequences of the unrest of Jewish youth for the Jeui#h
camunity?  While the ggneral canmunity may be threatened when the number of
agitated young people exceeds a threshold value, the Jewlish community is exposed
to no special danger by virtue of the disruptive activity of its youth, To be
s;re, if a serious polarization of the country occurs, there may be a resurgence
of'antl-Semitisn, and the.Jews may be held responsible for the activities of their
yoﬁng people., However the support of the Jewish caununity comes fram people in
their middle years and we have reason to expect that mést of the troubled youth
will have made theif peace wléh Ehe Jewish cuuﬁunlty by the_Eﬁua.they arrive at
middle life, As parents, they too will acquiré an intérest in family integf#fy,
and ln'suppo;t of that, they are likely to affinﬁ their Jewish loyalty and culti-

vate the family strengthening rituals of the Jewish religion. In case of danger
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of physical violence, we can expect the loyalty and support of our youth. The

heroisn of young, non-réligtous Jews in Nazi Europe and in Israel is well knoﬁn.

It cannot be denied however that there are Jewish comunities which gradually

weaken and dies I suspect that these are usually communities in which the Jews are
subjected to no special challenge as such. Jews of such comunities are permitted
to respond as equals to the various challenges of the general community. Here the
faniliarity of the Jewish extended family exerts little attraction while the chal-
lenge and novelty of the alien, fascinate. My clinical experience here relates to
the third or fourth generation American Jews of German ancestry. I find that
whereas they frequently reject synagogue affiliation and religlous observance, they
maintain their Jewish identity by actively engaging in philanthropy. and especially
in Jewish philanthropy. Jewish identification dies hard., One such individuai Te=
called mysterious religiocus ri;uals performed by his grandparents, rituals which
were at the tﬂhe disparaged by his own parents. Aside from his philanthropic acti-
vities which were only partly Jewish, he lived the life of a non-Jew. however in
response to the Nazl persecution of Jews in Europe which came at a time when he
suffered a personal tragedy, he went to Europe and spent several months rescuing
Jews, fraqueﬁtly at great expense to himself., One of his children married an
Orthodox Jew and is raising an Orthodox family. Another married a non-Jew and his
family is non=Jewish. |

Another gentleman remainec a staunch supporter of Jewish philantﬁropy but
took pride in the fact that his children were completely assimilated. He tlamed
his being Jewish for his serious failures in life though to the objective observer
his Jewishness was clearly irrelevant, or at least not insuperable. 1In analysis,
it was evident that it was his parents whan he blamed unconsciously and he faulted
Judaisr consclouslye.

A third individual, like the first, recollected his grandparents® observance
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despite his parents' disparageﬁent of that observance. He had nothing to do with
the Jewish community, but in later years when he became depressed, he devéloped a
Isénthnental attaclment to Jewlsh ritual and to Israel. 1His children are active
in the .Jewish comunity. In these three instances we may note two things: first,
hbw slowly the drift avay from the Jewish community proceeds; and how the voice of
the grandparents may be heard over the resistance of the anti-religiocus parents.

We must keep in mind the fact that the Jewish community is nof homogeneouss
Evaﬁ when there 1slleast challenge to it there is a loyal and creative nucleus,
and even when it is most.chatienged, there are defectors. 1 like to think of an
intensely loyal nucleus which contiﬁnousiy produces a cammunity of Jews. A frac-
tion of these Jews driff away at a rate which.depends upon external circumstances.
When the camunity cames under attack, the drift is slowed, When it is permitted
to brosper, and especially when the general cormmunity provides challenge to ypu:h,
the drift accelerates, |

I have noticed that recent anti=-Jewish sent iments of youth have been inter-
preted by their parents as attacks on the Jewish community, and parents who had
never previously taken an interest in the Jewish community are now becoming con-
cerned as Jegs.
IV. Conclusions

Ae Obviously predicting the future is beyond the capacity of most of us.
A good psychoanalyst considers himself forfunate if ha.can "predict" the past.

What we can do is to point out those interrelations and causal connections which

could be activated by future events, and which would then determine the influence

of these future events,

B. The turmoil of Jewish young people includes positions and activities
which attack the Jewiﬁh canmunity., I believe that this turmoil can be attributed

to the affluence and relative security of 6Ur society, 1 believe too that the
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turning away from the Jewish-comunity by our young people is to be attributed to
their difficulty in achieving full psychic emancipation fram their parents in such
an unchallenging enviromment. The Jewish community is taken to reﬁresent the
parent and islattackéd just as the parent is attacked.

C. There is every reason to believe that this repudiation of the Jewish
camunity is age specific, and will subside as these individuals maturee

Do The rate of encuring attrition of more mature Jews is relatively siow,
and is slowed even further whenever the Jewish cumﬁunity comes under attack;

Ee¢ The attitude of each individual Jew toward the Jewish comunity is
derived from his attitude toward his family. It thergfore includes both positive
and negative elements, But the Jewish community is likely to find same degree of
support from its members so long as men are sdbjecf to the biological need to sub-
mit to and to support family organization.

Fe It follows that danger to the Jewish community resides in either physi-
cal extermination or in full and lasting acceptance by the host cammunity.

Gs Psychoanalytic data alone make it difflcuit to predict qut which aspect
of Judaism will appeal most to the current younger generation as they matgren 'A
program to 5trengthen the-Jewish community may address itself both to ghe current

situation which we have considered here, and to its future form as one may project

it.
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Zion in the Mind of American Jews

Prefatory Note -

The present discussion of the changing significance of Zion
iﬁ.thé mind of Americaﬁ Jewry is offered as a contribution to the -
overall project of this action-oriented task force, whose aim is to
delineate the probable and desirable shape'of our community's future.
1 should like, therefore, to preface my specific analysis with some
general remarks on the place of a topic like this in our total
project. | | |

This paper is oﬁe aépect of ﬁthe formulation of a reasoned
historical perspective of the state of the community'" definea in
our statement of purposes as one of the four aims-of_the task force.
An historical perspective prévidés reasoned guidance_on two major facets
of an action program: on the values that are established in the pat-
terns of Jewish culture and on developing trends in the social,
- political and economic_behavio:lpatterns of the Jewish community whose

momentqm &efines the problems for ﬁhich we seek solutions in the
immediate future.
.

The changing significance of Zicn:for various segments of the
American Jewish community is primarily a cultural factor, and only
indirectly involved in the social, economic, and political sectors of
our analjsis. It relates directly to a certain seﬁ of histo:iéally'
grounded values which,'in_different ways for wvarious groups of Jews,

prescribe the patterns of their behavior. Hence, the exposition of

this topic should serve to”clarify.especially'certain'goals and norms,

s




rather than the available means, which are objective conditions and
variables of a program of community action.

No analytic factor in such a study as ours operates in isola-
tion from the others, Any factor in the sphere of culture, like the -
changing image of Zion, has its range of freedom and autonomous laws
of development, but it ;s also tied with all the others in reciprocal
dependency. As an independent variable, changes in the imﬁge of Zion
affect, in theory, the social, politicgl, and even economic systems
;f our community, and the independent variation of each of these may,
in theory, affect the changing image of Zion. To establish whether,
in fact, there is a constant or-variable relationship between changes
in culture and other social spheres is a task of empirical, historical
and sociological research,

On purely theoretical grounds, ope-could expect a closer relation
between cultural and social changes than between cultural and political
or economic changes. Thefdifférencg between social and cultural systems
is that the former do not refer to all values but only to values ex-
pressed in relations‘hptween persons, between egos and alters, but both
are directly concerned witﬁ ulﬁimate values.s In culture (considered as
a system of action) and in association alike the dynamic process is one
of identification, not of detached problem solving, and the resultﬁnt
relationéhip (between ego and values or ego and alter) is expressive,
not instrumental. Thus, changing images of Zion are, in principle, more
closely related to pertinent shifts in groupingslwithin the community -

on sectarian, ideological or even economic or political lines - than to
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the immediate'spheres of political and economic action. Bﬁt while
the relation to the instrumental sectors of action may be theoretical-
ly more remote, only specific fésearch can show whether, in a particu-
lar set of circumstances, such a cuitural theme as the idea of Zion
is neutral or significantly variable in connection with primarily .
political or even economic changés. (And.also, if variable, whether,
in relation to cehtrally significant or peripheral aspects of politi-
;al gnd economic action systems.)

For a systematic mapping of the situation.we face-iq would be
best, no doubt, if the material 1 shall present were laid out in con-
formity with some such analytical scheme as has been set forth above,
This is not feasible, for several reasons. We have not agreed in
advance of the meetings on any conceptual framework we ﬁill all ad-
here to, Nor dpes a historical topic, however analytically app;oadhed,
really lend itself to aﬁgh a logic-chopping scheme of'exposition.

I shall therefore prﬁceed more or'lesé in the normal fashion for
.an histofical discussion,. .Hhere some implications for the broadér ob-
jectives of the groug become apparent, I shall try to note them at least
by a brief reference, Tﬁis préfatory note was intended to indicate,
also briefly and in broad terms, some of the general concéptions
undeflying such references that may occur explicitly or implicitly in

the papef, and is intended to help the-reader note their bearing.

'The Traditional Idea

The peculiar relationship of Jews to Zion, the homg.of their an-
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cestors, is familiar to everyone, but never loses its extraordinary
fascination. No other fatherland, in spite of all the mythmaking sen-
‘timentality common to patriots everywhere, has been so intricately,
profoundly, and sublimely involved in tﬁe whole cultural tradition

of a people., The union in the idea of Zion of ethnic history and
universal religious eschatology raises the conceﬁt to a higher power
than any ordinary patriotic sentiment; however ardent,

Yet if one seeks to delineate the features of this élemental
Jewish idea, it is hard to pin anything down. Zion and Diaspora,
Exile and Redemption were paired concepts in Jewish tradition, joining
history and eschatology in one of the world's major an& most influen-
tial cultural constfuqtions._ But while there was as much history as .
ﬁhere was religion in the notion of Exile, the idea of Zion Redeemed
was a pure eschatological utopia. It had very little to do with the
experience of history.

What Exile means ﬁas specified for Jewslin their daily lives and
in the centuries of Oppressiqn which they recorded in chronicles,
liténies, and continually renewed ceremonials of commemoration., A
rich imagery exhibited the meaning of Redemp_ticn too, but it was the
product of imagination, not experiénde.

If it reflected details of reality at all, it was oﬁly as an
opposed image, not as a direct imprint. Thus, in the millennium Gen-
tiles would pray in the Temple in Jerusalém instead of destroying it;
the Jews would be restored and ingathered in Zion instead of expelled

and dispersed; and the lion, of course, wouid lie down with the lamb




and swords be beaten into plowshares. All this detail and specificity,

it is clear, in no way reflected direct experience with.the.hqmeland;
and Maimonides was correct- in fact, as well as in principle -'wﬁen
he concluded thag one could not seriously discuss the course aﬁd
charaéter oflthe Redemption in Zioﬁ. So, tod, Jews may have continued
to study over the centuries the procedureé of sacfifice in the Temple
or the laws of agriculture in Israel, but this became increasingly an
act of detached piety, and was far from being an engagement with prac-
ticéi projects for action.

T This by and large, ﬁas the situation, but not without exception.
The Messianic implications of the idea of Zion often broke the bonds
of mere passive piety and emerged in-agtive chiliastic form, The
Jewish community, the Yishuv, which sﬁrvived or reappeared through
every vicissitqde of the Holy Land's violent history, included many va-
rieties of religious enthusiasm. Among sectarians particularly, the
actual Yishuv was felt potentially to have Messianic'significance,
and wisions of political restoration, sovereigﬁzly, and a reconstituted
Jewish nation in the homeland were promoted yith more or less seri;us
and immediate intent. A kind of réligious proto-Zionism can be shown
to have existed sporadicallylfrom the destruction and dispersioﬁ of
Judea to the rise of modern, seéular, political Zionism. 'bniy then,_
however; did these activist véfsions oé the utopia of Zion become |

permanently imbedded in social, economic, and political institutions,

Until the creationlof Israel - or, at least, until the fifst




achievements of Zionist resettlement - the Yishuv as it existed in
actuality did not, and could not,_arouSe Messianic associations
among Jews. It was cleafly perceived as a phase of Exile, not of
Redemption, 1t was, nevertheless, an actual community in Zion aﬁd
had a necessary impact on the idea of Zion among Jews. It attached
.a concrete, substantial, existing Eretz Israel to the utopian image
of Zion, and however remote the two perceptions were from each other
in the immediate actuelity,'their necessary association invited
cross-references from one to the other which could enrich and com-
ﬂicéte the idea jews had of each. And, let us nete here, whatever
alters the idea of Zion may also alter the idea of Exile, which is the
most general idea encompassing, for Jews,.their whole history in the
Diaspora.. |

The old, pre-Zionist Yishuv - certainly in conception and very
largely also in fact - functioned most significantly in the sphere of
teligion;- Living in Eretz Israel was, of course, a religious command-
ment in itself; and it is also well-known in Jewish tradition that tﬁe
soil of.Zion sanctifies as well as makes one wise, and in Jerusalem
prayers mount more_direetly to the Divine throne, and the gates of
Heaven stand more open than_in other places. _Given.these_assumptions,
it is natural that an extraordinary Qreportiqn of therYishuv devoted
itself to prayer and study; and that Diaspora Jews everywhere bound

" themselves to the sanctity of the Yishuv by their pious contributions
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to the Halukka, the organized collection and dispensation of funds
for the Yishuv's support.

The general institutional relationship of Dia#pdra and Yishuv,
whereby the Diaspora orgenized to support the Yishuv and the Yishuv
sanctified thé_Exile, assumed an even more specific form in the case
of Ashkenazic sectarians. Va?ious Hassidic sects and the Misnagdic

followers of the Gaon of Vilna - not to speak of the settlers from

the Hungarian and Dutch-German communities, of whom it was true in

lesser degree'Q initially settled in the Holi-Land with a vague

view to strengﬁhening their sect with the aura of Eretz Israel as an
advantage in the religious strugg}% within Jewry. Their fellow sec-
tarians in the Diasbora not bnly were especiglly active, out of simi-
lar motives, in suﬁpbrting them but kept a close eye on the sect;¥iaq
infrapoliticsﬂsf tbe 0l1d Yishuv, as a strategically vital part of their

“general-intracommunal holy wars.

However sgeéiaiized for religious functions, the Yishuv was

—_—

nevefﬁhelégsmé'ﬁﬁolé society, or "subcommunity", with all the normal
social, economic, cultural, and politicél concerns. The larger part
of the Yishuv until wélllinto the'nineteéntﬁ century were Sepﬁardi
Jews, native to Palestine or.qther éarts of the Ottoman Empire in
their grgat majority. Pious dongtions supported the scholars, widdws,l
and orphans of this commﬁnity,_but most Sephardim were an integral

part of Palestine's economy, social and political structure, and
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cultural landscape. As the Ashkenazic community grew, and more of
them too were native-born, the same was increasingly true of them.

The population growth of the Ashkenazim, a community which in
principle was totally supported by the Halukka donations, presented
the changing Yishuv as a problem both to itself.and to the Diaspora.
Not only did the sheer maintenance:of the Yishuv become problematic,
but the character of a community universally entitled to charity was
" increasingly questioned. Younger members of the Yishuf.began to
seek methods of reforming its structure and reestablishing the communi-
ty ﬁpon.normal secular foundations.

Ideas and projects oﬁ this kind were strﬁngly encpuraged by a new
type qf Diaspora support for the Yishuv and by othep changing trends
of the time, The nineteenth century brought with it, among oﬁher
decisive innovations in "the character of Jewish culture and identity,"
the growing involvement of a Western European type of emancipated Jew
in the affairs of the Yishuv. Instead of traditionalists who took the
Halukka as the sPecific-éiety to which_they devoted  themselves, men in
Western coﬁntries who now adopted the Yishgv as thejr responsibility
were "enlightened" modernists witﬁ leading positions in the whole
Jewish establishment of their own emancipated communities. Even a
pious éype like Moses Montefiore, let glone Adolphe crémieux ﬁr Carl
Netter, was bound to analyze the Yishuv as a problem to be solved by
secular methods of reeducation, reiocation, vocational change - and

also by political means. Their es;ential'approach to the.Yishuv was



the same as to the Jewisﬁ problem everywhere: the methods of enlighten-
ment énd emancipation wﬁich were solving the problem in Western coun-
tries should be applied to all backward areas where these principles
had not yet penetrated. |
The rationmal, secular, liberal approach of such Jews wﬁo, even if
they were personallylpious in the old style like Montefiore, approached
. the Yishuv as a problem of émancipation and reform, was.spurféd consi-
‘derably by the growing intervention of Western Gentiles in the Bible
lands, including the affairs éf the Jewish community. -Not only pro-
fessional missionaries but consular representatives of the European
pow%rsnere ready toltake the Yish?t under their wing, and provide
édu;ation, political protection, énd economic assistance, including
the offer of colqpization. More than one phiianthropic effort of Jews
in these:spﬂeres, both in Palestine and elsewhere - including, for
_u_;h_uwexample,”certain acﬁivities of.Mordecai Manael_Noah in ‘America - was
-undertakep in order to forestall or counteract such missiona:y efforts,
"-ﬁk_ﬁ_iﬁ_;EﬁEF"Eases,'Jeﬁs bestirfed themselves in order to cooperate with
philoQSemitic eﬁdeavors suggested or initiated by Christian_proto-
Zionists, like Colonel John éaﬁler or thé fantastic Laurence Oliphant.
Christian proto-Zionisg, which flourished from the 1840's in the
West, pafticularly in England, 1ntr§duced_a.strongly marked political

element into the discussion of the Yishuv. Men like Shaftesbury may

have thoughty in Christian eschatological terms, in many cases, but
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they argued for Jewish resettlement and restoration in terms of the
diplomacy of the Eastérn Question, Their projects aiming at politi-
cal advantages for their own country's imperial interests also contenm-
plated the rebirth of Judea as a sovereign nation., This was a factor
'which complicated the situation both for Jewish proto-Zionists who
shared such dreams and for Western Jewish philanthropists who were
interested in the Yishuv in the spiriﬁ of enlightenment aﬁd emancipa-

tion.

Zion for Modern Men

; The emancipation of Western Jews, nﬁ unanticipated blessing in
the first instance and later a cause they took up with enthusiasm, in-
volved sharp alterations in the Jewish ideas of the Diaspora as Exile
and Zion as Redemption. The most direct impact was, of course, on the
notion of Exile, which comprehends all Jewish historical experiences
in the dispersion.

As exiles, Jews for the most part did not consider themselves ful-
ly a part of the history or politics of the countries where they lived.
Every country was a proﬁiaional domicile, uﬁtil in the millennium they
would return home to Zion; and the Jqua appropria;e attitude in Exile
was onevof detachment from his country's politics, except, or course, |
in defense of the Jewish community., All this changed radically when

Western nations not only affirmed the sovereignty of the people but gave
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or seemed inclined to give, Jews equal rights among the citizenry.

The collective conversion of Western Jews to liberal principles
which then-followed had a critical impact on certain traditional atti-
tudes. Jews giaimed a place both in the national history and national
politics of their countries, now declared to be their.homes. Noone
was more chauvinistic than_;he Briton, American; or Frenchman of
Jewish faith. Considering their old religious Habits, one can under-
stand that patriotism produced Jewish prﬁclamations that the American
" or French Revolution was the Redempﬁion and Pﬁris; London or Baltimore
was Zion-on-earth.

It followed that Jews expecteﬂ no restoration in the real Zion
and that, so fér as they retained Messianic beliefs,_these were con-
strued in a symbolic éense emphatically detached from history. Western
Jews who held fast to.their traditions did not; like the Refo:ﬁ-sect,
eliminate Zion from their prayers,. but théy were no less decided in
their attachmént to their_countfies_as their home, im their patriotism
and national acculturation, and ih expiaihing away both Exile and Re-
demption in a striking;y nontraditional way as purely religious con-
ceptions with no imaginable relation to historically possible, secular
reali;ies.,_ | |

Notwithstanding this_shift in attitude Neo-Orthodox Wester; Jéws;
and also moré iiberallbglievers who took a lead in ﬁhe communal esﬁab-.

lishment, retained old sentiments toward the Holy Land and took special

interest in the Yishuv there. O0ld, suppressed elements of Jewish myths
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rose to the surface among rare Western Jews  who adopted the logical-
ly available option of a nationalist, and not merely, individual eman-
cipation of the modern Jews. & Moses Hess, with the bold pathos of

one of the fathers of the Communist Manifesto, proclaimed the Jews as
the bearers of the final social revolution and forecast the emergence

of the universal socialist utopia in a Zion resfored to the sovereignty
. of the Jewish nation. Hé was, of coufse, exceptional and was considered
eccentric. But involvement with the affairs of the Yishuv made the at-
tachment of more representative Jewish leaders amount to something more
than bare sentiment,_too.

This was particularly true of the Western Neo-Orthodox, and above
all of those whose acceptance of emancipation and acculturation was
mixed with fears of their effect upon Jewish traditional loyalties.
Such Western Jews found théir_own ways - for examﬁle, by sep&?&tiOn
from the more liberal, general Jewish community - to combine Western
" culture and national patriotism with a staunchly comservative loyalty
to Jewish rituals and Hebraic learning. But they also looked to the
East for their models of the authentic, untouched tradition and saw
the Yishuv in Zion particularly as a ba#tiqn of Judaism unadulterated
by modernity. The Dutch-German and Hungarian pilgrims who joined the
Yishuv were more open to general culture than the ultratraditionalist
Lithuanian Polish Jews but also,'on the whole, more hostile to innova-
tions and reforms than the younger, rebellious Eastern Europeans in the

01d Yishuv,
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This conservative view expressgd itself on sevéral occasions
when the need to find homes for emigrants and refugees from Russia
and Poland arose in the latter half of the nineteenth century.
Eastern European traditionalists andIWestern Ned-Drfhodox.Jews_shared
the qualms of other religious conservatives about sending their flocks
to the obvibus'haven, America. Zion notlonly wés the natural symbolic
destination forﬂg-iew who had to leave his countfy in search of a home;
Jews who would go there might be expected to remain truer to tradition
than those who entrusted their future to the American melting pot.
Together with this half-rel;gious, half-secplar consideration,
the middie years of the_nineteentﬁ centuty'saw thelr;se of a kind of
religiouslna;ionalisﬁ among the ﬁéo-Ortho&ox Jews who concerned them-
_selﬁesiaqtively with the Yishuv and with Jewish immigration to Palestine.
In conception, men like Alcalay anticipated some of tﬁe most detailed

schemes of secular Zionism, while resting their primary argument on

traditional religious grounds., But, until the rise of true secular

Zionism, this did not prevent Jews of a different type like the .

Allianéé Israelite Universelle, who were committed to the liberal
emancipation as the solution of the Jewish problem, from cooperating
in schemes to improve the condition of the Yishuv and aid the resettle-

ment of Jews there.

The Zionist_Uﬁhgaval

‘The rise of historic Zionism, both in the first phase in the 1880's
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and in the Herzlian phase in 1897, as well as in the successive poli-
tical emergencies in which Jews were involved through Zionism, had a
twofold effect: it provoked a sharp ideological clash in the Jewish
community, rendering more difficult the former easy, sentimental inter-
est of liberal Jews in Zion; and it raised the question of Zion to a
position of central, critical importance where it could no longer be
the special interest of peripheral groups or occupy the attention of
leading Jews peripherally, but nﬁcessarily concerned the whole com-
munity and demanded major efforts by Jewish leaders - whether sympa-
thetic or opposed tb Zionism,

Zionism, like othé; new Jewish ideologies, poiarized the communi-
ty initiaily, but in different ways in Eastern and Western Europe.
Those aspects of Zionism which provoked anti-Zionist opposition in
Eastern Europe made possiﬁle cooperation with non-Zionists in Western
Europe; and those aspects which caused opposed ideologies to sharpen
their definitions in ﬂestern Europe made possible a common Jeﬁish con-
sensus with Eastern European antagonists. |
| Zionism; and other forms of Jewish nationalism arose and took_hold
originally in Eastern Europe in the.1880's._ The awareness that emanci-
pation would not solve the Jewish.problam there was hammered home by
the equivocal or anti-Jewish position taken by Gentile revolutionaries

 toward the pogroms of that period. This was a perception not only
basic to Zionism but widely shared bycther Eastern European Jews as

well, and the conclusion that a collective ethnic status'was needed as

E—
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well as individual civil emancipati&n_ﬁo solve the Jewish problem.was

a consensus view, Whht provoked opposition in'Eaétern Europe was the
Zionist tenet that the required ethnic status must be achieved by a
national restoration in Zion. Opponents who believed in colonizing some
other territory decried Zionism as chimerical. Others who believed the
revolution would bring Jews minority rights or éultural autonomy called
Zionism defeatist, a cowardly retreat from the barricades. But whoever
opposed Zionism as illiberal athnicism_remained outside the ethnically
commitged Eastern European Jewish consensus.

Precisely the opposite situation prevailed in Western Europé.

: I
The Zionist denial of civil emancipation as the solution of the Jewish
. e - .

problem - that is, their renewed awareness that Diaspora Jews remained

subjugated and homeless in exilé so long as their ethnic survival was

not secure - repudiated a central belief upon which there was a con-

. sensus among Western Eurgpean Jews, The rise of Zionism, challenging

that consensus and splitting the community, caused opponents to for-

‘mulate-their anti-Zionism in cleh; and sharp outlines, focusing their

hps;ility upon the dangerous doctrine that the Jews were an ethnic en-
tity, aﬂd thus constituted a national problem. On the other hand, the
interest of Zionists in building a_modern Yishuv in Palestiﬁetrought_
them into an aréa where the Western Jewish establishment_was alrea&y
active.: Once the political siginificance Zionists séw in this work was

played down, owing to Turkish and Arab opposition that frustrated such

aims, Western non-Zionists were able to cooperate with Zionist prac-
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tical work in Palestine.  But whenever even;s_brought Zionist ethnic
ideas and political natibnalist objectives back into focus, many erst-
while non-Zionists rgsumed a sharply opposed.anti-Zionism, Western style.
American Jews, had a communal establishment largely institution-
aliéed and long &;;minated by German and cher Western Jews, and Fheir
basic situation under American constitqtional liberalism was of the
Western type. But beginning with the immigration of the 1880's the
population base of Américan Jewry was supplied increasingly and over-
whelmingly'bf Eastern Europe. With the emergency of World War I, the

Eastern_Edropean majority successfully challenged ;he German Jewish

domination of the community., The sudden prominence of Zionism in the

ﬁilitary and political plans of both sides, but particularly the Allies,
was in part a result as well as a contributing cause of this develop=
ment.

The Américan Jewish community that emerged from World Waf I (sta-

bilized by the severe restrictions imposed on further Jewish immigra-

tion in 1922 and 1924) was radically reorganized from the nineteenth

century pattern, and many changgs, both obvious and less apparent, re-
flected the impact of the Zioﬁist issﬁe; The prewar hegemony of the
American Jewish Committee, suécessfn;ly challenged by the Zionist- _
sponsored Americqn Jeﬁish Congress, mnever regained.its_unrivalled
Jominanée, even though the Congress sﬁrvived only as a shadow of it-
self. German Jewish’dominanég-in massive overseas relief 0perations

conducted by American Jewry continually provoked disputes with Zion-
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ists who wanted resettlement in Palestine, rather than rehabilitation
in Crimea,to be the main thrust of the Américan'Jewish effort. The
German Jews may have had the power of-purse and position, but Zionists
had the political advantage; for events showed that the growing Yishuv,
however hampered and lagging in its development, offered better pros-
pects fof solving acute world Jewish probleﬁs than did other alternatives,
With the rise of Hitler, this realization became urgent and overwhelming.
The rallying around the Jewish Mational Home of all American Jews, ini-
tiated with the non-Zionist accession to fhe Jewish Agency in 1929 and
growing through the union of Jewish appeals for overseas aid funds, be-
came & firm and almost'universal commitment in the crises of the se-
cond World War. | |

Tﬁese were the obvious, external developments which still form the
groundwork of the éoordinated establishment of major national Jewish
agencies and.organizations today. It w&s backed up by.a less obvious,
but perv;sive merging of Western and Eastern European personnel, ideas,
and attitudes in a new tommonfdeﬁominatcr American Jewry. Here, too,
the ruling attitudé to Zion, increasingly favorable to Zionism as
Eﬁstern Eurcpean elements prevai;ed, was one of-the landmarks, or
social indicators, of a massive, gradual change.

This change can be traced most Elearly in Reform Judaism, which -
in America deﬁeloped-its most distinctive and influentiai variant,
The first stirrings of Zionism after the pogroms of the 1880's, faint-

1y echoed by Emma Lazarus, evoked the rigorous ideclogical anti-Zion-
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ism of the 1885 Pittsburgh platform of American Reform Judaism, To
be a Zionist was declared incompatible with Judaism as understood in
the Reform movement, and attempts to voice Zionist sentiments in the
Hebrew Union College, the denominational rabbinical seminary, were
unceremoniously put down.

gut in the course of years the Reform denomination was infiltfa-
ted and then flooded by upwafdly mobile Jews of Eastern European ori-
gin or descent. Zionist Reform rabbis, at first represented by a few
mavericks like Gottheil, Heller; Stephen Wise and Judah Mégnes, be-
camel/ a growing majority of the seminarians and younger rabbinate. The
congregationslswarméd with youngeﬁ_members recently risen from the
immigrant ghettoes or areas of séiond settlement, for many of whom
the ideological ant;-Zionism of classical Reform was antipathetic. The
ban on Zionism was lifted officially by the Central Conference of
Averican Rabbis in 1935. In 1943 the participation of Reform Judaism

"""" e Y

in the pro-Zionist consensus of the American Jewish Conference signalized

-
i

-—m—-—tha.swqgﬁipgﬁghange that had occurred. These developments, indeed, a-
roused sharp oppo.:si.tion' in the group that formed the American Council
for Judaism, Inc. RgEher than prqvoke open secession the Reform Jewish
bodies refrained from adopting an explicit Zionist position, but the
dominant sentiment was unmistakable.

An ‘evolution similar to th#t of Reform Judaism was éxperienced by
the fraternal order Bnai Brith. Originally founded by German Jews in

1843, it remained strongly German and concentrated in the Middle West

far from the mass of Eastern European immigrants through the nineteenth
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century. Thereafter its ranks were greatly extended by middle class
Eastern Europeans, and the groundswell of Zionist sympathies rose. In

the critical years of World War 11, this position was strongly developed -

and under Henry Monsky, Bnai Brith took the lead in uﬁiting American

Jewry around a pro -Zionist p051t10n.

The non-Reform denomlnations of American Jewry, Orthodox and Con-
servative, rep;esented from the outset both opposition to the anti-
traditional Reform attitudes, including their explicit fejection of
the hope to be restqred in Zion, and the social pteferences of an in-

creasingly Eastern European 1mmigrant mass. All the attitudes toward

: Zionism common among pious Eastern European Jews, whether traditional

ll

or modern, sympathetic or opposedf were found among them. The Conser-

- vative movement from its inception had as one of its distinctive marks

a rather partishﬁ'attachment to Zionism, in sharp contrast to its early

.German-Jéwish philanthropic spnnsors like Louis Marshall and Jacob Schiff,

T = e
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not merely to its Reform contemporaries. For a time before the first

World War the Federation ofIAmerzcan Zionists was officially led by

members of this émerging denomination; and men like Magnes and

Friedlander were commztted equally to a Conservative view and a type

of cultural Zionism markedly influenced by Ahad Ha'am. In later years

the leaders of Conservative Judaism were less directly identified with

~official Zionism, but the pro-Zipnist_complexion of the movement as a

whole was strongly evident,

. The Eastern Europeans brought not only their Zionist sympathies..

‘but their distinctive type of ideological anti-Zionism to America .



The immigrants were largely employed as factory workers in the needle
trades, cigarmaking and other Jewish metropolitan speciﬁlties. Radi-
cal socialist and anarchist leaders gained a powerful influence over
this mass through their work as trade union organizers and through::the
Yiddish press. They were, of course, influenced by the anti-ethnicism
of their American ﬁilieu, echoed by Abraham Cahan in His well-known
pronouncement that we have no Jewish question in America, only the
problem of keeping such questions from being introduced. But as secu-
lar radicals they could not be interested in maintaining Judaism as
a religion; and tﬁey were subject to the influence of tteBund, which
affirmed, to a degree, the validity. of ethnic Jewishness while it
attaéked the nationalist return to Zion as chimerical and defeatist.

;The conversion of Yiddishist radicals to a pro-Zionist position
was gradual, responding to successive crises in Jewish history. Dis-
illusionment with the alternative solution projected by Communist
Russia played its part and a decisive factor was the repeatedly demon-
strated desperate need of Jewish refugees.for a national homeland when
all other havens ﬁf refuge were denied them. The Hitler era made im-
possible any other stand than support for the Jewish national home for
any American Jew who cared to femain_uithin'the consensus. And never
was it more difficult morallf to abandon the Jewish community than in
that time of supreme trial.

Hhiie pro-Zionism became-virtualry a matter of consensus among

American Jews, the kind of consensus which resulted nonetheless in-

volved a good deal of ideological fudging and compromise. Such dulling
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of acute ideologicai.issues is chafacteriétic, one might add, of Zionism
itseif in all Western couﬁbries,.the more so the more Western Zionists
adjust to local conditions. Herzl may have wanted to project the
-Jewish question as a national problem, to be publiély discussed and
politically solved by a surgical operatidn, and accordingly tended to

be sharp in his 1deologica1.formulations.' (Kurf Blumenfeld, who was
even sharper, identified strongly with Eastern Jews). Other Zionists

in the German area, like Max Bodenheimer, we}e worried about the compa-
- tibiiity of Zionism with their German patriotism, Like American Zionists
they found é solution in a'vicarious.gommitpent to z;onist ideoldgy:

the return to Zion solved the Jewish problem primarily by removing |
Eaétern European Jews from countries where eﬁancipation_was hopeless.
Hestepn Zionists had a different Jewish pfoblem, essentially a culr
tpfal,one, for which the creation of the Jéwish national homeland would
produce a palliative, if not alsolution.

Tbe forms qf Diaspora nationalism dewloped by American Zionists
like Horace Kallen or Mordecai Kaplan also had blunted ideological
edges. The notion of gultural ﬁluralism sounded bold .when _fir;t
uttered but has showp itself innocuous enough to become a general
American, not merely Améri;gn Jewish consen#us phrase, Sﬁ, tpo;
Kaplan's idea of an_orgaﬁic community cha;lenged anti-Zionists in
their own bailiwick, for it proposed to reconstruct thenbrgani;ed
_frameﬁo;ks of Améfican Jewish communal life. But it is faf from being
as politically.relevant in-its_éthnicism aé eﬁgn_the mildest form of.

Eastern European cultural autonomism. (Black nationalists, and not
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Jews, have picked up this strand of the Eastern Eur@pean tradition.)

When American Jews favored the principle of national @y minorities'

- rights they did so on behalf of Eastern European Jews and strictly in

relation to their situation, but emphatically ﬁot with refrence to
America. This attitude was shared by American Zionists; aﬁd if support
of national minorities' rights became a éonsensus item for American
Jewry at the Paris ?eace Conference, it ﬁas in a form that represented.
an ideological compromise for Zionists no less thaﬁ anti-Zionists, IThe
current style of consensus Zionism is similarly innocuous, ds we shall
see,

There have been bitter ideolégical_quarrels between American
Zionists and non-Zionists, but wfgh far less justificaticﬁ on some

points than in the European parallels.

The Rise of Israel

EE T sk i

The rise of Israel should in principle have rendered obsolete

the major ideological disputes which raged around the project to create -

a Jewish state before it became a reality. But as few things in history
reaily become tatally or immediately obsolete, some of these issues
survived in théir obé;lescence. |

The characteristic arguments of Eastern European anti-Zionism faded
from the scene not merely because it wés incongruous to argﬁe that the
idea of a Jewish state was chimerical_or defeatist once it was success-

fully achieved. An even more pertinent factor in the decline of this

anti-Zionist critique was the destructionfof Eastern Eurbpean anti-
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Zionism together with Eastern European Jewry. Among the groPings of
Jewishly-involved New Left radicals one now begins to hear again
reminiscences of old-line Yiddishist anti-Zionism; a kind of neo-Bundism
has arisen which is balanced by the neo-Borochovist Marxist Zionism of
young, aspiring Zionist-minded radicals. -

| Hestern-style anti-Zionism, denying that Jews should have a
sovereign state, is no less obsolete in pfinciﬂe than the rejection of
Zion as the base of Jewish ethnicity. But Western anti-Zionists were
not exterminated by Hitler, and while the rise of Israel made some of
their old formulas ciearly obsolescent they sought new ways to pursue
the old ideas,

The slightest adjustmentsweremde by the most extreme opponents
of Zion. The American Council for Judaism which opposed Israel before
it was founded caid no longer openly oppose the existence of a state
recognized by the United States government., It concentrated its
hostility, therefore, on the alleged political identity imposed on
American Jews by Israeli law and by Zionist plotting ('duplicity" is
therwcrd often used) in derogation of their duties and rights as
Americans., This theme is veiled in pralixiky because underlying it
is the:all-too-familiar canafd about Jewish disloyalty ('*dual loyal-
ties" is the recent code word) which is too blatanﬁly anti-Semit;c
for a Jewish body even as far beyond the tolerance-limit of'thé-
Jewish consensus as the American Council for Judaism.

But similar preoccupations concerned a body as firmly within the
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consensus as the American Jewish Committee in the.period immediately
after Israel's fise. They conducted negotiations with Israel to.
secure explicit statements that-the Jewish state.neither represented .
nor spoke for any but its own citizens, whateﬁer its legitimate con-
cern with the safety and welfare of the Jewish people‘evérywhere. It
was an aésurande Ben-Gurion was glad to givé since he was equally anxious
to stress the converse principle: that oniy Israeli citizens, and not
Jews elsewherq,wh&tever their natural concern with the safety, welfare,
e character of the Jewish state, had a legitimate voice in determin-
ing Israel's pglicies, both foreign and domestic.,

~The fact of the matter is the main effect of Israel's rise was
not to unite Jews in é common new identity, confusing their political
allegiance, but to introduce a new di?ision among Jews unsettling
ﬁheir old ethnoreligious identity. The idea of Zion, and of course
the idea of Exile, underwent serious changes when a sovereign state
arose to gxemplify the restoration of Israei.

The most immediate impact,'though not the most 1mpor£ant, occurred
among those most intimately involved in the creation of Israel, the _
Diaqura-Zionigts. With the dgors of Israel open to all Jews who
"wuuid not or éould not" livé in Exile, thé soiuticn to his_personal
Jewish problem was open to any Jew, Every Jew.had the option of
going to.live in his national homeland; and.Zionists.- at 1gas£, so
felt the Israelis - were obligated by their beliefs to do éo. This

implied a rapid sifting of Zionists by which some, who migrated to

i




Israel, would realize their ideal and others, who'cﬁose to remain:
behind, were cﬁallenged formaLly to abandon it.
Diaspora Zionists, especially in America, strongly disputed

this interpretation of the nature and obligations of Zionism, and
developed Oppesed interprefations of their own. But even on their in-.
terp?etation,'and on-some issués against their bitter opposition, the
dist&nction between the realization ef Zionism possible in Israel and
thefpractice of Zionism in the DlaSpora became a clear division. The
centrifuge of migration to Israel which separated Jew from Jew operated
in the f1erce light of party debate within the Zionist movement,

;_Apart from the question of principle, how one could be a Zionist
if he did not go.;o join the new Jewish staté (to which we shall return),
the centrifuge operated immediatelgiin the division of functiqns be-
tween Israel and its Diaspora supporters, to the tmwedimte detriment
of the Zioniet movemens‘which lost importantlorgaeizational functions,
The ma;or and first function lost was that of political activity as
the acknowledged representative of the Jew1sh people in seeking the
creation of the Jewish state. For some time even after Israel was
founded, itsrceuee continhed to be defended_in the United Nations
by the Jewish Agericy, the body recognized in the Palestine Mandate as
 authorized tolrepresent and épeak for Jews throughout the world in
;regard to the Jewish national home. Hhiie in principle constituted
:of non-Zionists as well, and in practice enjoying their virtually

universal support, the Jewish Agency was in fact the same body of men

i
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aé the World Zionist Organization. But the long-éontinued Zionist
respbnsibility for conducting the international political drive for
Jewish national liberation did not survive the crfation of Israel for
very long. The state took over in fuli the conduct of its own diplo-
fmacy and conduct of international politics; and while this was natural
and inevitable, the loss of a ﬁain function was nevertheless an
abrupt shock to many Zionists.

It soon became clear-that like every other state, esPecially.

- young and small ones, Israel could not dispense with the support.of
£r§ends outsidé; it-needed reliab;e political friends, both official
and unofficial, Gentile and Jewiﬁég non-Zionist and Zidnist. The
Zionist organization was no longér in a position, as before, to act

~ with central responsiﬁlity and freedom of de;ision in this sphere; but
it was nevertheless the most reliable and least inhibited frighd israel

-=-——-ehag,__Iheulnss_of status involved in relinquishing official, central

reSponsibility.for'the destiny of the national home not only dimmed the

——

—

movement's'glamaf'énd re&ucéd its appeél to outsiders, but introduced
a m&od of oppression and, for a tﬁme,bitte:ness among the veterans.,
‘But a séﬁée of duty, constantl& revived by Israel's crises, sustained
ﬁhe morale of old Zbnists and, in the most recent crisis, brought intd
play alnew_stream of vigordus young recrults. Their main-impuis§ to
-_Zioﬁist‘activity ariéés from the critical situation now facing Israel;
.-and this same cause has also aroused many non-Zionist organizations to

the need for action in Israel's defense -. especially since, as we
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‘shall see, attacks on Israel and Zionism are a current code for
the concealment of anti-Semitic activity.
In another field, the finqﬁcial support of the Jewish national

hbﬁe, Zionist responsibilities had been fully shared since the -

'thirties by Américan non-Zionists. This had been a foundation on |

which was built the structure of general American Jewish consensus

support of the creation of Israel which ripened in the war-years into

Iﬁnited backing for the politicél conditions essential to Israel's

- rise.’ The subsequent enormous problems of 1mmlgrant absorption,

develoPment and defense that faced the Jewish state brought about

.quantum-leaps in Jewish contributions, not only to this but to all
assoc1ated Jewish causes., (Thg rate of Jewish contributions not
'-ionly to Israel but to 511 causes financgd.by Ehé community - local

-ﬁospitals, welfare agencies etc., - attained a level vieﬁed with awe

-.and admiration by Gentile fund raisers.) Im this effort, which now

included a Bond-selling campaign organized by the State of Israel

—————

sought a legal restatemént of its special relationship to the_up-'

diiﬁéﬁf&“ratbefﬂfhﬁh_by the Jewish Agency as originally projec;ed,

the_dis:inction between Zionists and non-Zionists has all but vanished.
ThiS'distinction~persistéd, however, in-regard to the employ-

ment in.Israel's'interest of funds contributed by American Jews. The

Jewish Agenéy,which continued to control the great bulk of such funds,

n'building of Israel as the representative of the Jewish people the world

. over, This waé especially important in view of the interest shown by
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other Jewish agencies, and eﬁcouraged by Israel, in undertaking.
Iindependent projects of their own in the Jewish state. The Jewish
.Agency was not recognized by Israel as the authprized representafive

of the Jewish people, but its past achievements and present paramdunt
role in Jewish voluntary assistance in immigrant absorption and welfare
in Israel were acknowiedged-by statute and a formal convention, while

it was enabled to coordinate, in cooperation with the government, efforts
in'this broad and vital field.

This continued the leading role of Zionists as the administrator
of major fundsfraiged in cooperation with the whole Diaspora Jewish
communiity, Zionist and non-Zionist._ In America especially, owing to
Ilégal cbnsiderations as well as thé intimate mutual involvement of
the pértners, leading ndn-Zionist*"big givers" and fundraisers
wére enabled to share most significantly iﬁ tﬁe budgeting and control
of these expenditures. Recently thig has matured into the reconstitu-
tion of the Jewish Agency on the earlier basis of fdil Zionist and
_ qon;Zioniét partnership which was sustained during the 'thirties. In
the new circumstances this will surely bring about an inc?easingly
intimgte.relationship between the_developing domestic concerns of
Israel and a ma jor part of the American Jewish establishment, encom-
pgssing not merely the fundraisers but the executives and.lay leadership
of the entire "philanthropic" community: the Council of Jéwish Welfare
Funds and Federations, the community councils, the professional organi-

zations of Jewish social workers, and so on.
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Far from being asserted in oppcsition to Zionists (apart from
minor, txansient frictions such as always arise in organizational
readjustments), the increased, more direct non-Zionist responsibility

for Israel's welfare has been negotiated no less upon Zionist initiative

than in response to non-Zionist proposals. At the same tim2 the Zionists have

been opening up and broadening, while also tightening, their own struc-
ture by creating a new American Zionist Federation as their roof-organi-
zation. While the reconstituted Jewish Agency formalizes the greater
responsililities shared by non-Zionists in projects within Israel, the
new Federation opens up easier access to those responsibilities, espe-
cially in the Diaspora, which are sfill considered exglusively Zionist,
The general acceptability of the new relationship with Zion for
all American Jews is highlighted when one considers how little oppo-
sition there is in the Jewish establishment to what is still regarded
as the special province of Diaspora Zionists. Two major doctrines re-
mained avgilablegto distinguish Zionist from nqn-Zionist ideologies for
Diaspora Jews unable to acknowledge an obligation to live in Israel,
The first, the unity of fre Jewish peoplé, rejected the implication,
sometimes attached to the defiﬁition of Jews as a religion, that Jews
were tied ethnically only to their fellow-citizens not to their coreli-
glonists i; other countries. The second, the centrﬁlity of Israél,
opposed ghe idea that Jewish values were defined with equal validity
by life in Diaspora countries as by the restored Jewish national.cul-

ture in Israel, While both views could provoke ideological opposition

.
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when formulated in the Diaspora, the opponents did not really question
the basic mood ;hat motivated these Zionist positions, nor the conclu-
sions drawn from them,

What lay behind the Zionist doctrine of the unity of the Jewish
people was the powerful, all-pervading sense of the interﬁependgnce
of all Jews everywhere, What had happened énce to Jews in one country
could happen to all othérs elsewhere at another time. A threat to
Jewslanywherelevoking the memory of the Holocaust. must necessarily
be taken as a threat to Jews-everywhere. These perceptions, articulated
by Zionists i# the doctrine of the uniéy of ﬁhg Jewish people, were
sha:ed equally by anti-Zionists who considered themselves members of
a religion not a people. Notwithsténding this distinctiﬁn, few of
those wﬁo helﬁ this view formally questioned the need for Jews to be
alert; like an embattled people not a persecuted church, for ready
defense, rescue, and reconstruction in united efforts across any
boundaries that might separate Jews. Those few who rejected such
solidarit&, particularly in the case of threats to Israel, were treated
like renggades by other Jews, Zionist and non-Zionist alike.

The Zionist doctrine of tﬁe centralitY'bf Israel evoked specific
_challenggs from ideologists who defended the autonomy or even superior
_qﬁalifications of the major Diaspora Jewish communities in creating
‘Jewish vélues. But this too was a fairly academic dispute., Nobody
cou1d deny that in Israel the basic resources of iewish culture, es-

pecially the Hebrew language and literature and the age-old Jewish
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tradition, were assured of survival, while this was far from tnﬁe in
the Diaspora. Diaspora Zionists did not usually draw the ldgical
conclusion, froﬁ this, that the Diaspora mﬁst train itself by a maximum
effort to the same mastéry of these basic sources of culture as the
Yishuv in Israel, Only if this were déne.could the Diaspora really
sharé-in Israeli culture. Anti-Zionist idealogists, asserting éhe
autdnomous cultural validity of Diaspora Judaism, did not, on the
o;hef hand, reject such borrowings from Israeli folkways as American
Jewry.was capﬁble of absorbing. These, to be sure, Hére-of the
thinnest and most superficial quality, consisting for the most part of
a few loan-words and dance and dress styles and other elements of
décor., Most American Jews were poorly equipped to agsimilate any
form of Israeli culture more serious and significant than this owing

to their illiteracy in the Hebrew language.

The Rel;gious Issue
The Qapidly developing institutional involvement with Israel

touched a.major part, but still a part,of the Jewish e;tablishment and
of individual American Jews. Other issﬁes affected major American
Jewish organizations, qotably the synagogues, n&t diréétly éqtive.in
Israel, or they had critical implications for the Jewish @ﬁentitﬁ of
every in&ividpal Jew, :

" The major instiﬁu£i6nal problem fhat the rise of Israél posedlfor

~ the American synagogue stemmed from the status granted to Orthodox

-
| - %
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Judaism by Israeli law. Under the Mandate the Jewish community,
consisting of all those over eighteen years of age who voluntarily
registered, was subject in matters of personal status, primarily
marriage and divorce, to rabbinic law and jurisdiction., The voluntary
character and other limitations of this status, in comparison with
theiﬁniversal jurisdiction of the Sharia courts over all Muslims
in éalestine,'not only seemed discriminatory but led to legal dif-
ficﬁlties and complications, The Israeli legislator then granted
Jews equality with Muslims in théir own mational home by making
raﬁbinical jurisdiction universal for all Jewigﬁ'lsraelis, = but
it thereby gave Orthodox Juﬁaism;% monopolistic position which
di#criminated against the other 3ewish denominations, Conservative
aﬁd Reform.

This had manifold effects, some immediate, others more indirect
and far;reaching. The monopoly of Orthodox rabbis, even in the
limited are;.of marriage and divorce, caused multiple difficulties -
.for.thggéhpgg recognized as Jews, or as validly married or Aivorqed,
or éubject to other strictures as to their personal status in the
eyéé ofigbe Othodoxirabbinate ip Israel; and attempts to extend this
monopoly into all other legislation referring to Jews, often by quite
different, secular definitio%, were a fertile source of pélitical
squabbles among Israelis.. These domestic issues impingéd upon

Reform and Conservative Jews, mainly American and partly comprising

other Westerners, who became residents of Israel., Their number was
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sufficient to produce a few controversial cases, but not to form a

z count seriously in Israeli- politics.
n 1

Apart from the inconvenience and outrage caused by 'such particular
cases, the non-recognition of the Conservative and Reform denominations
raised cardinal issues concerning the validity of certain historic in-

stitutions thought to be well-established in the Jewish consensus and

‘cast doubt on their future. Ever since Jewish communities began to bow

to;the jurisdiCtion of civil courtg in matters of personal status, a
p:o;eés that began in the absolutist monaréhiés and progressed swiftly
and far in the course of emancipatiou, the traditional coptrol.of
Jewish marriage and divorce became symbolic ratherlthan effective. 1In .
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, théldubiousness of personal
status was increased when the uniformity of Jewish religious organiza-
tion was broken by the rise of denominations, Reform and Orthodox, as
well as Gonservdtive; a process particularly characteristic of America,
where it was most fully developed. These developments, however repug-
nant.to £radftionalisf,Jews, were not seriously opposed; or to put it
differently, in the absence of a clear and firm rejection they were
tdcitly accepted. - Now, with the legal aﬁthority granﬁed to Orthadox

rabbis in Israel, the valid existence of Jewish denominations acknow-

ledged by Jewish history and the Jewish consensus is implicitly, and

sometimes quite explicitly, denied.

If logic were carried to its ultimate conclusions, Orthodox pres-

sure might well be épplied to carry out as a matter of principle what
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has so far been proposed only as threat by which further concessions
~ to Orthodoxy have been extracted from the Israeli government: the
lists of existing Jews, especially those classed as Reform or Con-
servative or without syﬁagogue affiliation, might be checked in order
“to eliminate,persons unqualified for Jewish marriage under Orthodox

criteria éﬁe Jewish communlta '

While no serious attempt at such a sifting has been made in

' regard to American Jews (though some Indian Jewg [the Bene Israel],
Karqites, FalnShas'anﬁ others have been less fortunate), repeated
Orthodox threats have raised the issue openly (and been rewarded with
concessions on inner-Israeli domestic matters); and in recent legisla-
tion, arising from litigation on the question "Who Is a Jew," specific,
rather involved, and probably not conclusive decisions have been

reached. The Orthodox definition of Jewishness, which undermines the
recognition of Jewsl by purely.ethni.c idgntification as well as Reform

or Conservative affiliation, was extended from the rabbinic jurisdic-
tion to.ﬁatters controlléd ﬂy the Ministry of the Interior; nevertheless,
and notwithstanding the inconsistency, the privileges of a&mission and
citizenship granted to Jewish immigrants are also granted to their
"non-Jewish" kin and. dependents - a safeguard for Polish, Russian and

. other Eastern European immigrants; and immigrants who become Jewish by
conversion abroad @ (that is, By non-Orthodox as well as Orthodox rébbis)
are recognized as Jews - a concession to American Reform and Conserva-

tive Jews.
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These legal issues only make more salient a quandary in which
the Reform and Conservative denominations of Judaism, particularly in
America, are cast by the mere rise of Israel. Whether or not one

accepts the Zionist views of the unity of the Jewish people and the

centrality of Israel, the rise of the Jewish state creates a standard

aggﬁnst which all.values which clﬁim to be Jewish must necessarily be
tested. A religious denomination, however liberal its recognition of
cther denominations, is in any case an implicit claim to embody univer
sal truths; and a version of Judaism which considered itself no more
than an expression of the religious truth of American Jewry could
hardly convince anyone, and especially itself,'that it was religious-
ly valid. Any version of Judaism inherently claims the belief of all
who are Jews. And following the rise of Israel it is an inescapable
challenge to any Jewish dénomination not only to be recognized but to
be rgpresented there, If history serves as a tribunal of truth - a
view which no Jew can truly deny, any more than he can fully and
uncritically &ccept it - then anything claiming tc be a valid version
Qf Judaism faces_the unavoidable test éf its acceptance in Is;ael.
_Not particular grievances but.fpndamental ﬁistdric considerations
compel Conservative and Reform Jews to fight this issue; with tact

and flexibility, to be sure, but to the end.

Post-relipious Issues

The deepest, most widely disturbing, and least-openly discussed
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aspect of the rise of Israel is the fundamental challenge it poses to
the whole sacred myth, shared in opposed versions by Jews and Christians
alike, which defined the place of the Jews in world history. The Jews
were to remain in Exile, it was universally accepted, until the
Messianic era - or, in the Christian version, the ﬁecond.édvent - and
then alone to be restoréd to Zion. During the long millennia of Exile
they were to live dispersed, driven from place to place, in "subjugation
to the [Gentile] powers," and only when all the world was redeemed
would they be restored to sovereign freedom in their own homeland.
Thi; conception, underlying thelwhole range of specific attitudes of
Gentiles to Jews and of Jews to themselves, is sometimes reflected in
special institutional positions such as those which have made the
Vatican an inveterate opponent of Zionism far beyond what considera-
tions of Realpolitik would require. The rise of Israel posed especial-
ly severe problems to the Vatican. But this is a relatively minor
expression of the massive earth-tremor produced in basic attitudes
toward Jews by the Zionist upheaval. The major expressions occur at
deep levels of a consensus so broadly shared that no particular insti-
tution (other than certain miséions to the Jews, perhaps) need be pecu-
liarly related to it because so many are.

It is worth noting that secularism, among Jews-and Christians
alike, hﬁd already, at least in principle, abandoned the main institu-
tional expressions of the idea of Jewish Exile., After emancipation the

notion of Jewish "subjugation to the powers" lost its most concrete
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applications and became a rhetorical phrase, even more clearly so

‘than the more eschatological notions of Exile and Rédemption. If

"Jews continued "subjugated' it was no longer so clear that the "powers"

who had lifted their legal disabilities were doing its
But the fact remained that Jews and Judaism continuéd to be
"tolerated" rather than fully liberated, after their emancipation as

befbre it, They remained a dispersed minority and their deviant

beiiefs; challenging the consensus of every country where they dwelt,

‘were not the groundwork of the consensus in any country of their own.

Though preachers of a new, liberal, Reform Judaism might implicitly
deny the notion of Exile, preferring to call dispersion a Mission,

and might look to no restoration in a Zion Redeemed, they too recog-

nized that the Jews in their time represented a people chosen for

~dissent and they too awaited a millennium in which Judaism would no

'longer need to be tolerated because the world, converted to Jewish

'values, would be redeemed.

~ Even unbelievers who had gone beyond religion, both Christian and

,JewiSh, acknqwiedged in the form of their iconoclasm, rejecting the

sacred myth of their fathers, the traditional categories for des-
éri@ing the relation of Jews and Jﬁdaism_to Judaism and Christianity.

The outstanding example, of course, was the theological iconoclast

~ and Biblical critic Bruno Bauer. Looking forward to a redeemed

_ .society,happily freed from all positive religions, he nevertheless

a#gued against the emancipation of Jews on the grounds that, in the
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existing stage of the historical dialectic, Germany was and ought to
be a Christian state. The argument assumed that Christianity was a
higher stage in the history of human belief than Judaism. Accordingly,
in order to become humanists eventually, Jews like all otﬁer men must
first be converted to Christianity, and, failing conversion, s?quld
be denied equality. |
few agnosﬁics cared to be as explicit as this but the basic assump-
tion and conclusions are general, and generally in effect, in the whole
secularized society that claims to be posf-Christian_as well as post- .
Jéwish. The Jewish enlightenment and emancipation theorists not only j
held that a liberal, humanist Gentile society made religion irrelevant
in all relations between Jews and Christians beyond the church. This
was from the outset an utopian illusion, as everyone could see with
ease, and in order to believe in it one required a subsidiary belief:
that the growth of Reason in modern civilization was producing a
common post-Christian and post-Jewish religion, But in adjusting
to this futurist world faith which, a secular Messiah, would bring
Redemption, it was tacitly accepted that Jews as the minority would
discard outright their supersﬁitidns and outworn peculiar habits
while those of the Christians would survive as symbolisms, emptied
of their supernaturalist meanings, common to all in the post-Chris-
tian eré.

In this spirit believing as well as unbelieving Jews accepted

Christmas trees, Easter eggs, Christian given and surnames, Sunday




rest and much else. Heine accepted conversion in a spirit of cyni-
cism not only to gain entry by whatever means necessary to Géntile
society, but perhaps because he regarded this particular means as
innocuous, being reduced to sheer symbolism. Other liberal and en-
lightened Jews would not go so far, but did something which, because
it evaded consciousness, was in some ways worse. They accepted the
whoie anti-Jewish animus which pervades Christian culture and sur-
vi;as in by no means innocuous symbolisms of post-Christianity.

Our recent experiences during World War II totally undermined two
premises upon which attitudes such as these rested: Jews Ean no lonéer
rely in implicit confidence on Gentiles to absorb as well as tolerate
them, or even in critical times to tolerate them. They now know, on
the other hand, that in such times Jews and Jews alone will rally to
help them as they themselves will respond with a surging impulse of
Jewish solidarity.

The passive, accommodating spirit in which Jews stood open to the
Gentile world, accepting it unquestioningly and relying on its reason
and goodness in the hope of a secularist utopia, now seems to us not
merely foolish; it seems shaméful. To react with anything less than
frank and bold activism to anti-Jewish threats is the great sin whichl
our generation has learned to read in the records of the Holocaust.
Even whén pursuing the.humanist utopia our post-Hitler generation has
bitterly learned to be bold; and we demand that Christianity publicly

Ged)
renounce doctrines of the Jewish guilt of deicide, of Jém:rejection of {{g
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Jews, and radically revise its liturgy and ceremonies in order to
cut out the roots of anti-Semitism, Traditional Jews, knowing that
they were in Exile precisely in their inhibition against converting

Gentiles (by which means their Exile could conceivably be ended) and

_ not being able to conceive how one could remain a Christian or Muslim

"'{f Judaism were not stigmatized and decried, made no: such demands

and do not fiéﬁt for tﬂem today.

The outs:anding examﬁle of Jewish activism for our time is Israel,
Many special features of iionism, even beforé Israel was created, have
become common property to our generation. The old hush-hush approach
to anti-Semites together with th?;bpen expressions of Jewish self-hatred,
which were continually assailed By-Zionists in their polemics against

assimilationism, are now viewed with contempt and aversion by post-

Hitler Jews generally, Israel stands for all of us as a symbol of

determination. not to be dishonored and not to be trapped in a posture

of passivity in the face of ultimate threats inherent in the Jewish
Effﬁﬁfibnr,wm,': .

. _For_this is anothér consensus item in the consciousness of present-
day Jewry, whether weuspeak.cf it.o£ not. Whatever their predecessors
may have imagined, liberal, secularist, post-Jewish Jews today know -
that their beliefs and style of life grant them no exemption from the
common. fate of Jews, and they are always aware of its ultimate poten-
tialities. To be tolerated, as we still are - all of us - , means

also not to be fully trusted; and there are occasions enough in which
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the general trustfulness and credibility of one part of society
toward another is destroyed, exposing the Jew, the most generally
available, salient scapegoat-figure of Christian and Muslim societies,
to the extremes of intolerance, whose horrible possibilities we all
know. In the face of these possibilities Jews today will reacg,
normatively, not with.self-denial but with self-respect; and while

we Ame:ican Jews all live in a wary assuramce that a victorious
upsurge of political anti-Semitism is not likely here, we are all
aware that it is possible anywhere - and we know how we have to act
in the face of it.

Whatever the confidence inspired by American conditions = and
it has been shaken recently - , we also know, whether we like to face
it or not, that anti-Semitism, and in particular political anti-Semi-
tism, has never been dead. It has been discredited and rendered un-
respectable, so that decent bigoted WASP's cannot avow it in its old
forms; and therefore it has found disguises. The most prominent and
widely used of these is to cloak anti-Semitism in the guise of anti-
Zionism, and attack Israel, not the Jews, This is, of course, a
tactic which Elmer Berger, mofé than anyone else, has sold to
assorted Jew-haters, but they did not really need him to invent it.

Despite the thin avowals of a distinction, thé people involved,
the symﬁols and arguments employed, and the whole agitational, libel-
lous,'venpmous 0perat{ng procedure, leave moone in doubt that Arabs,

Russians and all their assorted friends, from Black Panthers and New
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Leftists to the Argentine Tacuara or the American Nazi Party, mean
‘Jews when they say thé Zionist-imperialist-(or Communist)-cosmopolitan
world conspiracy. A cosmopolitan CIA agent drawn in the exact image

of Streicher's Jew-caricatures evokes, and is intended to evoke, the
same wellsprings of demonological anti-Semitism which broduced §utos-da<
£ and m;ssééres of the innocent through generations of Jew-haters; and
Sttéichér, let ﬁg remember was no more a Christian than is Brezhnev or
Gomulka or Gamal Abdul Nasser. Even ;he men employed in this vile
opération 1nICai¥o are, in many cases,_the same who used to operate

out of Berlin.

These facts are at the backs of all our minds, and they move ﬁs
all, generation gap or no generation gap. They make Israel, the prime
target of political anti-Semitism todsy, a cause that calls on the
ﬁowerful impulse of Jewish identification shared by all.

| An awareness like this ﬁs, to be sure, irksome, however powerful,.
We are forcéd to hqld in constant readiness responses which, in or-
aina;y circumstanées, are palpébly neurotic because our circumstances
could well Se such as to make them realistic. Isfael today is'tbé_
ma jor example that ccnsf&ntly.reginds us just how realistic; even
more than the'piight.of Soviet or Communist bloc Jewry or the remainiﬁg
Jews in Arab countries and other unsettled areas. It does not allow
us to escape the hsﬁnting.conciousness of our Jewish situation which,
we like to feel, our home in America may be reducing to a minor peril

far outweighed by a major opportunity; and this calculation can be made
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both by those who see America as a permanent (capitalistic) revolu-
tion and those who look forward to the death and transfiguration of
Amerika in a New Left revolution,.

But no Jew in our time can honestly suppress the gut awareness
that he remdins a Jew; that Jew means to be tolerated - .;nd to_be an
object of.anti-Semitism; that anti-Semitism polificized and detached
from tolerance can mean genocide; and that in the face of this he must
be active and self-fespecting as a Jew, Israel today not only reminds
us of this constantly., It stands as the exémplary demonstration of
how a Jew should face the world.‘jAwareness of this is fundamental in

f’x‘
the consciousness of American Jeys in our time.
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Introduction

; : i )
Basic to any evaluation of the current status and future prospects of the

Jewish community in the United States is an analysis of the demographic structure
of the Jewish population, including its size, distribution, and composifion,

and factors affecting its future growth and characterisficgs In stressing the‘
importance of a demographic framework for assessiﬁg the current and future

status of the American-Jewish community, it must be recognized that the demo-
graphic structure of the Ameiican-Jewish community, like that of the United
States population as a whole; has been undergoing steady change under the imﬁact
of industrialization and urbanization. Any evaluation of the American-Jewish
community must therefore attempt to assess those changes which are a function of
the total American scene and those which may be unique to the Jewish community
itself. At the same time, the changing demographic structure must also be viewed
as a factor which continuously requires still further adjustment in the behavior
pétterns-of the individual members of the Jewish community and the community as

a whole. In these terms, the socio-demographic structure is both a product and

a cause of change in Jewish life in the United States.

From Bibical times, Jews have been concermed to know how numerous they were:

even in the wilderness of Siani, God commanded Moses, '"Take ye the sum of all the

.congregation of the children of Isréel, by their families, by their fathers'

houses, according to the number of names.' (Numbers 1:2.) The United States,
too, has from the very beginning of its history as an independent country counted

its population. At first, the U. S. census served as a basis for representatidﬁ

in Congress; increasingly it has become a source of information on a wide range

of social and economic topics reflecting current research and policy-related




concerne. The 1970 ceneus, for example, coilected data on such wiﬁely different
subjects es education, income, occupation, migration, diéability, fertility,
housing, and number of radio and television sets.  Yet, notable because of its
omission from the U. S. census is an? question on religion.

In the most recent definitive work en the world's Jewish population,
Professor U. 0. Schmelz of the Hewbrew University points out that '"the task of
drawing even a rdugh outline of the present demographic situatioe of world Jewry
is greatly complicated by vast lacunae in our knowledge."l This is especially
true in the United States. Because of the high fremium placed on separation of
church and state in the United States, a question on religion has not.appeared
in any decennial U. S. census, nor, with the exception of the marriage recofds of
two states, does it appear in any‘vital registration records. In the general
absence bf.official and comprehensive information on religion, social scientists
concerned with research in which religious differeatials are a key focus have had.
to rely largely on specialized sample surfeys to obtain their data. But iﬁ most
instances, because these surveys focus on the total population, the sample sel-
dom includes more than several hundred Jees and often consideiably less, therebyl
making comprehensive analyses of the Jewish subgfoup difficult, if not impossibl'e.
In order to obtain needed information, Jewish groups have therefore had to col-
1ec£ their oﬁn data on the size, distribution, composition, and vital proceeees
of the Jewish populatioa.

Since 1§55, more than twenty Jewish communities haye undertaken such survejs.
Yet, because mose of the communities have been of moderate size, legitimate ques-
‘tions have been raised about their typicality vis-a-vis the Jewish population of
the United States as a whole, and, in particular, about their representativeness

of Jewish communities in such large metropolitan centers as New York, Chicago,

and Philadelphia. Both to satisfy the need for national data and to insure
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coverage of large communities, the National Jewish Population Survey (NJPS) is
currently in the process of providing the first comprehensivelpictufe of the
Jewish demographic situation in the United States. Uﬁtil the results of this
study are complete, however, insights into the demography of American Jews must
rely heavily on the information providéd by the individual community surveys
and the limited number of national surveys focussing on demographic characteris-
tics by religion,

In order té understand the dynamics of change characterizing the Jews in
the United States, a brief outline of the'démographig and socio-historical
setting is essential. Two interrelated factors set into motion the social forces
‘which have determined the pattern of Jewish life in the United"States. First,
from the end of the nineteenth century to the mid-1960's, the.size of the Jewish
population increased rapidly. In 1880, American 5ews numbe;ed less than a quar--
ter of a million and repreéented less than one-half of one percent of the total
population; in 1970, the Jewish populatioﬁ in the United States'i;.estiméted at
about six million or three percené of the total. Thé Aﬁerican Jewish popula-
tion, therefore, experienced a twenty-five-fold increase in ninety ye;rs, compared
to a four-fold increase for the total United States bopulaﬁion during the_samé
period. Such phenomenal growth converted the Jewish populatioﬁ iﬁ America from
an insignificant ﬁinority, too small to establish anjthing more complex than
localized Jewish communal life, to a substantial and vibrant national Ametican
subsﬁciety. At the beginning of the 1970's the American_Jewish community éoﬁ-
stitutes the largest concentration of Jews in the world, more than fwo and one-half
timesthe number of Jews in Is;aei, and accounts fo: nearl} half of world Jewry.'
Yet, althﬁugﬁ 3ew5 are considered to comprise one of the three major ieiigious
groups in thé United States, they constitﬁte only 3 percent of the total popula-

tion, and, in fact, are undergoing a continuous decline in proportion as the
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total population grows at a faster rate than do the Jews.

| The seéond major factor transforming the American Jewish cgmmunity lies in
the source of its population growth. The tremendous increase in the number of
Jews living in the United States was nof the result ofhnatural growth - the excess
of births over deaths - nor was the growth evenly spread over the nine decades.
Rather, the increase was primarily the.consequénce of the heavy immigration

of Eastern European Jews between 1870 and 1924. Before the 1870's, the American
Jewish community was composed 1arge1y of first and second generation German Jews
who had immigrated Between 1820 and 1870. Of the remaining ﬁumbgr, écme were

of Sephardic origiﬁ, descendants of the original Spanish-Portuguese settlers of
the colonial period; others were from Central Europe, descendants of a pre-
nineteenth century migration. By the 1920's, German and éephardic Jews.no 1onger
constituted the dominant Jewish subcommunity in America, but were submerged in
the overwhelming numbers of East European immigrants, 2.5 million of ﬁhOm arrived
between 1870 and 1924. The immigration quota laws of the 1920's ended this mass
movement of Jews from Eastern Europt‘a to the United States; and since theﬁ the
growth of the Americap-qewish ﬁspulation has been remarkably slow, As a result,
‘the conditions thét define the character of the American Jewish community at the
beginning of the 1970's evolved out of the Jewish immigration at the turn of

the century. But _i'ncreasingly, the ﬁharacter of the American Jewish conmu.uity

is the result of internal changes among native_born American Jews., It is the
growing dominance of this segment of the populatio-n which 1_135 se.t the stage for
the significant social and cultural changes within the Jewish population which
will take place in the cll'os:i.ng de;:ad_es of the twentieth century. The transitiom
from a foreign-born, ethnic immigrant subsociety to an Americanized second and

third generation community has and will increasingly have major consequences for
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the structure of the Jewish community and for the lives of American Jews.

Before‘turning to the patterns of change themselves, a few comments are
in order about.the data to be used, their sourceé and their limitations.

As indicated, no single aﬁthoritative source of information on the demog-
raphy of American Jews is available. Under the circumstances, a variety of
sources must be used, each varying in the comprehensiveness, representative-
ness;'and_quality of its basic data.. In terms of nafional coverage, probably
the best single source of information is the set of data collected by thé Bﬁreau
of the Census .in its March, 1957 Current Population Survey.4 Unlike the decennial
census, this.survey, which encompassed approximately 35,000 households, was vol-
untary. The purpose of including a question on'religion was twofold; 1) to.
ascertain the public reaction to such a quéstion, and 2) to evaluate the quality

.of the answers obtained to the specific wording of the question. But even before
the first results éf the survey were made available to the pubiic in Febfuary,-
;1958; the director of tbe census announced that the 1960 census of population
would not include any inquiry on réligiou. The reason cited was that a consid-
erablé number of persons would be reluctant to answer such a questipn in the
censﬁs where a reply is mandatory. This decis;on was reached désPite fhe fact
that the 1957 vpluntary Current Population Survey iﬁdicated thaf:only one percenf
of all persdns fcurteen years old and over had made no réport on religion, there-
by suggesting that the American people were quite willing to reply.to such a
question, at least 6n a voluntary basis. After giving'some initial consideration
to the possible inclusion of a question on religion in the 1970 cénsuﬁ; the di-
rector on November 16, 1966 announced that a decision had been taken not to add
fhis question on the grouhds "that a substantial number of persons again expressed
an extremely strong belief that asking such a question in the decennial popula-

tion census, in which replies-are mandatory, would infringe upon the traditional
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seperation of church and state."6 In tﬁe absence of any question on.religion in
either the 1960 or 1970 census, the data from the 1957 Current. Population Survey
still provide one of the best bases for deterﬁing the religieus.composition of
the American populetion and the social and economic characteristics of iﬁdividf
uals in the various'religious groubs.

‘Until recently, the only source of statistics from the 1957 survey was the
Curreet'POpulationzReport of February 2, 1958, "Religion reported.by the civiliani
population of the United States: March, 1957." When the 1958 report was re-
leased, it was generally assumed that others would follow. - Because of various
pressures on the Bureau of the Census, however, this.did not happen. As a result;
a wealth of data on the social and economic cheracteristics of Protestents, Cath-
olics,and.Jeﬂs have not been available from this national surveyal In 1967,
however, the Freedom of Information Act was passed by Congress andlin aceordance
with ;he provisions.of this -Act, the Bureau.of the Census made uﬁpu?lished ﬁabu-
lations available upon request from the 1957 survey} Thus, ten years la;en a
considerable.amount of information from the sample survey of March, 1957 covering
the demography of'religious groups in the United States beeeﬁe available. I
was oae of the persons to analyze these deta.7 Althoﬁgh already outdated by:thir-
feen yeers,-they neyextheless provide impoftant base data ageinst which future
changes_in composition can be measﬁred. As important, in the absence of other
pational_statistics'they provide one of the_few comprehensive sets of infor-
matign on the characteristics By religion of the American pepﬁlatipn.

Other nationwide statistics on religioue composition are available from
various surve&s underteken by public opinion polls and other organizations. Use

of such data have been made by Donald Bogue in The Population of the United States,

o 8
~and by Bernard Lazerwitz. From 1906 to 1936 limited data were available from
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the Census of Religious Bodies, which was taken periodically by the U. S. Bureau
of the Ceénsus by means of a questionnaire mailed to the pastors and clerics of
the parishes or congregations. It only enumerated the membership of the vérious
religious groups apd did not provide any information on their social and economié
characteristics. |

Finally, insights into the characteristics of Jews and the differences bé-
fween'the Jewish population and those of the total population are availaﬁle from
a nuﬁber of community population surveys, usually sponéored by thé local Jewish
_ federation group.9 These studigs differ considerably in quality, deﬁending,
in particular, on the manner in which the sample ﬁopulation was selected, but
also on the qﬁality of the interviewe;g énd the analysis. Some 6f these surveys.
reliéd exclusively on the lists of families available to the local federation
group. The representativeness of these lists vary conéiderébly and.often are
strongly biasedlin favor of individuals and families who idenfify themselves as
Jewish._ In othé; communitiES, concerted efforts'haﬁe been made to insgre list
coverage of both the affiliated and non-affiliated families. ' The success with
which this can be done obviously varies both with the size of the community and
with the ease with which the non-affiliated units can be identified. In those -
limited instances where these efforts are successful, the master lists provide
a'good basis for selecting a representative sample of the entire populaéioﬁ. In
those communities where serious doubts exist about -the compreﬁensiveness .of the
._cov.eragé, any use of master lists for sampling purposes must be. supplemented by;
efforfs to identify those segments of the populafion ﬁof include& in the fiie.
Most frequently this is done thfough area samples in which all households in
the area, both Jewish and non-Jewish, aré surveyed to screen out the Jewish house-

holds for further interviewing. Such screening is essential since any conclusions
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.concerning the nature of Jewish identification, membership in Jewish orgénizé—'
tions;, iﬁtermarriage, etc..would be seriously biased if those individuals and
families who éfe most assimilated and therefore least likely to be inciuded in
a master liét are omitted from the survey. Yet community éurveys frequently
fail in this.respect, and for this reason in particular their finding; must bé
interpreted with great-care; the patterns noted may apply onlf to the affiliated
-segments of the population.

An additional problem relates to the extent to which any particular com-
munity or group of communities adequately represents the Jewish population of
the United States as a whole or even the pdpulation of -a particular regionf
Most surveys to date have_been conducted in moderate sized communities with
Jewish populations of 25,000 or less - Boston, Los Angeles, Washington, Detroit,
and San Francisco are exceptions to this. Conspicuously absent from any such.
list are New York City which accounts for approximately 40 percent of the Ameri-
can Jewish population, Philadelphia with approximately 330,000 Jews, and Chicagol
with an estimated 270,000 Jews. Until data become available from these large
communities, the extent to which the findings of the smaller communities afe
typical of the total Americap Jewish population must remain questiomable. |
Yet, the statistics from the individual community surQeys.display impreésifely
similar patterns with_respecf to the characteristics of tHeIJewish popﬁlations
éhey analyze?o While there are some vafiation, these can generaily be accountgd
for by the nature of the community itself, that is, whether it is an older com-
munity.br.a newer suburban area, wﬁether it is in the East or in the West.
Taking these variations into accéunﬁ such a relatively high degree of.homoge—
neity suggests:that the deﬁographic profiie of American Jewry as a whole does
not deviate significantly from that depicted by already existing sources, in-

complete as they are.
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The following discussion of what is known ;bout the_socio-demégraphic
structure of the American Jewish community and the implications of this struc-
ture for the future will rely heavily on the sburces of data just reviewed. 1In
particular, the data from one of the surveys for which I was personaly respoﬂr
sibie - Providence, Rhode Island - will be cited fréquenﬁly, because, as part of
the analysis plan for this survey, special emphasis was placed: on usiﬁg cross-
sectional data to gain insights into the nature of past and future changes in-

';the demographip structuré. No claim is made that this is a tyéical American
Jewish community, Nonetheless, to the extent that comparisons between the
patterns noted in tﬁis community' and th;se'observed gléewhere correspond
closely, there is also no reason to believe that‘-it“isl péfticularly atypical

of what may be true of the American scene in general.

Population Growth

-From a small commuﬁity of only several thousand persons at the time of the
American Revoluﬁién, the Jewish populatioa of ‘the United'States has increased
to ébouf six million persons in 1970. But this growth has been very uneven.l In
the ﬁid-nineteeﬁth century, the Jewish popuiation still nﬁmbered'dnly fifty thou-
Sand persons;'and by 1880, the year preceding inmitiation of the majorlimmigration
from Eastern Europe, Jews were estimated to number only 230,000 persons. Qut
fable 1 of a total United States population of 50,000,000 persoas, Jews repfeseﬁted less
ﬁhan qné—half of one percent. Within ten years, ﬂowever, the Jewish population
almost doubled, and by 1900 it numbered just over 1,000,000 pe;sons. Thus, in a
twéntﬁ-year period, when the total United States population increased only by .
50 percent, tﬁe Jewish population increased fﬁur?fbl&. As a result, at the_turn
_of'the centdry Jews constituted 1.4 percent of.fhe Aﬁerican population. Rapid

- growth continued through the first years of the_twentieth century, interfupted
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oﬁly by World War I. By the mid-1920's, when quota laws restricted furthér.'
large-scale iﬁmigration from both southern and eastern Europe, Jews in the
United States nuﬁbered 4,250,000 persons. and had come to constitutg 3.?_percent
of the total population.
2 Except for a slight increase in immigration after the rise of Hitler, when
our immigration laws were relaxed to permit the entrance of refugees, immigratiqp
'duriné the 1a§t forty years has not been a major factor in the growth of the
American Jewish community. Rather, Jewish population increase, like that in the
American population as a whole, now depends lafgely on an excess of births over
&eathé; _To the exteﬁt that the Jewish birth rate is below that 6f the general
population, the rate of incréase of Jews has been below that éf the total Ameri-
can popuiation; For example, Whereas the United States population has increased
by almost two-thirds between 1930 and 1970, the Jewish population has grown by

oily 40 percent. Accordiﬁg to the latest estimate prepared by the American

“Jewish Yearbook, the Jewish population numbered 5,869,000 in 1968,Iconstituting
2.94 percent of the total American p0pu1ation.2 If the rate of growth character-
izing the 1950's and 1960's has persisted, the Jewish population will have reached

. . % _

Q,ODD,ODD_persons by 1970. Because of the differential rates of growth of the
Jewish and the fotal populations, the proportion which Jews constitute of. the
total, after peaking at about 3.7 pércent in the 1920'5 has declined to below
3 pércent. It is.likely to contiﬁue to decline aé long as the birth rate of the
Jewish population reﬁains below that of the rest of the populéfion.

This decline in relative numbers may not be particularly significant since

Jews have never constituted a numerically 1argé segment of thelpopulation. LE

anything, it is noteworthy that, despite their small numbers, they are generaliy'

afforded the social position of the third major religious group in the country.
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There seems little redson to expect that this situatioa will change even though
the péréentage which Jews constitute of the total population declines further.
From the demographic point of view, more important factors influencing the po-
sition of the Jewish community in the total American community may be changes

in the extent of geographical concenﬁration of Jew; in certain parts of the nation
as well as their disPrOportional representation in selected socio-écoﬁomib strafa
of the population. ﬁut before turning to these considerations, some attention
must be given to the oferation of the vital processes in the groﬁth of the Jew-
ish population since this is a key to understanding the total pattern.of Jewish

growth in the future.

Mortalitz

As part of his classic studies of the social and religious history of the
Jews, Salo Baron pbserved that as early as the mid-seventeenth century, it was
already noticeable that the "'great destructive forces, contagious diseases and
wars, seem to have claimed fewer victims among the Jews than among their Gentile
ne:‘.ghbors."1 The explanation for such differentials favoring greater longevity
among Jews has varied, including the effect of religious life on health condi-

tions through ﬁrescriptions-requiring c0ntinuél washing, restricted foo&_selec-
tion, and a weekly day of rest. Some, including Baron, have also suggested that
the relatively loager experience which Jews.ﬁavelhad living in a "civilized en-
vironment" and in an urban setting may have affected them genetically, to the
extent that they are more immune to certain coﬁtagidus diseases. Still others
have suggested that the Jews' higher than average socio-economic status Permits
them to obtain more and better medical attention and to live in a better en-
vironment. |

ﬁhether the health énd mortal%ty differentials notéd by Baron for-the mid-

seventeenth century Jewish population living in Europe also characterize the
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the American Jewish community has been the subject of oniy limited research,

Again, the limitations of available data restrict the opportunities for explor-

ing the question. Religion is not fecorded'on death certificates in the United
States and only by resorting to informatiﬁn available through fumeral directors
and through cemetary records has some insight into thé mortality patterns of
American Jews have been gained. At varying times, such studies using different
approaches have been conducted for New York City, St. Louis, Providence, Detroit,
and Milwaukee? | |

Although the specific findings differ somewhat, the data permit the general
conclusion that differences.exist between the.age-specific death rates, life
expectancy, and su;vival pattefns of Jews and of the total white population,
generally more so for males than for females. Jewish age-specific rates ére
below those of the white population at younger ages and ﬁrelhigher at older ages.
The differences for males tend to be sharper than for females at all ages. The
lower death rates of Jews at younger ages may result from a combination of the
conditions-alfeady outlined. It has also led to some speculation that pro-
portionately more Jews with physically impaired lives may éurvive until later
yearé,.when the effects of chronic disease may take higher tolls, thereby raising
the Jewish age-specific death rates of older Jewish persons above thdse of the
general population. The data for Providence, for example, by cause of death lend
support to such a conﬁentiqﬂ; for Jews 65 and over, the death rates from all'major
chronic diseases are above those of the total white population.

Comparisdn of life tables constructed for both Jews and total whites sug—

gests that average life expectancy at birth favors Jewish males but shows little

difference for females. The advantage of Jewish males declines, however, with

advaﬁciug age and éctually becomes less than that of all Whites'beyond'age 65.
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For females, the life expectancy of Jews remains below that of total whites
throughout the life cycle and the differential tends to become increasingly

highef from middle age onward. Because the proportion of individuals surviving

to a particular age reflects the effects of mortality only up to that age, the
lower Jewish mortality in childhood, as well as in the early and middle adult
stages of the life cycle, accounts for higher proportions of Jews surviving in;o
middle age and, in the case of males, even into the lower range of old age.
Since the studies on which these conclusions are based cover a range of twenty-
five.years, it appears that identification as a Jew continues to affect the life
chances of individuals. But it must Be stressed fhét the differences are not
great enough to account for the overall differences in the rate of natural in-
crease of the Jewish population compared to the total population. To a much
greater extent that differential is attributable to vériations between Jews and

non-Jews in levels of fertility.

Ferfilitx

Whatever the source of information, fertility research in the United States
has consistently concluded that Jews have lower fertility than members of other
religious groups. As early as the late nineteenth century, a study of over
10,000 Jewish families in the United States revealed that the Jewish birth rate
was lower than the non-Jewish birth rate} In the Rhode Island census of 1905,
the only state census that obtained information on religion and related this to
family size, the average family size of native-born Jewish women was 2.3 compared
to an average of 3.2 for native-boran Catholics, and 2.5 for native-borq Protes-
tants.2 Similarly, the birth rates of Jews in the 1930's were shown to be 1ower.
than those of economically comparable Protestant groups, and Jews were found to

have a higher proportion using contraceptives, planning their pregnancies and
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relying on more efficient methods to achieve that goal. The Indianapolis fer-

tility study conducted in 1941 included Jews only in the screening phase of the
inVEStigation which was designed to focus exclusively on Prbtestant-éoﬁples but
even here, the fertility rates, standardized for age, were about 18 percent
higher for Catholics than for Protestants and about 25 percent lower for Jews
fhan for Protestaﬁts.4

Beginning in the 1950's a series of important surveys were undertakeﬁ to .
investigate the fertility behavior of the American population. Among these were
the Growth of American Families Studies (GAF), the Princeton Fertility Studies,
and investigations based on the Detroit Area Studies.5 In each of these, Jewsb
constiﬁuted only a small proportion of the total sample, thereby precluding de-
'tailed investigation of Jewish fertility. Yet the data.yielded on Jeﬁs by thesé
studies were clear cut in pointing to lower Jewi#h fertiliﬁy, The results of
the GAF Study indicate, for exampie, that in 1955 the average family size of
Catholic and Protestant couples was 2.1 compared to an average of only 1.7.for
Jéwish coup1e3.6 Moreover, Jews expected Significantl& fewer children (2.4)
than either Protestants (2.9) or Catholics (3.4). Overall, the GAF Study found
thgt Jews had tﬂe smallest families, married later, expected and desired to
have the smallest families, had the most favorable attitudes toward the use of
contraception, were more likely to have used contraception, were mos t successful
in plénning'the number.and spacing of all their childrén, and were most likely
to uée the most effective methods of birth contrél.7 The 1960 GAF Study recorded
similar patterans. Although differenceslmay have narrowed since then, the results
of the 1965 GAF survey, when published, wili undouﬂtedly point to the same pat-'

tern.

Although focussing on a somewhat different population, and using a follow—up_
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approach to their original sample rather than an independent cross-section
of the population in successive rounds of interviews, the Princeton Fertility
Studies of 1960 and 1967 reached the same conclusions as those reported by GAF.
Jews, when compared to Protestant and Catholics, desired fewer children and
more successfully planned their pregnancies; fewer had a third child or an
unplanned pregnancy. Over 90 percent of the Jewish couples used the most
effective contraceptive methods compared to only 66 percent of the Protes-
tants and 35 percent of the Catholics? These patterns persisted even when
metropolitan residence, social class, and other significant variables were
controlled.

In its 1957 sample population survey, the United States Bureau of the
Census collected information on number of children ever born. With this in-
formation it is possible to calculate fertility rates expressed as the number
of children ever born per 1,000 women, within specific age groups. Here, too,
the results confirmed the lower fertility of Jews. The cumulative fertility
rate of Jewish women 45 years of age and over was 2.2, compared to 3.1 for
Catholic women and 2.8 for Protestant women. Lower fertility also character-
ized Jewish women at younger ages. Moreover, controlling for area of resi-
dence, the fertility rate for Jewish women in urban areas was 14 percent below
that of urban women of all religions combined. Finally, the evidence avail-
able from over a dozen Jewish community studies point to similar lower Jewish
fertility. 1In Providence, for example, there were 450 Jewish children under
five years of age for every 1,000 womea aggd 20 to 44. This was significantly
lower than the fertility ratio of the totﬁilpopulation in the metropolitan
area (620) or the ~:al white urban American population (635). A similar dif-

-

ferential characté;ized Springfield.
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The low Jewish fertility is significant for Jewish population growth be-
_cause the average numﬁer of children born is so close to the minimum number
néeded for.replécemeqt. Replacement level is generally cited as 2,1, taking
into account that a small proportion of aaults will never marry and that a
small percentage of those who do will not produce any children. The impor-
tance of fertility_ is accentuated as the rate of intermarlriage increases, con-
tributing to ﬁossible losses in the population both through conversion of the
Jewish partner away from Judaism and through the socializatioa 6f children
of mixed marriages either in non-Jewish religions or in an éntirély-nonré-
ligious environment.

Within the Jewish group itself, research, particularly oa the Providence
commﬁnity, has shown considerable variations in birth levels among groups
differing in religious identifieétions - thét is, Orthodox, Conservative,
Reforn - social class, and generation status. 1In particular, the Providence
data emphasized the importance of generation chénges in the relation éf social
class to fertility. The data cléarly indicate thé trend toward convergence
and greater homogeneity in the .fertility patterns of socio-economic grqupiﬁgs
within the Jewish population, with distance from the first generation. This
cOntractibn of socio-economic differeﬁtials may be regarded as the résult of -
the widespread rgtionality with which the majority of contemporary Jews plan
Itheir families, the absence of rapid upward mobility characteristic of earlier
generations, and the greater homogeneity of contemporary Jewish social.structure.

The third generation of American Jews are largely concentrated in the
college-educated group and in high white-collar occupatioas. The 1ack.of
wide sdcial class distinctions for this generation may account fbf the absence

of striking fertility differences within this segment of the Jewish populatioa.
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It may thus be fortunate from the point of view of Jewish population growth
that such a large proportion of the younger generation are concentrated in
the higher education and higher socio-economic groups. Reflecting a reversal
in the older pattern of high fertility among the lower socio-economic segments
of the population, the fertility data from the Springfield survey show that
it is the higher educated among the younger groups within the Jewish popula-

: 9 :
tion who have the highest fertility levels. Had the lower fertility which

characterized the more educated segments of the Jewish population of earlier

generations persisted and become dominant in the younger generations, the

problem of demographic survival facing the Jewish community today would be

“accentuated. For the immediate future, all available evidence continues to

point to inadequate birthlevels among Jews, insuring little more than token
gro#th. This being so, the total Jewish population is not likely to increase

10
rapidly beyond the six million level at which it now stands.

Population Distribution

In considering the future of the American Jewish'population, attention

must be given to its geographical distribution among the various regions of

_the United States as well as within the large metropolitan areas in which so

many of the country's Jews live. That New York City and the Northeastern Re-
gion contain the greater part of the Jewish population of the United States
is well known. Yet this concentration has not always been as great as in re-

cent decades, nor it is likely to remain so.

The 1900 American Jewish Yearbook estimates indicate that, at that time,
57 percent of American Jewry lived in the Northeast in contrast to only 28
|
perceat of the total American population; and virtually all of these Jews

were in New York, Pennsylvania, and New Jersey, with New York alone accounting
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for about 40 percent of the total nation. The North Central Region accounted
for the next largest number of Jews - about one-fourth - with most concentrated
in Illinois, Ohio, Indiana, Wiscoasin, and Michigan. In cont?ast, one=-third
of the total United States population lived in this region in 1900. Compared
to the general population, Jews were also underrepresented in the South, where
14 percent were located, most in Maryland. Florida at that time had only
3,000 Jews. By contrast to the Séuth, the proportion of Jewé in the West
in 1900 was identical to that of the general population, just over 5 perceat.
The decades following 1900 saw a continuation of the masﬁ immigrafion'
from Easterﬁ Europe, resulting in a four-fold increase of the Jewish popula-
tion between 1900 and 1930. IReflecting the tendency of the immigrants to con-
centrate in the large cities of the Northeast, and especially New York, con-
siderable change occurred in the regional distribution of the American Jewish

pbpulation. The égg;icap Jewish Yearbook estimates for 1927 place over two-
thirds of the Jewish populatiop in the Nortﬁeastern Region,with 60 percent

in New York, New Jefsey, and Pennsleaniag New York State alone accounted for
45 percentlof the Jews in fhe United States. This cqnsidefable increase of
Jews in the Northeaét from 57 percent in 1900 fo 68 percent_iﬁ'1927, éontfasts
wifh the stability charaﬁtgrizing the American population as ‘a whole; in both
the 1900 and 1930 censuses, 28 percent of all Americans lived in the Northgasf.
The peréentage of Jews living in each of the other regions declined. 1In 192%
only.one in five lived in the North Central Region, only 8 percent in the
South, and just under 5'percent in the West. As a result, the overall dif-
_fefential Eetween the disﬁriﬁution patterns of the Jewish énd the total pOpﬁ-

lation inc:eased. The sharpest changes were in the South and West. The

South's share- of the total Jewish populatioa décliued frém 14 to 7 percent
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while it continued tb account for about 30 percent of the Fotal population.
The West increased its share of the total population from 5 to 10 percent in
these 30 years, but the Jewish population located there declined from 5.5 to
4.6 of the national total.

For the United States population as a whole the period between 1930 and
the present has been characterized by a continuous westward shift. The pro-
portion of Americans living in the Western Region had increased to 17 percent
by 1968; and both the Northeast and the North Central Regions accounted fof
‘smaller proportions of the total American population than they did in 1930.
The South's share increased a little, But this was entirely attributable to
the greater concentration of persons in the South Atlantic States, partiéu-
larly Florida.

With the cutoff in large scale immigration changes,in the distribution
of the Jewish population of the United States in the period between 1930 and
1968 to a very great extent became a function of pOpulatioﬁ movement among
Jews within the country. Tﬁe tﬁirty years were marked by a coﬂsider;blé
alteration in the distribution of the Jewish population, and, in fact, Jew-
ish redistribution represented to a somewhat accentuated degree the general
redistribution that was taking place in the population as a.whole. For éxample,J
between 1930 and‘1968 the propqrtiun_of all American Jews living in the West-
ern Region increased from under 5 percent t§ 13 percent. Similarly, the
proportion of Jews living in the South increased from under 8 percent of the
total to 10 percent. ﬁy contrast, the proportion living in the North Central
Region declined from one out of five in 1927 to only 12 percent in 1968. And
by 1968 the Northeastern Region, including both New England and thé.Hiddle
'Atlantic States, although still containing two-thirds of all American Jews,

had proportionately fewer Jews of the total American Jewish population than
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they did in 1930.

This decline in the proportion liviné in the Northeast may be indicative
of devélopments wﬁich will become more accentuated in the future 1) as Jews
indreasingly enter occupations whose very nature requires mobility because
of the limited opportunities available in particular areas, and 2) as family
tiés become less important to_the individual compared to what'they were for
the first and second géneratiOn. In short, the availablé_data, as weak as
they may be, suggest the beginning of a trend on the part of American Jewry
which will result in their wider distribution throughout thelUnited States.
While not identicallwith that of the general population, Jewish population'-
distribution will probaﬁly tend to approach that distribution in the coming
decades. |

Assuming such a pattern develops, not oniy will fhe Jeyish population . in
the future be an increasingly smaller proportion of the total American popu-
lation, but it will also be increasingly less concentrated in the Northeastern
part of the United States. In an ecological sense, therefore, the population
will become more truly an American population, with al} that this implieg
wiﬁh respect to opportunities for greatér assimilation and le;ser visibility
in a numerical sense. Although this may be a trend of.the fufure, it must
bé emphasized fhat for decades, the Northeast, and New York in particular,
willlremain a very large'and obviously dynamic ceﬁter of American Jewfy. At
the same time, it will probably come to contain an increasingly older segment
of Aﬁerican jewfy becéuse the younger persons will be those who leave this
section of the United States at higher rates to bécome part of the mainstream

of American life through the process of geographic mobiiity.
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Urban-Rural Residence

Closely related to the concentration of Jews in the ﬁortheast is their
distribution betgeen urban and rural places of residence. Jews in tHe'United
States are'unique in their exceptionally high concentration in urban places,
and particulafly in very large urban places. The best source of information
for this, the 1957 Bureau of the Census survey, found that 96 percent of the
jewish population 14 years old and over lived in urban plécés, coﬁpared to
only 64 peréent of the-totai American population. Moreover, 87 percént of
all Jews in the United States 14 years old and over livéd in the large urban-
ized areaé of 250,000 population: or more in contrast to only one out of every'
three persdnslin the general population. The high concentration of Jews in
New York City is, of course, a major factor in this differential.

The census data also show that under 4 percent of American Jewry live
in rural places; aﬁé almost all of these are in non-farm residences. The
reasons for this heavy concentration in large urban places are well known
and require no discussion here. It is noteworthy, however, that although
Jews coﬁstituted only three percent of the total American popuiation, they
comprised almost 8 percent of the totallﬂrban population. 1In all other -types
of residence in the United States, Jews accounted for 1l percent or less of
the total population. _The mid-twentieth century American Jewish community,
therefore, is characterized by a population highly concent;rated in major
metropoiitan areas. A key focus, then, must be on what is happening to
the populatioh within and between such areas. In this respect, the éxperi—
énce of Jews in ;he Unitea States may foreshadow that.of the total population,
for one of the major demographic and ecological developments in the United

States over the last several decades has been the increasing concentration of
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the American population in metropolitan areas. As this trend continues, the
‘proportion of Jews in the total urban population of the United States will

decline as more of the rest of the American population comes to live in such

areas.

Suburbanization

A cunsideraﬁle sociological literature exisfs on the Jewish ghetto iﬁ
the United States;lyet, from a demographic poinf of view, there are few re-
liable étatistics by which to document éither the character of the ghettos
into which the immigrant populations moved or to measure the speed with which
such ghettos broke down. For few cities have there been demographic studies
of.the Jewish population of either adequate historical depth or with suf- L
ficient comparability over time to permit such documentation. Furthermore,
in very few citieé has more than one population survey of the Jéwish com- -
munity been undertaken, so that opportunities to measure trends with respect
to changes in fesidential pattern are quite limited. Yet, giveﬁ the very
high concentration of Jews in urban areas and the fact that they tended to
live in a very segregated fashion, any analysis of the distribution of the
Jewish population must take note of this situation and attempt tb suggest.
thg future pattern of.developmegt. |

The Jewish pattern of settlement in large cities by no means remains stable.
The gadical shifts in distribution are clearly evident, for example, from
eétimatés of the Jewish population within New York City in 1930 énd 1957
and a pfojection for 19?5? Aithough the New York data arelonlf crude esti-
mates, they do point to the pattern of develoément in thé single_iargest

American Jewish community and therefore have particular significance.
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By 1930 the large area of Jewish population density on the lower East

Side had already passed its peak: only 16 percent of New York City's Jews

lived. in all of Manhattan. By contrast, one-third were living in the Bronx

and almost one-half in Brooklyn; less than 5 percent of the total Jewish
population of New York City lived in Queens. Within one generation a sharp
redistribution occurred. 'In 1957 only one in four Jewish persons in the city
lived in the.Bronx, whereas Queens had come to accéunt for one in five. .Mén-
hattan continued as the residence of 16 percént of New fork City's Jews, but

the proportion living in Brooklyn had decreased. While the projectiomns for

1975 must be taken as very tentative, they point to a continuation of the

trends alreédy observed for the 1930-57 period: relatively fewer jeﬁs liv-
iﬁg in the Bronx ana Brooklyn and more in Queens.

ﬁhét these data do not.show is the considerable development of Jewish
communities in the suburban sectors of_the New Yﬁrk metropoliﬁaﬁ area. Again,_
the data for the larger area are restricted, both in the area covered and in
the method of esfﬁmates, but they do in a crude way point to the nature of
developments. Accdrding to the statistics, the tp;al Jewish population in.
the New York area, inéiuding both the city and adjoining Nassau, Suffolk, and
Westchester Counties, numbered 2,580,000 pefsons in 1957, of whoml81.§ per-
cent lived in the city itself? While the population of the city is estimated--
Eé reméin relatively-sfable-between 1957 and 1975 at 2.1 millioﬁ'persons; the
total area is expected to grow from 2.58 million to 2.72 milliﬁn. As a result,

the proportion of Jews living in the suburbs will increase from 18.1 percent

in 1957 to 21.5 percent in 1975. It must be recognized that this does not

include: the New Jersey or Connecticut segments of New York's suburbs; inclusion

of these would unﬂoubtedly show much sharper changes.
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Even more dramatic chaﬁges can be noted for_the.distributién of the

Jeyish population of Chicago. 1In 1931, 47.6 percent of the Jews in Chicago
were concentrated on the West Side. According to 1958 eétimates, only 5.5
percent remained in that area of the city, a decline from an esftmated 131,000
persons in 1931 to only 12,000 in 1958. B& contrast the North Sidé of Chicago
had incregsed its Jewish population from 56,000 persons in 1931 to 127,000

iﬁ 1958, going from 20 percent to 57.7 percent oflthe totél in the 27 years.
In 1958 moreover, 62,000 of the Chicago area's 282,000 Jews were estimated
~ to be living in the suburbs. A somewha; similar picture emergés from a com-
parisﬁn of the residential patterns in Detroit in 1949 and.1959. In 1949
_the largest single area of residence was Dexter, accouﬁting for almost half

of the total Detroit area Jewish éopulation; the second Ia;gest was. the

North West, accﬁuhting for one-fourth; In 1949 the.suburban Oak Park and
Huntington Woods sections confained no Jews., By 1959 the old cénter of Dex-
ter was firtually abandoned as an area of Jewish-settlement; only 10 percent
of all of Detroitfs.Jews continued to live there. Replacing it as a leading
center of residénce was ;he North West, with 50 percent of the total; the
suburbs by 1959 contained 18 pe?ceﬁt oflthe Detroit areé's total Jewish popu-
iation. In fact, by 1959 the research had identified a mnew residéntial area,
labeled the New Suburbs, extending beyond the older.suburban a?eés; 3 per;
~cent of the Jewish populatiou'alréady lived there and future growth was
'expected in thaf direction. Overall; the Detroit area data point to a pat-
térn revealed as quite common in many of the metropdlitaﬁ areas containing
 Jewish communities. .The geographic extent of the totaliarea-in wﬁi;h Jews
live has become much greater, The dispersion of'Jews within the larger area

has increased considerably, yet distinct areas of Jewish concentration remain
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identifiable; even as the older areas disappear, newer concentrations are
emerging. The strain this places on'Jewish institutions représents a major
adjustment problem which many Jewish communities must face as they undergo
significant population redistribution.

Compared to New York, Chicago, and Detroit, the Jewish community of
Greatef Providence is small, numbering only about 20,000 persons. Yet, be-
cauée I have researched this community iﬁ depth, I should like to use it to
illustrate what I believe to be a paftern common throughout the United.States.

In 1970, the 19,500 Jews living in the Providenée metropolitan area con-

stituted approximately 4 percent of the area's total population. The dis-

tribution of Jews was not uniform, however, reflecting rather the historical

tendency of Jews to concentrate in cities and in selected areas within the
cities.  Just under two-thirds of the households in 1970 were living in the
central cities of the metropolitan area. Moreover, within the urban center

itself, over half of the Jewish population lived in the newer settlement area,

‘an area of comparatively high socio-economic status. By comparison, only 23

percent of Greater Providencefs total population live in the same area. The
Heavy concentration of Jews is reflected further in the fact that in four
census tracts in the heart of this area Jews constituted from one-third to
one-half of the total population. Of the rémaining 102 census tracts encom-
paséed by the study, Jews accounted for as much as 10 pércent of the total
population in only six and were below 2 perégnt in 83 tracts. |

| The considerable change that has taken place in the distribution of the
population can be seen in the cbmparative statistics from a 1951 study. Al-
thdugﬁ the size of the population has 'changed minimally during the ninetee-h

years, very sharp alterations have occurred in its distribution within the
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- metropolitan area. In.i951, 88 percent of the Jewish population lived in

the cent¥al cities in contrast to the 64 percent in 1970. Changeé for the
_older urbanlarea'are even more striking; the number of ngish families living
in the old sections of the city declined by two-thirds. Wiﬁhin the total
urban area, only the newer section experienced any growth after 1951, and
evennthis area is-béginning to experience decline as Jews increasingly move

to the suburbs. The Providence data demonstrate cléarly the experience -of
ﬁany other cities; The oid ghetto disappeared almost completely except for
some vestiges.of various Jewish institutions; the newer urban area, contain-
ing about half of the entire Jewish population, had located within its bound-
afies an iﬁcreasing number of Jewish religious, educational, gnd,social-insti—
tutions.

- The chahges'in the suburbs of Gréater Providence have been even more
dfamatic, From a ;otal of 6?9IJeﬁi§h households in 1951, 11 percent of the.
total, the suburban population increased by 1970 to over 2,000 households,
comprisiﬁg over one-third of_the eﬁtire métrnpolitan area's Jewish popﬁla-
tion. More interesting, the Jewish participation in the suburban movemeﬁt
took place at a much heavier-bace than‘did that characterizing-the general
population. Here,.again, the evidence suggésts that Jews‘may,be in tﬁé fore-
fronf of demographic and ecological developments ocpurfing on.the American
Iscene as a whole. It is also intereéting that the_Jewiﬁh pattern of sub-
ufbanization resulted in quite different degrees of dispersal of the Jewish
popu;ation than was true of the urban_area itself; Within the central cities
of ﬁhe metropolitan area, 90 percent of all Jews were concentrated within one- -
fQu;th of the ceﬁsus tracts. The populatioﬁ of approximately 40 percent Of.

- the census tracts must be added together'befofe'epcdmpassing 90 percent of
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all suburban Jews, and these tracts tend to be scattered over a largér geo-
graphic area. In Providence, therefore, as in Détroit, the data point to a
géneral dispersai of the Jewish population over the metropoiitan area; but
at the same ti@e there remains a significant concentration of this.populatiOn
within the newer area of urban settlements. Yet, even the newer area may
be entering a period.of decline. The developing pattern seems to be even
greater dispersion and more general residential integratioﬁ of the Jewish
cbmmunity._ As a_result, institutions become 16cated at quite widely separated
pointé in the metropoiitan area and_the community findé it increasingly dif-
ficult to decide where the central location should be for those institutions
serving the commuﬁity as a whole. 1In the past, residential clustering has
been an important variable in helping to perpetuate traits, values, and in-
stitutions important to Judaism. 1In the future, the greater residential dis-
persion of the Jews méy become a critical factor in explaining the changing
extent and character of their ties to Judaism.

In a recent investigation; Serge Carlos analyzed the influence 6f the
ufban and suburban_milieu'oq religious practicés? Although his study focuses
on Jatholics, it may have some significance for religious behavior in general.
Carlos found that the level of church attendance increases as peOple.move
from the central area of the city to the periphery. He interprets this pat-
térn as an.effect of the.need for community identification and integration,
both of whiph are largely missing in suburban communities. At fhe same.time,
he notes that the higher fates of suburban_church attendénce represent mainly
noﬁinal religious participation with ihg result that.tﬁe proportion of church
goers who engage in dévotional religious practices ié lower in the suburban

areas. Reflecting the older age structure of the Jewish population living



- 28 -
within central cities as well as the higher pr0pottion of Orthodqx and Con-
servative, one would expect a higher degree of devotional religious practice
in urban compared to suburban places of residence. Indeed, research on Gfeater
Providence; where an attempt w#s made to measure residentiai differences in
religious assimilation, suggests a patterh of greater assimilation for sub-
utrban residénts;5 Ihéy have higher intermarriage rates, lower scores on

indices of rituai observance, higher rates of non-affiliation, énd lower
‘proportions with no Jewish educatiom. .These appear even after controlling
for generatioﬂ sfétus, suggesting both that the migration to the suburbs
may-pe seieétive,of those not eager to maintain as strong jewish iden;ify as
.those in the éities and that the greater residential dispersioﬁ of Jews with-
in the suburbs removes the reinforcement of traditional patﬁerns formerly
| provided by the older, more densely populated urban areas. Despite this
weékening, a high percent of suburban Jews do continue to identify as Jews
and to follow selected religious practices. In short, residential differ-
ences exist, but they are not so sharp as to léad to the conclusion that
suburbanization itself will cause high rates of assimilation. Simiiaf
changes in identification and practice are also occurring to a consider-
able degree in the older urban areas as the generation éomﬁosition of their
_population. changes. Reseatch in depth like that undertakeﬁ by Carlos is
needed to ascertain how tﬁe communal orientation of those Jews living in the
cities and iﬁ the sﬁbufbs differs and-what meaning the wvarious activities

have for the individuals, particularly as they relate to the larger'qustion

of Jewish identification and survival.

Migration

Among the demographic concerns which have received the least attention
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in reseérch on the American Jewish population is the extent and character of
Jewish migration withiﬁ the United States. For such an analysis, national
data are essential. Yet, to my knowledge, no such data exist. Even the March,'
1957 census survey did not make availaﬁie any informatioﬁ on migration pat-
té;ns. On a national 1evé1, therefore, only indirect insights into the ﬁigra-
tion of Jews can be obtained through examination of the statistics available
ﬁn'the changing distribution of the Jewish population among the various regioné
of thé_COuntfﬁ. These were.examined earlier. The_oﬁly more direct insights

- on the role-af migration in Jewish population redistribution come from local
Jewish.commﬁnity_SurQeys. Questions on date of movéﬁént into the state, city,
and hoﬁse of residence at the time of the survey and the place of residence
before the last move permit determination of the redistribution of populat?on
both within the area under invesfigatioﬁ and the role of in-migration in the
érowth of the totai area's Jewish population. Losses through ou;-migration
are more difficult to identify since most locai surveys restrict themseive%
to persoﬁs resident in thelarea at the time of the sufvey. Some limited in-
sighfs into out-migration can, however, be obtained from questions on'feéi-
dence of children of heads of household in the survey sample. Also,.inSights
into possible future movement may be obtained through questions on plams to
move within the.néxt one to five years and the anticipated destinatioﬁ of such
a move. |

It is my firm belief that the importance of migration in the futufé devel-
opment and growth of the American Jewish community has been seriously ﬁndeé-
rated. Data on both the national regional distribution of population and the
increasing suburbanization of the Jewish population sugge;t-that population

mobility is a major development on the American scene and may have significant
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impact of the vitality-on the local Jewish community. More widespread distri-
bution within the metropolitan area will have an impact oﬁ rates of inter-
mafriage, oa the extent of integ:ation of Jews into the local community,'on
the ease with whlch Jewish ldentity can be maintained, and oa the strength
of Jewish lnstltutlons themselves as the population they serve becomes more
dispersed. On the national scene, a higher rate of redistribution may also
be odcurfing as Jews enter the salaried professioﬁal and executive world in
increasing numbers and transfer or are transferred to branch firms located
in places where large Jewish communities do not exist. Moreover, the re-
peated moﬁement associated with such occupatioas may well be a new phedomenon
on the'AmericanlJewish scene which may lead to less stable'tiee of the indi-
vidual to hisrfamily and to the community. While local surveys can'provide
some insights, especially on the suburbanization phenomenon, national data
aeelessential for a full evaluation of the extent, character, and implications
of inteenal migration by Jewe across the United States.

What does the available evidence from local Jewish community surveys
indicate? The Detroit study of 1963 which ascertained the place of birth
of the residenf population, found that oely'one-third of the tetal Jewish
population of Detroit was born in the ciey, another 28 percent were foreign
born, but 36 perceﬁt_had come to Detroit from other places in the United States,
a .little over helf of these from other locationms iﬁ Michigan and the rest
from_o;hef states. A somewhat similar picture is presented-by comparable
stafistics from Camden,-New Jersey where one-third of the residents were
born in the Camden area, and almost 60 percent had moved there froe other
,places of the United States. Using the state as a unit, the Providence

study found that 60 percent of all Jews 11v1ng in Greater Prov1dence were:
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born in Rhode Island. Of the 40 percent who were born elsewhere, 16 percent
were foreign-born and the remaining 24 pércent were equally divided between
those born in New England and those born in other states of the Union.. ﬁir-
tﬁally identical:patterns emerged for Springfield, Massachusétts. Comparison
of fhe mobility of Jews with fhat of the general population is best achieved
through examination of the proportion of the native-born segments of the
population ﬁho were born in their present state of residence. 'For Greater
Providence, 76 percent of the general population compared to 72 percent of
the American-born Jewish population were borm in tﬁe state of Rhode Island.

' As.judged by state_of birth, therefore, the Jewish popuiagion closely re-
sembles the total population in its migratibq level. -It also resembles the
'gengral pattérn.in so far as most of the movement to Ehe sta;e by American-
born Jews is fromlnear-bi areas.

Mobility can also be judged by length of fesidence in the'éiea} The
'Milwaukée stud&, for example, found that 60 percent of Milwaukee Jews had
been living at théir_current address less than 10 years, and 40 percént héd
been living at their address for less than 5 years. These data thereby sug-
gest a high degree of residential mobility among Jews although they do not
specify whether this took the'fprm of intra-urban mobility or migration across
larger distances. The fgcent Boston study also suggests a high degree bf |
mobility. Half the population had lived at their present address for uﬁder
10 years and 31 percent for 5 years or less. These percentages vafy con-.
siderahly By age. Amﬁng thosé 21-29 years of age, 70 perceat weré in their
present address lesé than 5 years; by.contrast, at the other end of the age
hiefarchy, ohly 10 percént of those 60-69 were living in their present-home

under 5 years. TFurther reflecting the high mobility characterizing the Boston
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Jewish population is the finding that 34 perceﬁt of the poﬁulatiou intends
to move within the next two years. Thus a high turnover is indicated-both by
~ the recency of the in-move and by the high percent intending to move in the
_near future. A very high proportion of the intended mobility is within the
Boston metropolitan area itself; and the projected patﬁerns indicate é heavy
movement in the direction of the newer suburban areas. At the same time, the
decline of the older areas in Boston is strongly emphasized by the very low
percentage of persons moving into them, and the high percent of-those still
living there wﬁo indicate an intention to move out. For example, less than
25 percent of those living in Central Boston had mdved in within the last
5 years, but_42'percent plan to move ouf within the next two years. In
contrast, of the population 1ivipg in the south suburbs, 32 pe;éent moved .in
within the last 5 years and only 12 percent indicatgd an intention to move
out within the next two.

- The populatiﬁn"survey of Greater P?ovidence measured the level of mobil-
ity throughla series of étatistica showing recency of.arrival inlthe state,
"in the city, and in present house of residence. Of the total population, 10
percent had moved into the étate within the last 10 years, and 5 percent with-

in three years of the survey date. But these percentages were considerably
hiéher for those between age 30 and 39, which tend to be Ehe peak migratioa
period; in the life cycle. About one in five individuals in this.age range
had moved into the state between 1955 aﬁd 1963. The role of the suburbs in
population movement is also clearly evidenced. For example, in the suburb
ﬁith'a high concentration of professionals and business executives, almost
one out of'every four Jews had moved in-from outside the state during the

preceeding 8 years. By contrast, the cOrresPOhding proportion for the older
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sections of Providence is under 4 percent. If the combined efféét of move-
ment from without the state and movement within the area itself is taken into
accounﬁ, the pattern is even more accentuated. Between 46 and 61.percent
ﬁf ;he persons living in the suburbs had moved there during the 8 yearé pre-
ceding the survey. Ip the older urban areas of Providence, the corresponding
proportion was 4 percent, and for the newer urban area 21_pércent.

In Providéncé, 15 percent oflthe indiﬁiduals studied were members of
householdswho had-defini;e plans to move within a five-year.pe;iod. The
Providence data, like those from Boston, suggest thﬁt the highest percentage
intending to move occurs among those living in the older urban areas and the
lowest pércentage in the suburbs. Iﬁ sum, eﬁaluation oflbﬂthlthe ﬁast and
futufe_mobility patterns in Greater Providence suggest two simultanéoué’de-
velopments with respect ﬁo the distribution gf the population: A signifi-
cant proportion of Jews will coatinue to be‘concentrated in the newer:urban
section of.thé céntrél.cities. At the same time, greater decéntraliéation
of the total Jewish popﬁlation within the metropolitan area will take place
.th:ough the growﬁh of the suburban sector. |

The 1968 Columbus, Ohio survey distinguishes between thdSe jews who are
living in areas of high-ﬁewish dénsit§ and those 1iving in areas.in which fhe
Jewish population is ﬁore dispersed. Examination of a variety of character-
ist;cs.fpr these two populations indicates thét'the Jewiah.population liviﬁg
©in the.more concéntrated areas pf settlement ére older, are more likely to
hﬁve been born in the community itself, have a lower education, in;ludeta
._ higher_proporéién of businessmen andla lower proportion of professionéls;
and incline toward mbre.tfaditional religious beliefs and practices. Thése

findings suggest, as do the data for Providencé, that although within the
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larger community some degree of segregétion is taking place among Jews, the
importance of reiigion as a basis for selecting neighborhood of residence is
diminishiﬁg in favor of other socio-dembgraphic criteria,

The Columbus survey also examined the pfesent religious composition of
the neighborhood in which Jews lived and asked respondents the tyﬁe of neigh-
borhood composition they preferred. The results document quite clearly that
only # small minority of Jews.are living in neighbofhoods which are at least

75 percent Jewish and that little more than one-quarter -of the Jewish popu-

lation is living in neighborhoods which are és much as 50 percent Jewish.

In fact 30 percent lived in neighborhoods where less than onme in four of
the pdpulation is Jewish., Yet, respondénts expressed the preference for
neighborhoods with higher proportions of Jews, geueraily in a 50-50 balance.
The overall conclusion therefore points to the‘desiré on the part of Columbus
Jews to live in an integrated neighborhood, but one which includes a substan-
tial number of other Jewish families, |

These data refer only to a single community and quite obviously cannot
be generalized to the total American Jewish population. They do suggest, how-
éver, :haﬁ in the process of movement, Jews will seek out areas in which other
Jews are living and most likely in wﬁieh Jewish institutions are present to
catef to their.religious and educational negds. Problems will arise if move-
ment occurs to areas.where these opportunitieé do not exist. The degree to
which considerations such as'these'influence whether or not Jews move from
one secéion of a city to another and more particularly, from one metropoliﬁan
area to another or from one region of the United Stateé to another ﬁill be
an importént factor in the e#tent to which increaéed population mobility repre-

sents a serious threat to the cohesiveness of the Jewish community.
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Migration and population redistribution is important to the development
of an area, It affects not only its size, but also the characteristics of
the population living within it iflthe migration process is selective of par-
ticular age, educational, occupational, and income groups. At the same time,
migration may have an important effect on the migrant himself, partiCularly
with respect to his degree of integration into the community. In turn, a
large turnover of population may also héve a significant impact on community
institutions. To the extent that community ties within the Jewish population
are expressed through membership in temples, enrollment ofﬂchildren in edu-
cational programs, participation in local organiza;ioﬁs and philanthropic
activities, a high.degree of population movement may either disrupt suchl
patterns of participation or weéken the loyalties they generate. More seri-
ously, they may result in the failure of families and individuals
to_ideptify themselves with any organized life in the local community. Socio-
logical research has suggested, for example, that recent migrants to a community
are much less active in the formal structure than are long~-time residents.
Although their parficipation increases, the adjﬁstment has been shown to take
at least five years, and sometimes migranta never reach the same level of
participation as persons who.grew up iﬁ the coﬁmunity. Obviously, if a sigﬁifi-
cant proportion of in-migrants know in advance that théir residence in the
community is not likely to be permanent, such tendencies for lower rates of
participation and affiliation may be even stronger. |

-_We have minimum historical evidence for the Jewish populatioﬁ of the United

States to document whether the level of mobility is increasing. Impression-
' iéti%iy, however, from the available data Both on mobility itself and on chénges

in educational level and the type of occupations into which Jews are going,
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I believe that one of the major changes taking place in the American Jewish
community is an increésing rate of population movement. For éxample, some
recent statistics from Toledo, Ohio indicate that one-fifth of the Jews liv-
ing in Toledo move each year. The study reports that national chgiu operations
have brought to Toledo a surprising number of Jewish men in managerial positions.
and thaf the University had a substantial increase in the number of Jewish
faculty. At the same time, the study reported that 45 to 60 percent of young
Jews raised.in Toledo seek and find permanent residencé in distant cities
after graduation from college. This is the kind of pattern which Ilbelieve
is coming to be more typical of the geheral American scene and which.will
result not only in the iﬁcreasing migration of Jews in the United Sﬁates,
but also in an increasingly higher rate of repeated movement by the same
persons. We know from general migration studies that higher than average
mobility rates have always characterized professionals and highly educated
individuals because of the more limited demands for their talents in particu-
lar localities. Moreover, as Toledo shows, in recent years many national
firms have adopted a bumpany policy of repeated relocation of their execu-
tives and professiongls among different branches of their firms. As éhe pro-
portion of Jews holdiné positions as exécutives and professionals increases,
the rate of §0pulation mobiliﬁy is likely to increase.

As Glazer and Moynihan have observed, "The son wants the business to be
bigger and better and perhaps he would rather be a cog-in a great corporation
than the manager of a small one. He may not enjoy'the_tight ngish cémmunity
with its limited horizons and its special satisfactions - he is not that much
- of a Jew any more."2 In short, they suggest that statﬁs may be the drawing

force of the third generation as financial success was the major consideration
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of the second. Finally, as discriminatory practices diminish and executive
positions which formerly were closed to Jews open up, this will become one
more element conducive to the greater geographic dispersal of Jews willing
to develop occupational careers outside the communities iﬁ which they grew up.
Some evidence of this trend is alfeady available through limited statis-
tics available from Providence. That study collected information on the
residence of all children of family units included in the Providence survey,
Ipermitting comparison of the place of residence of children in relation to
that of their parents_living in the Providence area. Lenski has noted that
one of the best indicators of the impoftance attached to family and kin groups
by modern Americans is their willingness or unwillingness to leave their na-
Table 9 tive communiiy and migrate elsewhére.3 Since most migration is for economic
4 ) .
or vocational reasons, he suggests that migration serves as an indicator of
the streﬁgth of economic motives compared to kinship ties. If this inter-
pretation is correct, the Providence data suggests that the kinship ties of
Jews have been weakening. Among all Providence families surveyed, there were
743 sons 40 years old and.over; Of these, one-third were living outside of
Rhode Island. Compared to this, just half of the 1,425 sons between the ages
of 20-39 were living outside of the state. Moreover, the difference between |
these two age groups is even sharper since a highef proportion of the younger
group were living outsidé of New England. Further accéntuation of the trend is
suggested by the fact that almost two-thirds of children under age 20 :who were
living away from their parental home were outside Rhode Island, and 42 percent
of the total were outside New England..
Although fewer daughters leave their parental community, the basic age

pattern is the same as for males. Of daughters aged 40 and over,
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one in every four lived outside Rhode Island, half in other states in New
England and half elsewhere in United States. Of those.between the ages of
20-39, half were outside the state, again equally divided between New England
and elsewhere. This trend is even stronger among girls under age 20; two
thirds of those living outside their parental home live outside the state.

These data lend weight to the conclusion that the American Jewish commun-
ity is characterized by increased mobility and that this must be taken into
account as part of any evaluation of Jewish life in the United States. From
their very origins in the days of Abraham, mobility has been a tradition
among Jews. But whereas at a number of points in Jewish history it may have
served to strengthen the Jewish community and indeedlto insure its very éu::-~
vival, there is serious question whether this is ;rue of the increased in-
ternal migration in the United States. Such mobility often weakens the
individual's ties to Judaism and the Jewish community, which in turn weakens
the community itself by making it increasingly difficult to call upon the
loyalty of the individual to local institutions. Particularly as Jews move
into areas where only small Jewish communities exist, the likelihood of inter=-
marriage will incre;se and the opportunities for individuals to maintain their
identity through association with Jewish institutions and through providing
their children with Jewish education will.diminish. Moreover, if repeated
ﬁobility increases, as I speculate it will, these dangers will be accentuated.
I would suggest that for all too long, the local Jewish community has reéted
on the assumption that most Jews remain members of the focal community for a
lifetime and that they are therefore willing and obligated to support the
local community. This may no longer be true for many Jews. An increasing

number of families may be reluctant to become affiliated with the local
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community, not so much because of an initial lack of identification with
Judaism, but because they fear that they will not remain in the local area
long enough to justify the financial investment requiréd. I sincerely be-
lieve that there is much more need for concern with the role of migration in
the future of American Judaisﬁ than there is with intermarriage. The
latter may to a great degree only be a by-broduct, along with other undesir-

able consequences, of increased mobility.

Generational Change

Of all of the demographic characteristics of the Jewish population con-
sidered in this report, perhaps the one which has the greatest relevance for
the future characﬁer of the American ngish community is the changing gener- .
ation status of the Jewish population, that is, how many are foreignjborn,-
how many are childreﬁ of foreign-born, and how many are third or higher order
generﬁtiqn Americans. A major factor in the qoﬁtinued ﬁitality of the Amer;-
can Jewish community in the past has been the continuous 'blood transfusioqs"
which ‘it received through the massive immigration to the United States of
persons from the ghettos of Eastern Europe. Now, for the first time in the
history of the American Jewish community, a third generation Jewish popula-
tion faces the American scene without'large scale outside reinforcemént; at
the very same time, it enjoys much greater fréedom than Jews ever before had
in America. The Jewish community in the United States is increasingly an“
American Jewish community in every sense of the word.

Information on the generation status of American Jews must be gleaned
from local community studies. These show beyond any doubt that ﬁhe vast
majprity of America's Jews today are native-born. Among all the community

studies which present information on the nativity of the Jewish population,
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the highest percentage foreign-born noted for any location is that of Dade
County, Florida reporting 33 percent in 1961, and the lowest is Camden, New
Jersey reporting 9 percent in 1964. But these extremes largely reflect the
differential age composition of the population living in the two areas. F&r
most communities, the percent of foreign-born ranges between 20 and 25 per-
cent. Yet, even this range is somewhat high because many of the communities
included had their surveys taken throughout the 1950's. If the list is re-
stricted to those communities in which surveys were taken in the 1960's, the
proportion of foreigﬁ-born is generally under 20 percent. For several com-
munities, comparable data were collected at two different pointé in time,
indicating the pattern of change. For example, the 1953 Los Angeles Survey
reported 32 percent foreign-born; but by 1959, the proportion had fallen to
25 percent. The Trenton, New Jersey Survey of 1949 reported 24 percent of
the population foreign-born; by 1961 the foreign-born constituted only 15
perceﬂt. In 1937 Des Moines' foreign-born comprised 35 peércent of the Jew-
ish population; at the time of ité most recent survey in 1956, only 22 percent
were foreign-born. An even sharper decline characterized Pittsburgh in the
twenty-fiveyear period between 1938 and 1963, where the foreign-born.declined
from 38 to_only 12.percent.

Evidence of the increasing Americanization of the Jewish communitylis
also prﬁvided through the comparative data on the percent of foreign-born in
differenﬁ age segments of the population. For this purpose, the statistics
from Greater Providence provide a useful example. These data have the added
advantage of not only distinguishing between the foreign-born and native-born
segments of the population but sub-divide the latter into second and higher

'genefations. Of the total Jewish population living in Greater Providence in

1963, only 17 percent were foreign born. The remaining 83 percent were almost
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equally divided between those who were second generation Americans (that is,
with either one or both parents foreign-born) and those who were third or
fourth generation (both parents born in the United States). . The statistics
on generation status by age indicate that not only is the percentage of foreign-
born in the population declining but so, too, is the percentage of second
generation Jews; at the same time, the proportion of third and fourth gener-
ation persons is increasing. The percentage of foreign-born Jews declines
from 73 percent of those aged 65 and over to less than 2 percent of those
under age 15. 1In contrast, among those under age 15, only 13 percent are
either foreign-born or even the children_of foreign-born parents; é vast
majority (87 percent) are American-born children of American-born parents;

In the absence of any 1argé scale immigration, the Jewish population of
Gréater Providence, and that of the United States as a whole, should be well
over 90 percent native-born within several decades; and an increasing pro-
portion of this number should be third or fourth generation American.
Moreover, despite their foreign birﬁh; the_majori:y of the foreign-born

have spent the greatest proportion of their lives in the United States. Over

.one=-third have been in this country for over a half century and an additional

third have been here for at least twenty-five years. The fact that 84 per-
cent of all foreign-borm are over forty-five years old and that most of these
came to the United.states as children and have lived here for three decades
or more lends further weight to the evidence suggested by the overall analysis
of the changing generation status of the population: the Jewish pOpulation
is an increasingly American bred and raised population.

Because of the importance of generational change upon the structure of

the Jewish community, Doctor Goldscheider and I approached our analysis of
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Jewish Amer;cans through comparison of the demographic, social, economic, and
relfgious characteristics of three generations in the Jewish communi.-ty.1 Iﬁ
that study, we stress that the future of the American Jewish community dependé
to a great degree on how its members (largely third generation) react to the
freedom to work toward integration into the American social structure as an
acculturated sub-society or toward complete assimilation and loss of Jewish
identification. Whether they reverse or accelerate certain trends toward
assimilation initiated by their second generation parents or by the smalle;
number of older third generation Jews provides the insights by which the pat-
terns of generation change may be detec;ed and projected.

Tﬁe physical dispersal and the deconcentration of the Jewish population
were rapid and for many marked not only a physical break from the foreign-
born but symbolized the more dramatic disassociation of Americaﬁ-born Jews
from the ethnic ties and experiences that had served as unifyiﬁg forces in
the earlier generation. The degree of identification to Judaism of the third
'generation Jews who participate in this dispersal has become a key issue.

At the same time,'dramatic increases have taken place in secular education
with distance from the immigrant.generafian. This provided the key to Jewish
participation in the professions and, more recently, in high executive posi-
tions.

Dispersal of the Jewish population and greater exposure to public edu-
cation increased the interaction between Jews and non-Jews and has given rise,
as later analysis will document, to higher rates of intermarriage as distance
from the.immigrant generation increases. Moreover, these generational changes
in residential location, social class structure, and marriage patterns have

been accompanied by redirections of the religious system. .Striking shifts
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from Orthodox to Conservative and Reform religious identification and member-
ship were observed between first and third generation groups as well as declines
in regular synagogue attendance, observance of Kashruth, Jewish organization
affiliation, and use of Yiddish as a opoken language. Yet, these trends were
counteracted by a clear tendency toward increased Jewish education for the

young as well as increases in selected religious observances. Overall, some

aspects of religiosity appeared to be strengthened, others declined, and some

remained stable over the generations. Religious change among three generatioas
of Jews is a complex process, involving the abandonment of traditional forms
and the development of new forms of identity and expression more congruent
with the broader American way of life. Our generational analysis suggests
that, evolving out of the process of generatioﬁal adjustment, the freedom to
choose.the degree of assimilation was exercised in the direction of Jewish

identification.

Age Composition

Amonglall demographic variables, age is one of the most basic because so
muchlof ihe socio-demographic structure of the population as well as the demo-
graphic processes of birth, death, and migration are affected by age composi-
tion. The significant impact of age on the generation status of the Jewish
population has already been noted. At the present time, the only source of
information on the national age composition of Jews is the 1957 census survey.
Several changos have undoubtedly occurred since then; Jewish community studies
indicate that the differences observed by the census have been accentuated.

The 1957 census data clearly indicate that the Jewish population is, on

" the average, older than that of the general white population of the United

States. The median age of the Jewish group oos 36.7 years compared to 30.6
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years for the total white population. The sharpest differentials character-
ized the youngest age group - under 14, and the.45-64 age catégory. Among
Jews, the youngest group contained 23 percent of the total, compared to 28
percent of the total white population. By contrast, only 21 percent of the
white population of the United States was between 45 and 64 years of age in
1957, but ;his was true of 28 percent of the Jewish group. Both the Jewish
and the white populations had quite similar proportions in the 65 and over
age category, 10 and 9 percent respectively, of the total population. The
significant'differential in the proportion of young persons reflects the
lower fertility of the Jewish group. Low birth rates lead to fewer children
and in turn result in an older populagion. The same phenomenon helps to
account for the lower proportions of Jews in each of the age groups between
14 ani 34.

In his review of "Some Aspects of Jewish Demography', Ben Seligman exam-
ined the age composition of thirteen different Jewish communities in which
surveys had been undertaken between 1947 and 1950.1 He found the median age
in these communities to range between Zﬂ,and 40, compared to an estimated
median age in 1950 for the general white population of the United States of
31. Comparison of more recent community surveys with earlier ones suggest
an increasing proportion of individuals in the older.age groups. The post
World War II upsurge in the birth rate, in which Jews participated, somewhat
increased the proportion of Jews in the younger-agé groups, but differentials
clearly persisted between the Jewish population and the general.p0pulation,
In 1963, 10.5 percent of the total United States white population was under
5. But in the Jewish comunities of Camden, Detrdit, and Providence the per-

centage of children under 5 varied between 6.2 and 8.5 percent, the highest
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being in Camden, which in many respects is a suburban community and therefore
has a disproportional number of families in the child-bearing ages. The
effect of community type is also evidenced in the proportion of agedlpersons;
In 1963, just under 10 percent of the United States white population.was 65
years 'and over. In Providence the comparable proportion for the Jewish com-
munity was 10.1 and in Detroit it was 8.0; but in Camden, it was only 5.7.

The age structure of the American Jewish community is clear: the Jewish
population is on the whole older than the‘total United States white popula- -
tion; and over time, both because of its lower fertility and because it has
in most places such a large proportion of individuals in the:45-64 year ége
group, the Jewish population can be expected to become increasingly older.
In American society the problems associated with an aged population are al-
ready multiple. During the next few decades such problems may be even more
serious for the Jewish community than for the population as a whole. This
can be illustrated by projections made for the age composition of the Jewish
population of Greater Providence fﬁr 1978, fifteen years following the survey.
These projections assumed that fertility and mortality would continue at the
1960 levels and that the total metropolitan area's population will not be
affected by migratioﬁ. The resulting projections point clearly to an aging
of the population between 1963 and 1978. The proportion in the population
65 years of age and older will increase fromllﬁ to 17 percent. In actual mum-
bers, there will be a 70 percent increase in the number of aged. At the same

time the percentage under age 15 will decline from 25 percent in 1963 to

19 percent in 1978, reducing the community's task in educating and provid-

ing leisure activities for youngsters. But changes will also occur in the

middle segment of the age hierarchy as the reduced number of persons resulting
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from the especially low Jewish birth rate during the deéression move into
the 45-54 age range. The percent in this group is projected to decline from
16 percent of the total in 1963 to only 10 percent in 1978. 1In aétual numbers,
there will be a decline of almost one-third. This may create some serious
problems for thé community as the pool of persons to whom the community can
turn for leadership and financial contributioné is greatly reduced.

Overall, therefore, the dynamic character of the Jewish age structure re-
quires continuous monitoring, not only for the demographic impact it will
have on births, deaths, migration, and socio-economic structure, but also
because of its broader social implications? Whilelrecognizing that the gen~
eral trend is toward an aging population with its associated problems of
housing for the aged, financial crises resulting.from retirement, more ill-
ness, one must also be aware that changes are taking place at other poinfs
in the age hierarchy énd that the need for schools, playgrounds, camps, and
teenage prOgramsl also vary as the age profile changes. Too often the Jewish
community has been guilty of planning its future without taking account of
the basic considerations of the probable size, distribution, and age composi-

tion of the population.

Education

For a large majority of the Jews who migrated to America in the late 1800's
and early 1900's, the major incentive was the supposed equal opportunities
which would permit significant social and economic mobility. But,.lacking
secular education, adequate facility in English, and technical training,
many found that rapid advancement proved an unrealistic goal. For others,
both educational and occupational achievement were made difficult, if not

impossible, by factors related to their foreign-born status or, more specifically,
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to their identification as Jews. Frustrated in their own efforts to achieve
significant mobility, many Jews transferred their aspirations to their chil-
dren. Recognizing the special importance of education as a key to occupation-
al mobility and higher income, the éirst generation Jews made considerable
effort to provide their children with a good seculaf education. Reflecting
the great wvalue placed by Jews on education, both as a way of life and as a
means of mobility, the Jews of Ameriéa have compiled an extraordinary record
of educational achievement.

In his article "Some Aspects of Jewish Demography', Ben Seligman notes
that very few Jewish community studies covering the periéd before and around
1950 yiélded usable information on the secular education of Jews.l Based on
the very.limited data available he concluded that for the period about 1950
the average education of Jews was higher than that of the general population,
falling at about the 12 year level coﬁpared to a 9.7 average for the general
white population of the United States. Moreover, he also found that the few
studies which showed the data by sex reveal "nothing that might be interﬁreted
as a notable difference as between males and females."2 Recognizing the impor-
tant part which education plays in affecting the social position of the Jew
in the larger community and also in possibly influencing the degree and nature
of Jewish identification, most recent surveys have collecfed informafian on
education. All of them clearly document the high educational achievement of
the American Jewishlpopulation.

On the national level, the best comparisons between the educational achieve-
ment of the Jewish population and that of the general population can be made
through the 1957 census survey data? The results of that survey show that

for the population 25 years old and over in the United States, the median.
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number of school years completed by Jews was 12.3 compared to 10.6 for the
genéral population. But even this large difference doeé not convey fully
the sharp.differentials that distinguish Jewish educational patterns from
those of the ge;eral population. As of 1957, 17 percent of tﬁe adult Jews
‘'were college graduates compared to only 7 percent of the general populatiom.
Table 14 . - '
If those who attended college without graduating are included, 30 percent
of the Jews qualify, just twice the 15 percent of the general population who
had some college education. At the other extreme of the educational hier-
archy, 29 percent of all adult Jews had received oaly an elementary school
education; this.was considerably below the 40 percent of the total poﬁula-
tion so classified. Since these data refer to the total.populétion, they are
considerably affected by differential age composition, which in turn is cor-
felated with imnigrant status. Later examination of community survey data
will control for age. Before doing so, hoﬁever, the census data will bel
examined further to ascertain whether the patterns differ for men and women.
Judging by median years of school completed, Seligman's conclusion that
the educational level of men and women did not differ is confirmed. The
median education ﬁf Jewish men is 12.5 and that of Jewish wﬁmen is 12.3;
for both sexes these were abové the averages of the total population. How-
ever, for Jews in particular, these medians mask some importaut sex differences
in educational achievement.. Whereas 22.5 percent of ngish women had had some
college education, this was true of 38.2 ﬁercent of all adult Jewish men.
Moreover, one out of every four Jewish males had completed four or more years
of college whereas only one out of every ten Jewish females had done so.
Clearly, these datg show that, as of 1957, more adult Jewish males had not

only gone to college, but of those who did, more had cdmpleted their college
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education than had Jewish women. For the total population, this sex differ-
ential was much less marked. Moreover, for both sexes approximately twice.
as large a proportion of jewish adults had had éollege education than was
true in the population as a whoie; 7 |

Unfortunately, the census data on education by religion are not cross-
tabulated by age and therefore do not permit determination of the extent to
which the differences between Jews and the general population were narrow-
ing among the younger age groups. Since 1957 there has been a considerable
increase in education among the younger segments of the Americam population.
For example, the March 1967 Current Population Sﬁrvey shows a continuous rise
in the median school years completed from 8.5 among males aged 65 and over
to 12.6 among men aged 25-29; and from 8.7 to 12.5 for females. Jewish com-
munity surveys indicate similar increases in education among. the younger
segments of the Jewish population. Let me cite the data from Providence .to
illustrate.

The 1963 educational differentials between the Jewish population of Provi-
dence and the total population were even greater than those characterizing
the United States as a whole in 1957. The median educatiﬁn of Jews was 11.8
years compared to 9.1 for the total population. But again, this largé dif-
ference masks an even more striking differential in the extent of college edu-
cation. By 1963, 25 percent of all adult Jews in Providence had graduafed
from college and an additional 16 percent had had some college education. The
corresponding percentages for the total popula;ion were 6.5 and 6.6,.respec-
fively. In fact, the percentage of Jews who had continued on to graduate

school, 13.4, is greater than the percentage of adults in the total popula-

tion who had had any college education at all. But of particular interest
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here are the age differeantials within the population, clearly documenting

that a significant change has taken place in the level of education of the

Jewish population. For males, the median level increases from only 7.6 years
for those 70 years old and over to over 15 years for those under 40 years of
age. The same general pattern characterizes the females.- In each age group,
the median level of education for males is higher than for females; but the
differential is greatest for fhose in the two youngest age groups, reflecting
tﬁe Eonsiderably higher proportion of men than women who take postgraduate
work.

 The high proportion of persons aged 25-29 who have already completed
their college education and the facg that 80 percent of those in the college
age group ;re estimated to be enrolled in college emphasize that a college
education has be#ome.virtually universal for the younger segments of the Jew-
ish popuiation. Within the Jewish population itself, in the future the im-
portant educational differential will thus be between those who had only sbﬁe
coilege education and those who went on to postgraduate work.

" As part of a larger survef of inequality in educational opportunity in
éhe United States, the Bureau of the Census Current Population Survey of
October, 1965 gathered information about school-age childrén.4 To collect
supplementary data, mail-in questionnaires were left with the mothers ﬁf all
teenage childfen in the sample and others with the teenagers themselves; ad-
ditional material was collected from the most recent school attended by each
of the school-age children in the sample. A 1970 report, limited to wﬁite-
boys and girls agéd 14-19 who were enrolled in elementary or secondary public
or private schools, reviews the college plans of the sample respondents. |

Since religion was one of the three key variables in terms of which information '



- 51 -
was collected (the other twﬁ were race and national origin), this analysis
provides an opportunity to compare the college intentions of Jewish teen-
agers and teenagers in general.

A key variable in evaluating college intentions was the religious composi-
tion of the school attended, based on the principal's estimate of the percent-
- age of Protestants, Catholics, and Jews in his school. Of the estimated
330,000 Jewish students enrolled;in public and private elementary or second-
ary schools 74,000, or 22.4 percent, are enrolled in schools with half or
more of their student bodies Jewish; 118,000, or 35.8 percent, were in schools
with less than half the students Jewish; and an additional 41.8 percent were in
schools from which no religion composition could be obtained. .

This study found that 86 percent of the 330,000 Jewish youth planned to
attend college, compared with only 53 percent of the general population.
Interestingly, the percentages differed strikingly between those teenagers
who were receiving their education in schools wiéh heavy Jewish populations
and those enrolled in schools with less than 50 percent Jewish. Among the
former, 94 percent planned to attend college; among the latter only 80 per-
cent did.

Other variables obviously intervene to affect plans for college. The
study aftempts to control for the effects of intelligence, mother's educa-
tion, occupation of household head, and family income. Adjusting for all
of these factors reduced the differences among the’various religions in per-
cent with college plans. Yet, part of the religious differences persist;
and even after comntrolling for all of these variables, 70 percent of all the
Jewish students, compared to the general average of 53 percent, had college
plané. Moreover, even within the high-IQ sub-group of_the population, com-

parisons between Jews and other segments of the population show that Jews
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continue to have the highest proportion planning for college education.
The authors conclude, "The high rate of college plans (86 percent) for

pupils with Jewish mothers is particularly noteworthy, especially when the

effect of religious context is added to the amalysis. If the majority of

the student body is Jewish the college plans rate for Jewish students is

fourteen percentage points higher than the rate for Jewish students in

schools where Jews are in the minorty. The rate is fifteen percentage

points higher even when the intelligence, mother's aspiration, occupation,

and income are included in the analysis. The same results are observed for

high-IQ Jews. These results suggest that it would be worthwhile to test

the hypothesis that exposure of a Jewish student to the nmorms and values of

a Jewish sub-community is important in formation of educational expectation;.”
These data héve a number of implications for the types of demographic

developments considered in this paper. First they clearly confirm the pro-

jection that college education will be virtﬁally universal among Jewish

students providing they can realize.their aspirations. Second, because for

a number of religious groups plans for attending college are still quite low,

‘r;nging in the 40-50 percent level, it will be some time before college atten-

dance becomes universal among the non-Jewish population. As a fesult a nunber

Iof the differences noted with respect to education can be expected to persist

for a numi)er of decades and indirectly continue to 'affect occupation and in-

come. Also important is the finding that the proportion planning to go to

. college differs significantly (14 percentage points) between those receiving

their elementary and secondary educationlin a largely "Jewish enviroﬁment"

and those doing so in a more heterogenéoﬁslschool. If the Jewish population

becomes more generally dispersed and tendencies toward migration increase,
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a much higher proportion of Jewish youth may be attepding schools which are
less densely Jewish. 1If the context of either residence or school environ-
ment has such an important effect in motivatimg individuals to higher edu-
cation, increased population redistribution ﬁight lower somewhat the proportion
of Jewish youth planning to go on to college. This must, however, remain specu-
lative pending more research oa the role of the Jewish sub-community in forming
education expectations vis-d-vis the role of the family itself.

In the meantime, high level of educational achievement significantly af-
fects several areas of Jewish life in the United States. To the ext;nt that
education is highly correlated with occupation, an increasing proportion of
college graduates will affect the occupational composition of the Jewish popu-
létion. More Jews will be engaged in intellectual pursuits and in those
occupations requiring a high degree of technical skill. Concomitantly, it
wiil probably also lead to a reduction in the number of self-employed both
because small, private business will not provide an adequate intellectual
challenge and because patterns of discrimination which have heretofore ex;
cluded Jews from large corporations weaken. The impact will, however, go
beyond occupational careers.

In order to obtain a college education, particularly at the postgraduate
level, a large proportion of Jewish youth must leave home to attend colleges
in distant places. As a result, their ties to both family and community will
weaken. A high proportion of these college-educated youth probably never re-
turn permanently to the communities in which their families live and'in which
they were raised. Thus education serves as an important catalyst for geo-
graphic mobility and evenutally leads many individuals to take up residence

in communities with small Jewish populations, to live in neighborhoods which
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are highly integrated, and to work and socialize in circles which are largely
non-Jewish. The extent to which such a development occurs needs to be closely
followed during the decade of the 1970's.

A final area in which education may have a significant effect‘is that of
intermarriage and alienation from the Jewish community on the part of the
more highly educated segments of Jewish population. This involves not only

. the impact which physical separation from home and the weakening of parental
control may have on dating and courtship patterns, but also on the general
"liberalization'" which a college education may have on the religious values
and Jewish identity of the individual. It may be ironic that the very strong
positive value which Jews have traditionally placed on education and which
now manifests itself in such a high proportion of Jewish youth attending col-
lege may eventually be an imporéant factor in the general weakening of the

individual's ties to the Jewish community.

OCCuEétion
In his analysis of the social characteristics of American Jews undertaken
for the 1954 tercentenary celebration of permanent Jewish residence in the
United States, Nathan Glazer observed that outside of New York City, the homo-:
geneous character oflthe occupational structure of Jewish commﬁnities is
beyond di;pute.l Basing his conclusions on a number of local Jewish community
surveys conducted between 1948 and 1953, he noted that the proportion of Jews
in the non-manual occupations ranged from 75 to 96 percent, compafed to 38
percent for the American population as a whole. Moreover, even for New York
Table 16 City, where one would expect to find a substantial proportion of Jewish wofkers,

Glazer noted that available studies suggest that as many as two-thirds of the

gainfully employed Jews are engaged in nbn-manual work,
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Comparing his findings for the 1948-53 period with the results of ten
surveys conducted during 1935-45, Glazer found that the proportion of pro-
fessionals has risen on the average from about 11 percent of the Jewish
éainfully employed in the earlier period to about 15 percent iﬁ the later
group, and that this change was accompanied by a fall in the number of Jews
engaged in the lower levels of white-collar work. Interestingly, this rise
in the number of Jews engaged in the professions evidently occurred without
any significant change in the proportion of Jeﬁs who were proprietors of
their own business. As Glazer explains it, "The American Jeﬁ tries to avoid
getting into a situation where discrimination may seriously affect him. 1In
a great bureaucracy{ he is dependent on the impression he makes on his supe-
riors and increasingly in recent years, dependent on the degree to which he
approximates a certainl'type' considered desirable in business. The Jew
prefers a situation where his own merit receives objective confirmation,
and he is not dependent on the goodwill or personal reaction of a person
who may happenlnot to like Jews."z Whether this point of view is still justi-
fied in 1970 will be considered later.

Another of Glazer's observatiomsis relevant. He suggests that particu-
larly revealing of the character of Jewish experience in America is the
extreme rapidity of the rise in the social and economic position of the Jews.
Citing a study of American college graduates made in 1947, he notes that
more Jews than non-Jews becaﬁe.professionals; more Jews became proprietors,
managers, Or bfficials; fewer Jews became any type of either lower white-
collar or manual workers. Yet looking at their parents' occupation, this
study found that fewer of their parents than of the pareants of non-Jews had

been professionals and proprietors, managers, and officials. 1In a single
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generation, Jews had increased their proportion of professionals by close
to 400 percent, non-Jews by only about 25 percent. Between 1910 and 1950
the proportioa of the population engaged in non-manual work rose from 20 per-
cent to 38 percent. This development offered great opportunity to the Jews,
of which, given their strong motivation for social mobility, they proceeded
to take full advantage. Thus, at a time when the total American population
became more marke&ly middle class in its occupational structure, Jews be-
came even more SoO.

Glazer further notes that there is a general tendency for the ethnic con-
centration in a single occupation to suffer dilution in time as the native-
born generation becomes better educated and more familia? with the occupa-
tional opportunities available. But, he points oﬁt, for the Jews, '"this
dilution upward becomes a concentration, for the Jews begin to reach the
upper limit of occupation mobility relatively early.”3 For Jews to reflect
the éeneral occupational structure of the United States would, in fact, re-
quire downward mobility for many. He concludes that, "This is not going to
happen: so we may expect the Jewish community to become more homogeneous in
the future, as fhe numbgr'of first generation workers and the culture £hey
established, declines."4 In view of the evidénce available since the time of
Glazer's analysis, I agree that such a conclusion is warranted, provided the
reférence is to broad occupational classes s;ch as professional; and managers;
At the séme time, however, I would suggest that such a concentration by Jews
may be followed, although not exactly to the same degree, by a similar con-

centration on the part of the general population. In this sense, the marked

differentials which Glazer noted and which also appear in later studies can

only diminish as upward mobility becomes increasingly characteristic of the
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general population as well. Here, again, the experience of the Jews may
be in the forefront of developments in the larger &nerican scene,

The 1957 census sample survey provides clear-cut evidence on the national
occupational composition of the Jewish population and permits us to compare
this distribution with that 6f the general population. For the United States
as a whole in 1957, 81.1 percent of all males 14 and over, and 35.1 percent
of all females were in the labor force. The proportion was quite similar
for Jewish males, 8l.5 percent but somewhat lower for Jewish females, 30.7
percent. These overall differences mask some significant variations within
Table 17 . :
specific age groups. Reflecting the higher educational achievement of Jews
which results in many remaining in school for a longer time instead of enter-
ing the labor férce, the levels of labor force participation by Jews age
18-24 is considerably below that of the general population, only 53.9 per-
cent in contrast to 79 percent for the population as a whole., Betwsen ages
25 and 44, labor force participation by Jewish males and those in the general
population is virtuallyluniversal, but beyond this age the proportion of
Jewish males in the labor force was higher than that of the ggneral popula-
tion, especially among Jewish men 65 years old and 61der, of whom 47 percent
were still working, compared to only 37 percent of aged males in the tqtal
‘population. This differential probably reflects the higher proportion-of
professionals and self-employed among Jews. To the extent that retirement -
is more volunta;y for professionals and the self-employed generally, thé pro-
portionately larger number of Jews in these categories contributes to their
higher than average labor force participation rates in the older age groups.

For females, too, the age specific labor force participation patterns of

Jews differ from those of the total adult groups. 'In the 18-24 year age'group,



Table 18

- 58 -
Jewish women have thé highest labor force participation rate, with 57 percent
in the labor force compared to 45 percent of the general population. The '
high rates for the Jewish group may reflect their relativély high educatioasal
achievement accompanied by a somewhat later age of marriage. Greater and
more successful use of family limitation may also contribute to this pattern.
Since this difference persists in the urban population, it does not stem from
the higher concentration of Jews in urban places. Further insights into the
e#tent to which Jewish women differ in their labor force participation pat-

terns from the geﬁeral bopulation can be gained from examination of partici-

. pation rates of married women with varying numbers of children present in the

household. The overall levels of participation vary only minimally, but sig-
nificant age differentials do exist. 1In each age group between 25 and 65,

participation rates of Jewish women were below those of the general popula-

tion, especially of women between ages 25 and 45. Moreover, the presence of

very young children in Jewish families significantly reduced Jewish labor
force participation below that of the total population. For example, for

those Jewish women with no children under 18 years of age, 30 percent worked

-compared to 36 percent in the genmeral populatioa. Among those with children

under six years of age only 12 percent of the Jewish women worked, compared
to 17 percent in the general population. The lower participation levels of
Jewish women at all ages between 25 and 65 suggests that higher socio-economic
status, augmented by the presence of small children, plays a key role in in-
fluencing participation levels.

Sharp differentials characterize the occupational composition of the Jewish -
group compared to the general population. Three-fourths of all Jewish employed "

males worked in white-collar positions, compared to only 35 percent of the total
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white male population of the United States. These large differences were to
a very great‘extent attributable to the much greater concentration of Jewish
men in professional and managerial positions. Of the total Jewish male_labor
force, one in five were professionals compared to onl& one in ten in the gen-
eral population; and one out of evéry three Jews was employed as manager or
proprietor compared to only 13 percent of the totél male population. The pro-
portion in clerical work was similar f£6r Jews and the total labor force, but
almost three times as many Jews were in sales work compared to total males.
Convefsely, the proportion of Jews in manual work was very small, only 22
percént compared to.S? percent of the total méle labor force.

Compared with males, women in the labor force are much more concentrafed
in white-collar positions, but the differentials between Jewish women and all
women are less marked than was true for the men. Just over 4 out of every 5
Jewish women are in white-collar jobs compared to just over half of the total
feﬁale labor force. A similar pattern emerges from examination of the specific
occupational categories. Among professionals, for e%ample, the proportion of
Jewish women is 15.5 percent, and 12.2 percent for the total female labor force.
Like men, Jewish women are considerablylunder-represented in manuai labor cate;
gories, only 17 percent compared to 44 percent of the total female labor force.

Special tabulations of survey data from the National Opinion Research
Center sﬁow quite-similar péﬁterns of differentiation between Jews and the
total popul.ati._on.5 So, too, do data from the Survey Research Center of the
University of Michigan.6 |

The different occupational composition of Jews compared to the general

population has often been attributed to their higher concentration in urban

places and to their higher educational achievement. The census tabulations



- 60 -
enable analysis of the occupational data for the urban population, while con-
troliing for years of school completed by religion. By restricting theldata
to a more homogeneous social and economic enviroament and by holding constant
the wide differences in educational achievement it becomes possible to ascer-
tain more clearly the extent to which occupational differencés are directly
related to religious affi}iation and to wﬁat extent they may simply be a re-
_flection of differential opportunities available to Jews because of the place
in which they live and the level of education they have achieved.

With residence and education coatrolled, 70 perceﬁt of the Jewish males
are white-collar ﬁorkers compared to 41 percent of the general male population.
Thus, the concentration of Jews in white-collar positions remains far ;bove
that of the total population, but the difference is no longer in the ratio of
two-to-one as was the case with the unstandardized data. Moreover, for select-
ed occupational categbries there is also a dramatic change. For example, with
residence and education controlled, only 10 percent of the Jewish males are
professionals compared to 12 percent of the total male population. What was
originally a two-to-one differential completely disappears and is even re-
versed. On the other haﬁd, differentials in the managerial and the sales
categbries remain about the same. similar conclusions hold for occupational
differentials for females after the data are restricted to urban residence
and standardized by education. Overail, therefore, controlling for Botﬁ edu-
cation and residence sugéests that both these faétors explain some but not ail
of the variation in occupational differentials between Jews and the total popu-
lation.

In a further attempt to assess the relation between education and occupa-

tion, special tabulations of the occupational distribution of employed college
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graduates'in urban areas were exaﬁined. Sugh control again eliminated a con-
siderable part of the differential in occupational distribution between Jews
and the total population. For Jewish college graduates, 97.percent were in
white-collar occupations. For the total population this was true of 93 per-
cent. Similarly, 58 percent of all Jewish pollege graduates were professionals
compared to 63 percent of those in the total population. The only important
difference characterizing the college educated grbup'is the significantly
higher proportion of Jewish graduates who earn their living as managers, pro-
prietors, and officials, 22 percent compared with 16 percent of the total
populatio;. But Ehis'differential, too, is considerably below that character-
izing the population as a whole when education is not controlled.

The 1957 census data are obviously already outdated. For evidence of the
occupétional ﬁomposition of the Jewish poéulatidn in the 1960's one must turn
to the various community survefs taken during‘that period. 1In 1960, 45 per-
cent of the American white urban male p0pu1atioﬁ was engaged in white-collar
work, but in such communities as Providence, Camden, Springfield, Rochester,
and Trenton the percentage.for Jews ranged from a low of_SO percent to 2 high
of 92Ipercent. While the percentages in specific occupatiOngl categories varied
among communities depending on the charagter of the community and the nature of
the occupational qpportunities available, thé‘§r0portion of professionals. among
Jews was from two to three times greater than among the general population, and
the differentials in the proportion of managers_and proprietors were even greater.
Iﬁ the absence of recent nation&l statis;ics on the occupational composition
of Jews which can be used to compare changes since 1957, some indication of
changes that may be taking place can be gained from statistics on occupation

by age which are available for Providence. These point in the direction of a
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"reduced percentage of Jews in the managerial and proprietor group and an in-

creasing proportion in both the professions and sales work. For example, among
males‘the proportion of professionals increased from 17 perceat of those 65

and over to 25 percent-of those 25 to 44; and conversely, the proportion em-
ployed as managers declines from over half of thg oldest group to just about
one-third of the 25-44 year group. At the same fime, the proportion of sales

personnel increases from 1l percent of the oldest to almost one-fourth of the

25-44 year group. The concentration of older males in managerial positions

ﬁust be interpreted within the context of the high percentage of self-employed
who tend to remain in the labor force while those in the white-collar and
manual labor group must retire. Yet, as many as 17 percent'of the aged seg-
ment of the employed populatioﬁ still held manual jobs, compared to only 13
percent of those in the 45-64 year group and 8 percent of those aged 25-44,

In genefal, the same pattern by age characterizes the employed females, al- "
fhough the differentials are not always as sharp.

Survey data on the occupation_of head of &ewish families for Detroit cover-
ing 1935, 1956, and 1963 provides a unique opportunity to compare changes over
twenty-eight years in the occupational composition of the Jewish population.
The evidence clearly points to a pattern of occupational concentration. In
1935, 70 percent of the heads of Jewish families were employed as white-collar
workers. By 1963 this had risen to 90 percent. Moreover, the most striking
changes characterized the profeséionals who incrgaséd from 7 percent in 1935
to 23 percent in 1963, and the manager-owners who grew from 31 perﬁent to 54
percent of the total. At the same time, the.proportion of lower white-collar
workers, thﬁt_is, sales énd clerical workers, declined from 32 percent in 1935

to only 13 percent in 1963. Using the 1940 and 1960 censuses as bases for
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cﬁmparing changes in the general population, the déta also show some upward
concentration. 1In 1940, 31 percent of the population was in white-collar
occupations; by 1960 this had risen to 38 percent. The proportion of pro-
fessionals also grew considerably, from 5 to 12 percent, and the proportioﬁ
of managers-éwners increased slightly from 9 to 10 percent, compensated by a
small decline in the proportion of lower whité-collar workers from 17 to 16.
Again, the pattern of Jews and the total populatidn parallel each other, but
the oqcupational movement of Jews has been much more accentuated. The con--
clusion seems warranted that, in time, increasing occupational concentration
will also characterize the population as a whole, and differentials between
Jews and the tot;1 population will decline. But in the short run, the dis-
crep;ncies may be greater as Jeﬁs move up faster.

The Detroit data by age for 1963 also confirm occupational shifting within
the white-collar segment of the occupational hierarchy. For example, only 19
percent of the 45-64 year age group were professiénals, compared to 42 percent
oflthose in the 20-34 year age group. As in Providence, a lower proportion
of younger men were managers-owners, 40 percent compargd to 56 percent. Par-
ticularly noteworthy is the decline within the managerial-proprietor group in
the proportion who were owners of their own business from 42 percent among-those
aged 45-64 to only 30 percent of the younger group. Even if a considerable
portion of those currently engaged as managers, sales, or clerical workers
- should become owners at a later stage of the life cycle, the total percentage
is not likelf to exceed the proportion in-the 45-64 year group classified as
‘owners in 1963. Again, the data analyzed here suggests that business ownership
is likely to decline among the Jewish population in the years ahead. |

What do these varied data suggest for future trends in Jewish occupational
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composition? Although restricted because of tﬁeir cfoss-sectional cha;acter,
they suggest a continuing increase in the proportioan of Jews engaged in pro-
fessional work; and either stability or actual decline for the managerial and
propriefor group. Possibly a number of younger persons who are currently
classifiéd as sales workers will at later stages of their life cycle move in-
to managerial and proprietor positions, but evidence for Providence indicates
that half or more of these younger individuals are working for others, outside
of family businesses. With the gradual disappearance of small businesses,
an increasiﬁg proportion of these Jewish men may turn to executive positions
in business corporations iﬁstead of operating their own firms, as did many of
their parents and grandparents.

It seems reasonable to assume that with the general rise in educational
level, educational differentigls among members of the various religious groups-
will lessen; and as discriminatory restrictions on occupational choice weaken,
occupational differentials wili also decline. The very high proportion of Jews
in white-collar occupations leading to the "concentration" which Glazer pre-
dicted will persist; but I would suggest that within this conacentration there
may, in fact, be more.diversity in the future than there was in the past. At
the same time the total populatio& will also concentrate more in higher occupa-
tional categories; the ne? result will be a decline in occupational differen-
tials. |

In commenting on educational and occupational changes within the Jewish
population, Albert Mayer, the author of the 1968 Columbus, Ohio study, makes
a most important observation. He stresses that the organized Jewish community
mist come to recognize that its constituency is now almost entirely high white-

collar as well as college educated. Unless it takes full recdgnition of this
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crucial fact in all its activities, the organized community will find it most
difficult to gaiﬂ the loyaltf, interest, and support of its membership. The
organized community may very well still be.reacting to its membership in terms
of earlier twentieth century sterotypes, that is, largely a foreign-born,
immigrant grﬁup in need of welfare and social services. The fact of the matter
is that, because of generation changes, education, and occupationéi mobility,
this is a false image; and any approach overlooking the changes runs the risk

of serious failure.

Income
Of all the standard variables in which the demographer is interested, he
probably encounters greatest difficulty in collecting information on income.

Not until 1940 was the first income question included in the federal census.

"In social surveys focussing on fertility in the United States today,'there is

more difficulty in obtaining accurate information on income thaﬁ there is on
such intimate matters as birth control practice and sexual activity. It is
not surprising therefore, to find phat among the large number of Jewish com-
munity surveys, very few collected information on income; and the information
which was collected is often either of questionable quality or limited because
no comparable data for the general population are presented. Yet, as part of
this consideration of the position of Jews in American society, it is important

to look at Jewish income levels, both to ascertain whether they differ from

_those of the general populationa and if so for what reason. For such purposes

three sets of national data are available, all based on national surveys; those

of the census survey of 1957; the Lazerwitz investigation based on survey re-

' ! 1
search statistics from the University of Michigan; and Bogue's analysis of

National Opinion Research Survey data.
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The Lazerwitz material clearly documents that the income level of Jews is
above that of the general population. Measured in terms of total family in-

come in 1956, 42 percent of Jewish families had incomes of $7,500 and over

'com?ared to only 19. percent of the general population. At the other extreme

of the income hierarchy, only 8 percent of the Jewish families had incomes
under $3,000 compared to one-fourth of all the families in the natioa. Yet,
if comparison is with other specific religious groups, the high position of
the Jews is surpassed by the Episcopalians, among whom 46 percent of families
had incomes of $7,500 and over and oaly 6 percent had incomes below $3,000.
Thelhigher status of the Epiécopalians who, 1iké the Jews, are highly urban-
ized is also consistent with their high educational and occupational achieve-
ment.

Using National Opinion Research Survey materials compiled in 1953 and 1955,
Donald Bogue also investigated the relation betwesen religious preference and
family income. His data, like those of Lazerwitz, pbint to higher income levels
for the Jewish population. The medianlincome for heads of Jewish households
was $5,954 compared tol$4,094 for the total population. Of the Jewish families,
30 percent had incomes $7,500 and over compared to only 13 percent of the fam-
ilies of the total population. Only 15 percent of the Jewish households had
incomes under $3,000 compared to 31 percent of-all families.

ﬁogue also found that Jewish household heads who are employed as‘ﬁrofession—
al, proprietory, or managerial workers tend to have higher median incomes than
do the members of other religious groups ﬁelonging to those same broad occupa-
gional categories. The same was generally true for Episcopalians. He suggeéts
that this pattern was prébably due to the kind of internal variation between

occupations within each of the broad occupational categories. Thus he concludes
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that occupation is a much more potent factor than rgligious preference in
determining the income level of household heads.
Similarly, his comparison 6f the median income of religious groups by
educational attainment suggests that Jewish househoid heads tend to receive
larger incomes than do household heads in the general population with é com-.

parable education. He adds, however, that these differences may be due to

-intervening variables such as age of head, number and type of secondary

earners, family structure, and occupation as well as to cultural factors'

associated with religious affiliation, and that education, like occupation,

~is a much more important factor than religious preference in determining the

income level of households.

The Lazerwitz and Bogue materials are limited, however, in only presenting

gross comparisons. The census data have the advantage of permitting more

detailed analysis to document the influence which other factors have on dif-

ferences in income between Jews and the total population. For each person in
the 1957 census sample, information was solicited on the amount of money in--
come reqeived in 1956. This includéd income from such vatied sources as wages
and salaries, self-employment, pensions, interest, dividends; and rehtf Since
both high education and high white-collar employment are highly correiated with

income, the fact that the $4,900 median income of Jewish males is well above




- 68 -
the $3,608 median for the male population as a whole comes as no surprise.
This sharp differential is also reflected in the more detailed statistics on
distribution by income class. Incomes of $10,000 and-uverlwere reported by
_-1? percent of the_Jewish males, compared to only 3.6 percent of the males in .
the total population; On the other hand, just over one-fourth of the Jews,
but 41 percent of the total male population had incomes under $3,000; These
differences extended to females as well, as evidenced by the 50 percent higher
median income of Jewish women compared to that of the total population.

Controlling thé census statistics for urban residence and major occupa-
tional groups eliminated the sharp differentials noted for the unstandardized
data.. For males, the standardized data show a median income for Jews of
$4,773, just slightly above the median for the total population, $4,472.
Narrowing of differentials also extends to the overall distribution by income
level. For the standardized dafa, 18 percent of the Jewish males compared to

23 percent of the total male population had incomes under $3,000; and the pro-
portion with incomes of $10,000 and over is 8.7 and 5.0, respectively. The_
same narrowing of differentials appears for women aS'evidepced by the reduction
of the difference between the me&ianlincomes of Jewish women and all women to
less than $100.

Clearly; then, the considerably higher income level characterizing Jews
compared with the general éopulation is a function of their concentration in
urban areas and in high white-collar positions. This suggeéts thaf, as edu-
cational differentials between Jews and the rest of the population narrow and
as increasing proportions of non-Jews enter higher white-collar positions, the
existing income differentials between Jews and the general population will

diminish. Such a conclusion seems justified by additional information éhowing
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that for Jews, as for the total population, the median income level rises con-
sistently with increasing education. For example, fér Jews with iess than anh
eighth grade education, the average median income was $2,609 but for those with
a college degree, the average income was $8,041. 1If Jews and the total popula-
tion with similar levels of education-are compared, however, the differences
in median income are genmerally less than 10 percent for all educational cate-
gories beloﬁ the college level. For the college groups, and particularly for
those ﬁith a college degree, the differences increase. 1In all likelihood, the
sharp differential within the college graduate group reflects the higher pro-
portion of Jews who have postgraduate education and who are in high income
professional and executive positions. 1In the future, when proﬁortionafely
more persons in the population will have a postgraduate education, differencés
in income level between the Jéwish population and.the total population will
probably greatly diminish. .

Without further controls, the question of whether religion, occupation, or
education is a more important f#étor in determining income level cannot be clear-
ly determined. Control for occupation and place of residence reduces the income
differentials in the three major religious groups, but it doeé not eliminate
them completely. Similarly, comparisons of median income level among various
educational categories suggests minimal differences for all but the college edu-
cated, Moreover, the range of differences by education within both the iewish

and total population is far greater than the differences in median income between

"the Jewish group and the total population. Whereas the difference between Jews

and the total for most educational levels amounts only to several hundred dol-
lars, the range of differences between the lowest and highest educated Jewish

groups amounts to $5,400. On this basis, the conclusion suggested by Donald
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Bogue, that eduéation is a much more potent factor than religion in deter-
mining the income level of households seems justified. This conclusion is
further confirmed by a highly sophisticated statistical analysis of the rela-
tion between income and religious affiliation undertaken by Galen L. Gockel
which controlled for occupation, education, race and region and size of place
of residence using 1962 national sample survey data.4

In interpreting Gockel's, Bogue's, and my own conclusions that non-religious
factors account for a considerable poftion of religious dif%erentials'in income
level, we must reélize that, in actual ¥act, the differentials do exist; their
statistical elimination merely serves to identify the causes of the differences
rather than do away with them. The fact remains that, én the whole, the aver-
age income of Jews and the proportion of Jews in high income groups are both
well above those of most of the’population. To the extent that a considerable
part of this difference is attributable to factors other than religion, the
differences are likely to diminish in the future, both as the occupational
.composition of the Jewish population itself changes and particularly as higher
proportions of non-Jews achieve higher education and move into higher paying

occupations,

' Intermarriage

Increasing concern with the demographic growth and survival of the Jewish
population in the United States is based nét only on the low fertility of the
Jews; low growth rates or actual decline can also result from:_ excessive losses
to the majority group througﬁ assimilation. A consistent threat not only to
the maintenance of Jewish identification but also to the demographic maintenance
of the Jewish population is interfaith marriage. If marital assimilation takes

place at a high rate, the Jewish group faces demographic losses both through
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the assimilation of the Jewish partner to the marriage and through the loss of
children born to any éuch marriage. In recent years, concern with the 'vanish-
ing American Jew' has reached comsiderable proportions as a vafiety of evidence
has suggested an increasingly high rate of intermérriage. In the face of\ear-
lier evidence that the Jewish group had been remarkably successful, compared
tolother groups, in maintaining religious endogamy, the excitement caused by

. this new evidence is understandable}' It has generated considerable research

in Jewish community surveys on the extent of intermarriage, both as an indica-
tion of the impact which intermarriage may have on Jewish demographic survival
and as an index of the'exFent of group conformity, loyalty, and cohesiveness
among Jews.

No definite assessment of the level and character-of Jewish intermarriage
and of changes over time can be made until the development of a considerably
better body of data than is currently availablé.- Although statistics on rates
of intermarriage are available now from a number of community surveys, the
quality of the data vary and their use must be preceded by.careful attention
to the type of community studied, to the cqmpfehensiveness of the study's popu-
lation coverage, and to the way intermarriage was measured. The rate of inter-
marriage tends to be considerably higher in those areas where Jews constitute
a sméller percentage of the popﬁlation. The rate of intermarriage is also
higher if the data are based on the study in vhich both Jewish and non-Jewish
households in the community are surveyed, since such surveys are most apt to
find those families who are on the fringes of the Jewish community. Finally
care must be given to the manner in which intermarriage itself islmeasured.
Studies which rely exclusively on the current religious identification of

marriage partners run the serious risk of under-counting intermarriages since
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those partners to a mixed marriage who changed their religion in conjunction
with the.marriage would not be identified as having intermarried. ~ There is
general agreement that the rate of Jewish intermarriage has increased, but be-
cause of the lack of data by which to measure trends as well as serious ques-
tions about the quality of available statistics, the extent of the increase
has not been clearly determined., A study of intermarriage in New Haven, Con-
necticut showed, for example, that Jewish intermarriages incre;sed from zero
in 1870 to'5.1 percent in 1950;2but New Haven is one of the very few commnities
in which statistics are available over such a long period o? time. Most_of the
other statements concerning increased rates of intermarriage are based on gen-
eral comparisons of the current levels of intermarriage in Garious communities
and those in a different set of communities at an earlier time. For example,
in a series of communities cited by Nathan Goldberg in which surveys were taken
during the 1930's the rates of intermarriage generally ranged between 5 and 9
percent.3 These included such communities as Stamford and New London, Conﬁecti-
cut; Dallas and S;n Francisco. But during the same period, Duluth, Minnesota
showed an intermarriage rate of 17.7 percéﬁt. A number of communities which
were surveyed inlthe'laﬁe 1950's and 1960's also showed levels of iqtermarriage
between 5 and. 10 percent. These included such places as Camden, New Jersey;
Rocheéter; Los Angeles; Jacksonville, Florida; Long Beach, California, and the
city of San Francisco. Judging by the similarity between these levels and those
noted for a number of communities in the 1930's, one could conclude that there
has been no significant rise in the level of intermarriage. Also, in the March,
1957 nationwide gample survey, the United States Census found that of all mar-
riages in which at least one partner was Jewish, 7.2 percent were intermarriages;
but, this figure is probably scmewﬁat-low since no information was collected

on the earlier religion of the marriage partmers. Couples in which one spouse
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had converted were therefore not ennumerated as mixed marriages. However, for
the same period of the late 1950's and the 1960's, other estimates of the rate
of Jewish intermarriages based on local studies range as high as 37 percent for
Marin, California, 18.4 percent for New York City, and 53.6_percent for Iowa.4
Judging by these latter studies, recent intermarriage rates are higher, but the
typicality of these high rates remains questiomable,

Other data used to document the rising trend in intermarriage are those
comparing differentials among either the various age segments of the population
in a given community or the various generation levels. An analysis of this
kind by Eric Rosenthal for the Jewish population of WEshingtoﬁ, D. C. in 1956
found that the rate of intermarriage was directly related to distance from fhe
immigrant generation? Whereas the mixed marriage rate was 11.3 percent for the
total Jewish population, it increased from 1.4.percent among foreign-born hus-
bands to 10.2 percent among mative-born husbands of foreign parentage, up to
17.9 percent of native-born husbands of native parentage. Questions have been
raised, however, about the typicality of the Jewish community of Washington and
whether findings based on it can be generalized to more stable ﬁommunities.

Rosenthal's more recent research on Indiana using marriage records and
covering the yearé 1960-1963 cites an extraordinarily high rate of intermar-
riage, 48.8 percent of all marriages occurring in the four-year per‘:i.od.6 The
data indicate that intermarriage increasés as the size of the Jewish community
decreases. In Marion County,.containing Indianapolis, the intermarfiage_rate
was 34.5 percent; in counties containing very small Jewish populﬁtions, it rose
to 54 percent. Rosenthal suggests that '"the larger the Jewish community, the

easier it is to organize communal activities, to effect the voluntary concen-

tration of Jewish families in specific residential neighborhoods, and to maintain -
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an organized marriage market."? The key variable is the pumber of potential
marital partners. Although the Indiana situation again cannot ‘be considered
typical of United States Jewry the high ra;es are in themselves alarming. They
do confirm the much greater probability that intermarriége will occur in those
regions of the country and in those communities where the Jewish population is
of inadequate size to encourage and to permit high levels of in-marriage.
Another small Jewish cémmunity illustrating the high level of intermarriage
is that of Charlesfon, West Virginia. In 1959 Charleston contained 1,626 Jews.
By 1970, its Jewish population had declined to 1,295. In 1958-59 Charleston's "
birthrate was just above its death rate, to provide a small natural increase.
By 1969-70 the death rate in the community was twice that of the birthrate.
Of the original 1,626 persons fesident in Charleston in 1959, only 939 were
left in 1970. The excess of deaths over births coupled with the loss through
out-mig¥ation of almost 300 Jews contributed to this reduction. But particu-
larly noteworthy is the heavy rate of intermarriage. 1In 1959, 18.4 percent of
all couples living in the Charleston Jewish comnunity were -intermarried. By 1970,
the proportion had reached 26.8 percent, Of the twelve marriages which took
place in the community during 1969, five were intermarriages. Here, on a small
scale, is the decline and probable eventual disappearance of a small Jewish com-
muhity; due, I would suggest, to its very small size, its high degree of isola-
tion, and the particular economic problems of West Virginia. 1In this process,
intermarriage has played a complementary role to net losses through out-migra-
tion and the excesses of deaths over births. I do ﬁqt-mean to suggest that
such a de?elopment will become characteristic of Jewry.in the United States as
a whole. Yet, fear of this kind of development, based on the statistics for

such communities as Washington and Indiana, has given rise to the very great
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concern about the impact which intermarriage méy have on the future survival
of American Jewry. It is also this kind of relationshib which I have in mind
when 1 suggest that the greater mobility of American Jewry may bring about in-
creased rates of intermafriage. For if such mobility takes Jews into communi-
ties where the size and density of Jewish population is 'small, the result may
be little different from that which has been noted for Indiana or for Charleston,
West Virginia.

In assessing our current knowledge of intermarriage, it must be recognized
that several important areas of research concerning marriages between Jews and
non-Jews have beenllargely neglected. Not all cases of intermarriage neces-
sarily lead to the loss of the Jewish partner. Conversion of the non-Jew to
Judaism may actually add to the Jewish population and also increase the likeli-
hood that the children of such a marriage will be raised as J\ws.8 In order to
ascertain the extent to which this happens, surveys focussing on intermarriage
must obtain information on the extent of conversion as well as on the religion
in which the children of mixed marriages are raised. Both the Providence and
Springfield surveys collected ;such information. Although these surveys are
limited by their reliance on master lists, a number of steps were taken to in-
suré maximum opportunity for inclusion of all Jewish households. .While no
claim is made that the resulting statistics have identified all intermarriages,
I do have confidence that the'findings do not deﬁart excessively from the real
level of intermarriage. This confidence, .coupled ﬁith the opportunity which

these data provide to examine both extent of conversion and extent to which

children of mixed marriages are raised as Jews, argues in favor of their brief

examination here.
The Providence survey identified 4.5 percent of all marriages as inter-

marriages, that is, a marriage in which one of the spouses was not born as a
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Jew. 1In the vast majority of these cases, the husband was Jewish and the wife
had been born non-Jewish. Only 0.1 percent represented the Jewish wife whose
husband was Born non-Jewish. Such a pattern of sex differentials, in which
more Jewish men marry non-Jewish women, it is typical of almost all communi-
ties for ghich data were collected. Compared to the statistics Eited for
Washington, San Francisco, and Indiana, the level of intermarriage in Provi-
dence is quite low. Yet, it is not atypical, being comparable to levels of
intermarriage noted for Rochester, Camden, Springfield, Los Angeles and New
Haven. Since these communities do vary in both size and location, no obvious
common denominator helps to explain their similar levels of intermarriage.

For all of the intermarried couples, 42'percent ha& experienced the coﬁ—
version of one partner to Judaism, thereby creating religipus homogeneity
within the family unit. The survey could not ascertain the number of Jewish
partners to a mixed marriage who converted away from Judaism cancelling out
the gains made through conversion of the non-Jewish partmer to Judaism. But
the survey data do suggest that, for a considerable proportion of intermar-
riages, conversion to Judaism does occur, thereby enhancing the chances that
the family unit will remain identifiedl as Jewish and that the children will
be raised as part of the jewish community.

For Providence, as for Washington, insights into the trend in level of
intermarriage can be gained only by cross-sectional comparison of the inter-
marriage patterns of different age and generation groups within the populafion.
With the exception of the 30-39 year age group, the Providence data point to
an increase in the rate of intermarriage among the younger segments of the popu-
lation, and the highest percent intermafried (9 percent) characterizes the:

youngest group. On the other hand, the proportion of persons who are converted
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to Judaism consistently increases with decreasing age, frﬁm none of the non-
Jewish spouses in the 60 and over age group to 4 out of 10 among those aged
40-59, to 7 out of 10 among tho;e under age 40. This clear-cut pattern is
consistent with a conclusion reached by Gerhard Lenski based on a Detroit study,
that the probability that mixed marriages will lead to a conversion is consider-
ably greater among younger personsﬁ

Like the Washington studies, the Providence data indicate that generation
status affects the rate of intermarriage; they also show, however, that it
affects the extent of conversion. Among the foreign-bormn, only 1.2 percent

are reported intermarried. Among the third generation, this proportion amounts

.to almost 6 percent. Moreover} the pattern of differentials by generation -

status operates within the respective age groups. At the same time, only one-
fourth of the mixed marriages of the foreign-born resulted in a conversion

of the non-Jewish spouse compared to over half of the intermarriages invol-
ving third generation males. This pattern of generational differences re-
mains even when age is held constant. While confirming that the rate of inter-
marriage has risen among third generation compared to first generation Jews,
the Providence levels are well below those observed for Washington, D. C. The
Providence data also show a higher rate of conversion of the non-Jewish spouse
to Judaism among the third compared to the first generation.

| Comparisons of the level of intermarriage among the children of the heads
of ﬁouseholds surveyed in the Providence study support the higher rates for
founger segments of thg:population. Whereas the intermarriage rate of Jews

in the survey was 4.5 ﬁercent, thaélamong the children of these households

was 5.9 percent.. Since the children enumerated here include those living out-

side Greater Providence, the higher rate may reflect not only their younger
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age but also a tendency for persons who intermarry to move away from theif
family's commuﬁity. Although this may partially represent an attempt at ano-
nymity, it is more like}y related to the fact that the child was already living
away ff&m'home and from parental controls, ‘thus eanhancing the ﬁossibility of
courting and marrying non-Jews. Most likely presenting a more correct image
of the sex differential iﬁ levels of intermarriage, the data for these children
in the sufvey units indicate that almost 8 percent of the male children inter-
married compared to oaly 4 percent of the females.

The Providence data were also used in an attempt td assess the effect of
intermarriage on fertility 1evels:u]Comparison of the fertility of the inter-
married with that of the non-intermarried shows that for both women 45 year§
old and older who have completed their fertility and those under 45 years of
age who may still have additional children, intermarried couples have lower
fertility than the non-intermarried; intermarried couples have a lower average
number of children ever born. They have a much higher percent of childlessness;
and they have a lower percentage of families with foﬁr or more children. Quite
clearly,lintermarriage results in lowered fertility; but the differences are
not as great among ;he younger women in the population as among the older, sdé-
gesting that Whatever factor served eérlier to restrict the fertility of inter-
married coupleé operates to a lesser degree for the younger couples.

Finally, the Providence survey ascertained the relfgious identification
of all children in households of intermarried couples. Of the 280 children
in this category, 136 were childrea of couples in which the non-Jewish spouse
had converted to Judaism and were therefore being raised as Jews. Of the 144
children belonging to families in which the non-Jewish spouse had not converted,

84 children were being raised as Jews and 60 as non-Jews. The fact that oaly
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22 percent of the 280 children of intermarriages were being raised as non-
Jews is in strong contrast to the findingé of the Washington survey where
70 percent of the children of mixed marriaées were being raised as noa-Jews.
Too few studies have explored this relatioaship and more research is essen-
tial to obtain meaningful data on a national level.

The Springfield_survey collected data comparable to that of Providence
and- its findings, including an overall intermarriage rate of 4.4, are so simi-
lar that presentation of the detailed results would be repetitious. Finally,
mention must be made of the Boston survey of 1965, both because of its very
comprehensive coverége of the population and becausé it represents a Jewish
community of about 200,000 persons; This survey found that 7 percent of the
marriages represented intermarriages. Although higher than the level noted
for Providence and Springfield, this percentage is still markedly belpw the
high levels notgd in some other communities. The Boston data do, however,
suggest a sharp rise in the level of intermarriage among the very youngest
segment of the population. Intermarriage characterized only 3 percent of the
couples in which the age of the husband was 51 and over, and only 7 percént
of those between ages 31 and 50; but 20 percent of the couples in which the
husband is 30 years or younger were intermarried. Regretfully, the Boston
study did not report how many of the intermarried persons had converted or’
in what religioa the chiidren of such n{arriages were be-ir-lg raised.

What is the overall picture that emerges? No simple answer to this seems
possible. Quite a'héterogeneous pattern characterizes the United States depend-
ing on.the size, location, age, and social cohesiveness of the particular com-

munity. Yet within these variations in level of intermarriage, the analysis

=] ©

of the data in terms of age and generation status do suggest that the inter-

marriage rate is increasing among the young, native-born Americans. Unless
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this pattern is reversed, the overall rate of intermarriage can be expeqted
to rise as an increasing proportion of the population becomes third generation
and moves away from the areas of dense Jewish population to the newly develop- .
ing suburbs and to more distant communities where the number of Jews is fewer
and the organized Jewish life is weaker. At the same time our data suggest
that although the rate of intermarriage may be increasing among the third gener-
ation, a higher pr0por£ion of these intermarriages results in the conversion
'of the non-Jewish spouse to Judaism: the rate of conversioas is higher pre-
cisely among those groups where intermarriage is higher. Moreover, a signifi-
canf proportion of children in such marriages are being raised as Jews. And
finally, the fertility patterns of the young intermarried couples also more
closely resemble those of the non-inéermarried than was true of the older age
groups. These changes suggest that the net effects of intemarriag'e on the
overall size of the Jewish population may not yet be as serious demographically
as suggested bj several Jewish community studies. What their effect is on
Jewish ideatification and religiosity is beyond the scope of this ewaluation.
'I'her;'-;_ can be little doubt that the problem of intermarriage warrants consider=-
abie concern both on the policy and the research level, but from a démographic
point of view there is as much need to focus on questions of Jewish fertility

and Jewish population redistribution.

Overview of Future Demographic Trends

Given the gyailable information on the demographic history of the Aﬁericaﬁ
Jewish community and on its structure as of 1970, what future patterns of de-
velopment can be anticipated?

NUmbering_about 6 million in 1970, after slow growth during all but the

first several decades of this century, the Jewish population is likely to
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continue its slow increase. Such a 'slow rate of growth stems particularly
from the low level of Jewish fertility, which is below that of Protestants
and Catholics and hovers close to the minimum needed for replacement. Limited
data suggest that Jewish death rates are slightly below those of the general
population, but the overall death rate is likely to rise as the average age
of the Jewish population increases. This, coupled with possible larger losses
from intermarriage, despite some evidence of an increasing tendency toward
conversion of the non-Jewiéh partner, will contribute to maintenance if not
accentuation of the slow growth rate. As a result, the Jewish population,
even while growing slightly, will come to constitute an increasingly smaller
. proportion of the total American population, having alrea@y declined from the
peak of 3.7 percent éo less than 3 percent by 1970.

While declining as a percent of the total population, Jews will also be-
come more dispersed throughout the United States. As a result of continuously
higher education and changing occupations, lower levels of self?employment,
weakening family ties, and reduced discrimination, Jews are likely to migrate
in increasing numbers away from the major centers of Jewish population con-
centration. This will operate on several levels. Regionally, it will lead
to fewer Jews in the Northeast. Jews will continue to be highly concentrated
in metropolitan areas; but within the metropolitan areas, ever increasing num-
bers will move out of the urban center and former ghettos into the suburbs.
In doing so, the Jewish population will become much more geographically dis-
persed, even while distinct areas of Jewish concentration remain.

At the same time that its overall numbers and distribution change, the

Jewish population will also undergo significant changes in selected aspects
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of its sdcio—econamic composition. In others, it will show.iess change; but,
because of changes in the general population, differences between Jews and
non-Jews may narrow.

Because of the significant reduction in Jewish immigration to the United
States since the 1920's and the subsequent aging and death of the immigrants,
the most striking compositional change characteriziﬁg American Jewry is the
reduction in the percent of foreign-born. Indeed, even the proportion of
second generation persons will increasingly diminish as third and fourth gen-
eration Jews become an even larger proportion of the Jewish population with
all this implies for questions of Jewish identification and assimilation. Re-.
flecting their lower fertility the Jewish population, already six years older
on the average than the general population, is likely to undergo further aging.
This will mean a considerable increase in the proportion of older persons and
also in the percentage of widowed individuals, especially women.

| Already unique in their high concentratioa among the more educated, high
white-collar, and high income groups, still further changes can be anticipated.
College education will be an almost universal phenomenon amoag Jews and an
increasing proportion will pursue graduate studies. At the same time, con-
tinuously rising education levels among nqn-Jews may lead to narrowing of
educational differentials between Jews and non-Jews. Stemming from the high
proportion of Jews who obtain specialized university training, from a tendency
of Jews to move out of small family businesses and into salaried employment,
and from an increasing willingness to seek and take positions away from the
community of current residence, Jews are likely to move in increasing numbers
into technical and executive occupations within the top professional and man-

agerial occupational categories in which they are already heavily concentrated.
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At the same time, the general upward shift in the occupational level of thé
general population will lead to narrowing of existing differences in the occu-
pational structure of the Jewish and non-Jewish population. In turm, this
narrowing in both educational and occupational differences will lead to reduc-
tion in the income differences currently characterizing Jews and non-Jews.

Such a development is strongly suggested by the fact that with control for
education and occupation, income differences between Jews and non-Jews have
been shown to be greatly reduced and sometimes reversed.

These demographic cﬁanges point to a number of challenges which the Ameri-
can Jewish lconununity must face. In the last three decades of the twentieth
century, increasing Americanization will continue, as judged by greate{“geo-
graphic dispersion, higher percent of third and fourth generation individuals,
and narrowing of key socio-economic differentials such as education, occupation
and income. To what extent will the diminution in the distinctive populatidn
characteristics of Jews and their greater residential integfation lead to bé-
havioral convergence? The risks and the opportunities for this to happen,-
depending on how one views the situation, are increasingly present. Recent
research suggests that, while increasing similarity on the behavioral level
is likely, structural separation and the continuity of Jewish identification
will persist} The direction of changes appears to be the adjustment of Ameri-
can Jewry to the American way of life, creating a meaningful balance between .

Jewishness and Americanism.
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Table 1

JEWISH POPULATION GROWTH,
UNITED STATES, 1790-1970

Percent of

Total U.S.
Year Number Population.
1790 1,200 0.03
1818 - 3,000 0.03
1826 6,000 | 0.06
1840 15,000 0.1
1848 50,000 0.2
1880 230,000 0.5
1888 400,000 0.6
1897 938,000 ' i.3
1900 1,058,000 1.4
1907 1,777,000 2.0
1917 3,389,000 - 39
1927 4,228,000 3.6
1937 4,771,000 3.7
1950 5,000,000 3.5
1960 5,531,000 3ol
1968 5,869,000 2.9

Source:

Estimates for 1818-1899 based on '"Jewish Statistics",
American Jewish Yearbook (Philadelphia: Jewish Publica-

tion Society of America, 1900), p. 623. Estimates for -
1790 and 1907-1937 are from: Nathan Goldberg, '"The Jew-
ish Population in the United States" in The Jewish
People, Past and Present, Vol. 2 (New York: Jewish

Encyclopedic Handbooks, 1955), p. 25. The 1950-1968
estimates are from 1969 American Jewish Yearbook, p. 260.




Table 2

SELECTED MORTALITY MEASURES, JEWISH AND TOTAL WHITE
POPULATION OF GREATER PROVIDENCE*

Number Surviving to Specified

Death Rates Per 1,000 Population
Age Per 1,000 Born Alive¥¥

Males Females Males Females

Age Total Total Total Total
Jewish White Jewish  White - Jewish White  Jewish White

Under 1 10.9 25.7 14.3 20.0 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
1-4 g 0.8 .o . 0.8 . 989 975 986 981
5-14 0.5 0.5 0.2 0.3 989 972 986 978
15-24 .o 0.8 0.8 0.4 984 968 984 975
25-34 0.6 1.1 A 0.7 984 961 976 971
35-44 2.4 2.7 0.7 1.7 978 950 976 964
45-54 4.6 9.2 3%2 4.8 955 924 969 948
55-64 17.2 23.8 13,2 15 " 4 912 843 938 904
65-74 55.8 52.5 43.6 313 768 664 822 804
75-84 124.4 108.2 91.1 85.0 433 388 528 587
380.9 232.8 328.1 202.9 101 182 197 237

85 and Over

Expectation of Remaining Years of
Specified Ages¥x*

Males Females

Age Total Total
Jewish White Jewish White

Under 1 70.8 . 67.5  13.4 73.6
1-4 _ 70.6 68.2 73 .4 74.1
5-14 66.6 64.4 69.4 70.3
15.24 56.9 54.7 60.0 60,6
25-34 46.9 45.1 50.0 50.8
35.44 37.2 35.5 40.0 41.1
45-54 27.9 26.4 30.3 31.7
55-64 19.0 18.4 21:1 23.0
65-74 11.6 12.1 13.4 15.2
75-84 6.8 7.1 8.0 9.0
85 and Over 2.6 4.6 3.0 5.0

*Deaths to Jewish population, 1962-64; deaths to total white population of Rhode Island, 1959-61.

*%Statistics refer to age at beginning of the age range indicated. E.G. of 1,000 Jewish males born,
989 were alive at age 1 and 955 were alive at age 45. The average number of years of life remaining
at ages 1 and 45 were 70,6 and 27.9, respectively.




Table 3

JEWISH FERTILITY RATIO: NUMBER OF CHILDREN
UNDER AGE 5 TO NUMBER OF WOMEN AGED 20-44, SELECTED COMMUNITIES

Community Year Fertility Ratio
New Orleans 1953 496
Lynn, Mass. 1955 528
‘Canton, Ohio 1955 469
Des Moines, Iowa 1956 596
Worcester, Mass. : 1957 525
- New Orleans _ 1958 510
Los Angeles 1959 : 560
South Bend, Indiana 1961 494
Rochester 1961 489
Providence 1963 450
Camden 1964 480
Springfield ' 1966 - 418
Columbus, Ohio 1969 4b4
U.S. White Population 1960 667
U.S5. White Population 1969 523

Source: See bibliography for citation of individual community studies.
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Table 4

DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL UNITED STATES AND JEWISH
POPULATION, BY REGIONS, 1900, 1930, AND 1968

1900 ) 19303 1968%
Region Jewish  United States Jewish  United States Jewish United States
Northeast 56.6 27.7 68.3 27.9 64,0 24,2
New England 7.4 1D 8.4 6.6 6.8 5.7
Middle Atlantic 49,2 20.3 . 59,9 21.3 57.1 18.5
North Central ' 23.7 34.6 '19.6 Fss 12,5 27.8
East North Central 18.3 21.0 15.7 20.5 10.2 19.8
West North Central 5.4 13.6 3.9 10.9 2:3 8.0
South 14.2 3232 7.6 30.7 10.3 31.2
South Atlantic 8.0 13157 4,3 12.8 8.1 15.0
West South Central 2.9 8.6 1.9 9.9 1.5 9.6
West 5.5 5.4 4.6 10.0 13.2 16.8
Mountain 253 2e 1.0 3.0 0.9 4.0
Pacific 3.2 T B2 3.6 7.0 12,2 12.8
Total United States
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0
Number 1,058 75,994 4,228 123,203 5,869 199,861

(in 1,000's)

1. '"Jewish Statistics," American Jewish Yearbook, Vol. 1,

(Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society of America, 190@L Pp. 623-624.

2, U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1960 Census of Population, Vol. 1, Characteristics of

the Population (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing OfficéL 1961, p. 1-16.

3, ''Statistics of Jews,'" American Jewish Yearbook, Vol. 32 ;
(Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society of America, 1931} p. 276.

" 4. '"Jewish Population in the United States," American Jewish Yearbook, Vol. 70.

(Philadelph;a: Jewish Publication Society of America, 1969, p. 266.




Table 5

URBAN-RURAL RESIDENCE OF PERSONS 14 YEARS OLD AND OVER,
JEWISH AND TOTAL CIVILIAN POPULATION, UNITED STATES, MARCH 1957

Residence Total Jewish
Total Urban ' .63.9 9.1
Urbanized Areas of
250,000 or more 36.6 87.4
Other Urban 27.3 8.7
Rural Non-Farm | ' 24 .4 3.6
Rural Farm Bl 0.2
Total Percent 100.0 100.0
Total Number (in 1,000's) 119,333 3,868

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, "Religion Reported by the
Civilian Population of the United States: March 1957,"
Current Population Reports, Series P-20, No. 79 (Febru-

ary 2, 1958), Table 3.




Table 6

JEWISH POPULATION OF NEW YORK AREA
1923-1975

Distribution of New York City Jews Among 5 Boroughs

Area 1923 1930 1957 1975
Manhattan 37.4 16.3 16.0 15.1
Bronx 203 32.1 23.3 21:1
Brooklyn 39.3 46.6 40.3 38.6
Queens 2.7 4.8 20.0 24.8°
Richmond 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.4
Total Percent : 100.0 100.,0 100.0 100.0
Total Number (in 1,000's) 1,882 1,825 2115 25183

Distribution of New York Area Jews Between City and Selected Suburbs* _

1957 1975
New York City 81.9 78.5
Nassau 12.8 14.6
Suffolk 0.8 2
Westchester 4.5 D o7
Total Percent 100.0 100.0
Total Number (in 1,000's) 2,580 2,715

Source: C. Morris Horowitz and Lawrence J. Kaplan, The Jewish Population
of the New York Area, 1900-1975 (New York: Federation of Jewish
Philanthropies of New York, 1959), Table 9. ’

* A revised estimate prepared for the American Jewish Yearbook, 1963, shows .
a total Jewish population of 1,836,000 for New York City in 1960 and a
total of 2,688,000 for the N.Y.-Northeastern N.J. Standard Consolidated
Area: 68 4% in N.Y.C., 20.2% in Nassau, Suffolk, and Westchester, and 11.3%
in Rockland, N.Y., County and 8 counties of New Jersey,




Table 7

DISTRIBUTION OF JEWISH HOUSEHOLDS
IN GREATER PROVIDENCE, 1951, 1963, AND 1970

Percent Distribution

Percentage
Residence 1951 1963 1970 . Change
1951-1970%
Total Urban 88.5 1285 64.2 -31.6
0ld Urban 45.3 22.4 16.6 -66.3
New Urban g3 2% 50.1 47.6 + 5.4
Suburban 11.5 27.5 35.8 . +199.3

Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 ' <

10

*Number of households in 1970 compared to 1951.



Tabie 8

JEWISH COMPOSITION OF PRESENT NEIGHBORHOOD
AND PREFERRED COMPOSITION, COLUMBUS, OHIO, 1969

* Present Preferred

Percent Jewish Composition Composition
About 1007 1 3

At least 75% ' 8 8
About 50% 20 - 48

25%. to about 50% 511 g |5
Under 25% 30 : 2

No other Jews | e 6 0
Don't know p—rt ' 14

Total Percent 100 100 .

11

Source: Albert J. Mayer, Columbus Jewish Population Study, 1969

(Columbus: Columbus Jewish Welfare Foundation, 1970), p. 87.
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Table 9

_RESIDENTIAL DISTRIBUTION OF CHILDREN LIVING AWAY
FROM PARENTAL HOME, JEWISH HOUSEHOLDS OF
GREATER PROVIDENCE, 1963, BY AGE AND SEX OF CHILDREN

Residence of Children in Relation to
Parental Residence

Different Other

. Same Part of Elsewhere State in  Other
Age City Metropolitan in State New United Abroad Total

Area England States '

Sons
Under 20 11.6 - 7l 15.4 19.2 42.3 - 100.0
40 and Over 43 .6 19.5 1.5 12.4 21.9 Lowl 100.0
Total 30.4 19.8 : 2.8 14.1 30.0 2.1 100.0
Daughters

Under 20 18.2 12.8 3iab 25,4 36.4 3.6 100.0
20-39 27.1 20.9 2.9 23.3 24.9 0.7 ~100.0
40 and Over  50.0 23.1 - 1%.1 12.2 0.6 100.0

Total 33.2 21.0 2.2 20.6 21.6 1.1 100.0




Table 10

NATIVITY OF JEWISH POPULATION,
SELECTED COMMUNITIES

13

Nativity
. Year of Foreign- Total
Community Study U.S. Born Born Percent¥**
Trenton, N.J. 1949 77 24 100
New Orleans 1953 - 81 17 100
Los Angeles 1953 68 32 100
Canton, Ohio 1955 77 23 100
Des Moines, Iowa 1956 78 22 100
Washington, D.C. 1956 83 17 100
Memphis, Tenn. 1959 81 18 100
San Francisco - 1959 72 26 100
Los Angeles 1959 75 25 100
Rochester 1961 79 21 100
South Bend, Indiana 1961 80 20 100
Trenton, N.J. 1961 85 15 100
Providence 1963 83 17 100
Detroit* 1963 62 38 100
Pittsburgh 1963 88 12 100
Camden, N.J. 1964 91 9 100
Milwaukee#* 1964 65 35 100
Springfield, Mass. 1966 85 14 100
- Boston 1966 83 15 100
Columbus, Ohio* 1969 74 26 100

Source:

* Head of Household

**Includes small percent of unknown nativity

See bibliography for citation of individual community studies.



Table 11+

GENERATION STATUS BY AGE, -
JEWISH POPULATION OF GREATER PROVIDENCE, 1963

1l

Generation Status+®

: . . Total

Age First Second Mixed_ Third Percent
Under 15 1.7 2.4 9.3 86.6 100.0
15-24 3s1 543 15%. 76.4 100.0
25-b4 7.6 44,8 19.9 2757 100.0
45-64 25.9 63.9 6.5 3.7 100.0
65 and Over 7259% 24.5 o {3 133 100.0
Total 17.0 32,2 11.0 89.8 100.0

*"First" refers to foreign-born; "second" to U.S. born of foreign-
born parentage; mixed to U.S. born of one foreign-born and one U.S.
born parent; "third" to persons of third, fourth, or higher order
generations.



Table 12

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF JEWISH POPULATION BY AGE,
SELECTED COMMUNITIES AND UNITED STATES

Date Age Distribution

of Under ' 65 and Total
Community Study 15 15-24 25-44 45-64 over - Percent
Washington, D.C. 1956 30 9 38 18 5 100
Worcester, Mass. 1957 27 11 26 26 10 100
Los Angeles 1959 27 12 25 28 8 - 100
Rochester 1961 25 12 24 26 13 100
St. Joseph, Inde = 1961 30 - 14 24 24 8 100
Pittsburgh 1963 27 14 25 26 8 100
Providence 1963 25 14 24 27 I 10 100
Detroit - 1963 31 11 25 25 8 100
Milwaukee 1964 24 15 23 28 10 100
Camden, N.J. 1964 30 13 23 28 6 100
Springfield, Mass.. 1966 24 16 21 27 12 100
Boston 1966 23 1z 25 24 11 100
Flint, Mich. .. 1967 29 10 30 23 8 100
Columbus, Ohio 1969 27 13 23 28 9 100
United States Jews 1957%* 23 12 28 28 10 100

United States Whites 1957% 28 14 28 21 9 - 100

Source: See bibliography for citation of individual community studies.

*For United States, lowest age categories are "Under 14" and“14-24."




Table 13

EDUCATIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF ADULT JEWISH POPULATION
SELECTED COMMUNITIES.

16

'Educap1onal Distribution

1-3 4 b or
8 Grades High High 1-3 More Total
Community Year and Less School School College College Percent
Trenton, N.J. 1949 22 7 32 9 18 100
Canton, Ohio 1955 - 21 10 33 18 8 100
Des Moines, Iowa 1956 18 7 . 32 19 19 100
Washington, D.C. 1956 10 8 27 16 ‘36 100
New Orleans 1958 10 8 18 20 28 100
Los Angeles 1959 9 15 - 49 - 23 100
South Bend 1961 17 -8 33 18 22 1100
Rochester 1961 21 12 30 30 23 100
Providence 1963 15 8 34 16 25 100
Detroit 1963 9 - 37 - - 54 = 100
Camden 1964 11 9 34 18 28 100
Milwaukee 1964 - 11 28 8 25 27 100
100

Springfield 1966 g 7 33 19 27

Source: See bibliography for citation of individual community studies.




TABLE 14

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF YEARS OF SCHOOL COMPLETED -BY PERSONS 25

YEARS OLD AND OVER, JEWISH AND TOTAL POPULATION, BY SEX, UNITED STATES, 1957

Years of School
Completed

Total °
Population Jewish

Total
Population Jewish

Total’

Population Jewish

Elementary; 0-7

8
High School 1-3

4
College: 1-3

4 or More

Not Reported
Total Percent

. Median School
Years Completed

Males
23.2 14.7
18.5 13.1
173 9.7
22.1 - - 2155
7.3 12.6
9.4 25.6
2.2 2.8
100.0 100.0
10.3 12.5

Females
20.3 16.6
17.4 13.1
18.1 10.2
29.5 35.8

7.4 12.8
557, 057
1.6 1.8
100.0 100.0
10.9 i2res

Total

21.7 ~15.6
17.9 13.1°
p B o | 10.0
26.0 29.0

743 12.7

7.5 17.3

1.9 23
100.0 “100.0
10.6 12.3

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census, "Tabulations of Data on the Social and Economic¢ Characteristics

of Major Religious Groups, March, 1957."

(Unpublished)

&T



" Table 15

EDUCATION COMPLETED BY AGE AND SEX,
JEWISH POPULATION OF GREATER PROVIDENCE, 1963.

5

Age

Education 25~44 45-64 65 and Over Total
None 0.2 2] 23.7 4.8
Elementary

1-4 0.0 0.8 5.7 1.2

5-7 0.4 255 9.1 2.7

8 0.3 6.9 1557 5.7
High School

9-11 - 2.8 1G0Tk 10.2 7.8

12 34,4 40.0 16.5 34,2
College

1_3 22.9 1408 3.7 16.2

4 18.4 9.5 3.0 11.9

5 or more 20.3 10.8 3.9 13.4
Unknown 0.4 1.7 8.5 22
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Median Years 14.5 12.6 8.2 12.8
Median Years, Males 15.9 1297 8.3 13.0
Median Years, Females 13.6 12.5 8.1 12.7
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Table 16

OCCUPATIONAL DISTRIBUTION,
MALE JEWISH POPULATION, SELECTED COMMUNITIES

Occupational Distribution

Clerical

Year-of - - - - e s and Manual Total

Com@unity ' Study Professionals Proprietors Sales = Workers Percent
Canton, Ohio . _ 1955 14 55 14 - 12 100
Des Moines, Iowa 1956 14 53 246 5 100
Washington, D C. - > 1956 . 38 y T 21 - 10 100
San Francisco °~ / 1958 . :. "~ 28. . & . 27 - ‘34 11 100
New Orleans - 1958 =~ 25 49 18- - 8 100
Los Angeles ~ 1959 25 31 24 - 20 100
South Behd, Ind. 1961 18 57 ' 15 11 100
- Rochester 1961 27 30 24 20 100
Trenton, 1961 2 7 54 : 13 ' 5 100
Providence 1963 21 41 25 12 © 100
Detroit .~ © 1963 23 54 13 - 10 100
Milwaukee 1964 22 35 26 15 100
Camden 1964 34 31 22 . 13 100
Springfield 1966 25 39 27 _ 9 100
_ Boston 1966 32 27 31 - 10 100
Flint 1967 © 36 50 g 7 7 100

Columbus - 1969 W 36 43 - 15. .. 6 100

Source: See bibliography for citation of individual community studies.



TABLE 17
LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION RATES OF PERSONS 14 YEARS OLD AND OVER, JEWISH AND

TOTAL POPULATION, BY AGE AND SEX, TOTAL AND URBAN UNITED STATES, 1957

Age and Sex Total United States - Urban United States

Total Total

Population Jewish _ Population Jewish

Both Sexes. ' 57:0 1 - ' 58.5 55.1
Male ' 5 81.1 , 81.5 81.5 81.5
14-17 Years 30.5 %* 28.4 *
18-24 Years _ 79.1 53.9 785k ° 51.7
25-34 Years 97.0 97.0 96.8 96.8
35-44 Years 97.8 995 T 98.1 99.1
45-64 Years 92.7 96.1 93.4 ' 96.0
65 Years and Qver 37.4 46.9 35.0 48.0
Female . 35.1 307 38.3 30.8
14-17 Years By * 19.2 *
18-24 Years 45.5 . 57.2 5057 5772
25-34 Years . 34.8 25.58 : 38.7 25.9
35-44 Years 42.6 3355 45.7 34,2
45-64 Years G151 38.2 44,1 37.9

65 Years and Over 11.5 8.5 12.8 ' 8.6

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census, "Tabulations of Data on the Social and Economic
Characteristics of Major Religious Groups, March, 1957." (Unpublished.)

* Base is less than 150,000

0oe



Table 18

LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION RATES FOR JEWISH AND ALL MAR-
RIED WOMEN LIVING IN SAME HOUSEHOLD AS HUSBAND, BY AGE,
AND PRESENCE OF CHILDREN, UNITED STATES, 1957

Age and
Presence of -
Children ; Total Jewish

Total Married Women,

Husband Present 29.6 27.8
Age
Under 25 Years 29.1 R
25-34 Years 27.2 18.7
35-44 Years ST 24,5
45-64 -Years 32.3 30.6

65 Years and Over 6.4 %*
Presence of Children

No Own Children Under

18 Years 35.6 30.0
With Children 6-17 Years,

None Under 6 Years 36 o 28.6
With Children Under

6 Years 17.0 11.8

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1957 sample éurvey unpublished data.
*Base is less than'150,000.



TABLE 19

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYED PERSONS 18 YEARS OLD AND OVER BY MAJOR OCCUPATION GROUP,

JEWISH AND TOTAL POPULATION, BY SEX, TOTAL AND URBAN UNITED. STATES*, 1957

Total United States Urban United States

Major Occupation Total Total Total - -~ Total
Group Population Jewish  Population ' Jewish Population Jewish Population Jewish
Males Females: , Males Females

Professional 9.9 2053 | 2%l 1525 11.5 9.9 12.5 8.9
Farmers & Farm Managers 7.3 0.1 0.7 0.2 0.4 - - -
Managers & Proprietors 13.3 35.1 "3.5 8.9 14.6 36.8 5.3 8.9
Clerical Workers 6.9 8.0 30.3 43.9 8.6 8.0 33.5 41.3
Sales Workers Bk 14.1 6.9 14.4 6.3 15.0 7:1 19.0
Skilled Laborers 20.0 8.9 1.0 01T 213 11.7 1.1 1.0
Semi-Skiller Laborers 20.9 10.1 17240 JLibs 2.7 14.0 17.7 15.1
Service Workers 6.1 2.3 2287 3 . 737 3.4 22.1 5.9
Farm Laborers 2.5 0.1 3.0 - 0.3 0.1 Qi1 -
Unskilled Laborers 7.7 0.8 0.6 - 747 1.1 0.5 -
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0- 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total White Collar : 35.5 77.5 54.9 82.7 _ 41.0 69.7 58.4 78.1

Total Blue Collar 57,2 22.2 44 .4 17.0 ; 58.7 30.3 41.5 22.0

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, "Tabulations of Data on the Social and Economic Characteristics of
Major Religious Groups, March 1957." (Unpublished.)

* Standardized by years of school completed.
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Table 20

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYED COLLEGE GRADUATES IN
URBAN AREAS BY MAJOR OCCUPATION GROUP, JEWISH AND
- TOTAL UNITED STATES POPULATION, 1957

Major
Occupation |

Group Total Jewish
Professional 63.2 58.2
Managers & Proprietors 15.7 22!
Clerical Workers 8.2 8.9
Sales Workers 5.8 7.8
Skilled Laborers 3.2 0.9
' Semi-Skilled Laborers 185 1.3
Other Occupations 2.4 0.9
Total Percent 100.0 100.0

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census,

1957 sample survey unpublished data.




Table 21

OCCUPATIONAL STATUS BY AGE AND SEX,
. JEWISH POPULATION OF GREATER PROVIDENCE, 1963

2l

Occupation
Clerical  Sales Manual Total .
Age Professionals Managers Workers Workers  Laborers Percent*
- Males '
15-24 12.3 24.6 13.9 24.6 21.5 100.0
25-44 24.6 37.9 4,8 24.3 ~ Q42 100.0
45-64 - 19.0 43.6 335 19.5 13 .4 100.0
65 and Over 17812 50,5 - 4.0 Sy 17.2 100.0
Total r 208 41.0 A8 20.9 1231 -100.,0
Females
15-24 22.0 4.0 64 .0 2.0 6.0 -100.0
25-44 32,3 10.3 34.8 16.1 5.8 100.0
65 and Qver 1.3 31.6 21.5 26.1 16.4 100.0
Total 17.9 12.9 41.6 18.4 742

£100.0

*Includes small percentage of unknown occupation




TABLE 22

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF PERSONS 14 YEARS OLD AND OVER BY INCOME IN 1956, JEWISH AND

TOTAL POPULATION, BY SEX, TOTAL AND URBAN,

UNITED STATES*

Total United States

Urban United States

* Standardized for major occupation group.

Total Total _ Total Total
Income Population Jewish Population Jewish Population Jewish Population Jewish
Males Females Males Females

Under $1,000 1752 10.0 46.9  39.0 5.6 4,1 23.2 22.5
$1,000 to $1,999 A ¢ 9.0 15953 16.6 6.1 6.4 20.6 18.8
$2,000 to $2,999 12.1 7.4 15.7 15,2 10.8 7.6 24.3 24.7
$3,000 to $3,999 14.8 11.0 11.0 15.1 17.4 13.9 19.6 19.1
$4,000 to $4,999 15.9 14.0 & 3 6.5 21.4 23.3 7.8 9.7
$5,000 to $5,999 11.9 13.4 1.5 3.6 16.0 17.0 2.7 2.8
$6,000 to $9,999 127 18.0 0.9 253 X746 18.9 1.4 1.7
$10,000 and Over 3:.:6! 17.2 0.2 3 1 5.0 8.7 0.3 0.7
Total Percent 100,0 100.0 100.,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Median Income $3,608 $4,900 $1,146 $1,663 $4,472 $4,773 $2,255 §2,352
Source; U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1957 sample survey unpublished data.
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Table 23

MEDIAN INCOME IN 1956 OF JEWISH AND ALL UNITED STATES
URBAN MEN 14 YEARS OLD AND OVER BY YEARS OF
SCHOOL COMPLETED

Years of
School

Completed Total Jewish
Elementary: 0-7 $2,654 $2,609
8 _ 3,631 3,844
High School: 1-3 3,858 4,672
4 4,563 4,913
College: 1-3 4,526 : 5,026
4 or More 6,176 8,041

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1957 sample survey unpublished data.
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IDENTITY AND AFFILIATION OF AMERICAN JEWS

So much has been written about American Jewish idéntity thét
it is difficult, in the absenée of fresh data, to say anything new.
‘fhe temptation, therefore, is to try-and be bright. I will avoid
that temptation both because of my limitations and also because the
Jewish community has had no shortage of bfight commentators though
a dearth of wise ones. Since I have not reached the age of wiédom
the best I can do is.provide a dosage of common sense. Nevertheless,
the paper does reflect my own values and perspectives. My only
apology is that if the paper were written by someone else it would
only reflect some other authors values. _It may be possible to prepare
a working paper on Jewish demography in which the author's own values
are irrelevant to his presentation. This is impossible in the case
of a paper on Jewish identity because the author's values dictate both
his choice of materials and his interpretation éf them.'l | ”

The problem of Jewish identity haé at least two dimensions.
The first is the question of how strongly Jews are identified with
-Judaism. The second is how the Jew‘defihes his Jewish identity.
‘Superficially, the first dimension refers to the survival of Jewish

life, and the second to its quality. However, as we shall suggeét,
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" both the question of Jewish survival and the duéstion of the quali;y.of
Jewish life can servé as dangerous slogans whose referrents may include
any number of mutually contradictory programs., Furthermore, both the
‘possibility of survival and the quality of Jewish life are interrelated
directly and indirectly through their mutual dependance on the American

-

environment.

The Strength of Jewish Identity_

The gltimate test of Jewish commitment is behavioral rather than.
attitudinal., It would be a serious mistake to underestimate the com-
.mitment-of most Jews after seeing their response to events in the
Middle East in the Spring,of 1967. fo a large ektent, the social
scientist canﬁot meaéure the depth or strength of Jewish identity
much less uncover its basis. The best that can be done is to judge
the behavioral respbﬁses of American Jews ''other things being equal"
and recognize the limitation that when othér_things are not equal
Jewish responses are likely to be exceptional.llln the-péét ésjyears
Jews. perceived one extraordinary threat to Jewish survival and theyl
responded in an éxtraordinary manner. Nonetheless, in full recognition
'of the limitations of this analysis, I do not beliéve that Jewish
feactioﬁ in May aﬁd June of 1967 presages any per@aneﬁt"éﬁéhgé in
either the strength of commitment or in the nature of Jewish idgntity;

With these caveats let us note some general points aboutlthe_
strength of Jewish_identipy. |
1. Jews feel at ease about being Jewish., A number of studies report

an overwhelmingly affirmative response to the question: "If you




S
were fo be born again would you want to be.born a Jew?" Jews are

not ashamed of being Jewish but they are sensitive to the fact tha£

other Jews ﬁay be, .Thus, ﬁhey most frequently characterize the

quality of a "gooleew" as one who "accepts his being a Jew and

d;esn't try to hide it." What is significant here is first that

Jéws aéknowledge the importance of Jewish self pride but secoﬁdly,

tﬂat they bélieve this quality is relevant. In other words, Jews

csnceive of a "poor Jew'; @ne who tries to hide his Jewishness. _i.

think if we substituted the term American or Israeli for Jew, we

wduld get a notion of the peculiarity of tﬁis characteristic as a
desirable quality. "A good American (Israeli) is_someoﬁe who

accepts his being an American (Israeli) and doesn't try to hide it''(?)
I_ém inclined to believe that among a sample of younger Jews a smaller
percentage would list this ghafacteristic-as a necessary qﬁality of a

good Jew, |

2, Judaism occupies a very_small part of the American Jew's life

space. As Simon ﬁerman_notes, ""the American Jew tends to see his
Jéﬁishness és relevant only in certain settingé and on certain occ#sions -
hés being Jewish is related to Specificllimited.regions of the life

. Space."l

We might bepterlunderstéﬁd-tﬁe ;igﬁificahce of this fact if we

._jQXtapose it to the theory whichlgaingd-wide acceptance in the 1950's

1. Simon Herman, American Students in Israel (Ithaca: Cornell University
Press, 1970). (quoted from page-proofs)
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that religion. was the major vehicle through which the American related
himself to his natioﬁal society. éerhaps this was true in the 1950's
though it is'Unlikely; it is certainly not true in the 70s. Jews
continue to identify themslves as Jewish because they want to do so,
or like to dq so, or can't escape doing so. But they don't see that
~ being Jewish makes them any more or better Americans. Perhaps it does,
and perhaps the perceptive sociologist sees it, but American Jéws dﬁn't.
3. America, thoqgh, is quite relevant to‘Jewish identity. The Ameriéan
enviromment is conducive to thé maintenance of Jewish identity just
as it is corrosive ﬁf its traditional content, it is worth while re-
viewing some well known faéts whose enormous consequences for Jewish
identity are in no way diminished by their obviousness, First of gll,
the American Jew is free fo identify as a Jew without any legal and
-incfeasingly even social sanctions being attached to that identity.
Only someone insensitive to Jewish history would argue that this
condition will necessarily continue, But it remains true today and is,
in fact, so takep for granted bythe overwhelming majority of American
Jews that one must conclude that they are indeed insensitive to
‘Jewish h'istorly. |

The seqond important if obvious fact about the American environ-
ment is that Judaism shares enough characteristics in cdmmon with

other legitimate sub-groups in the environment that there is nothing
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péculiar attached to cne's self identification as a Jew. All societies tolerate
sub-groups and depend_upon them to perform a variety of social functions. All
societies must, therefore, accord these sub-groups some degree of freedom and
autonomy. But it does not follow that the particular sgb—groups which society
recognizes as legitimate and whose autonomy and freedom it fosters need be

ethnic or religious groups. Indeed, there were signs in the last decade that
ethnic and religious differences were being replaced by occupational and age groups
differences as a 12gifimate basis for social divisions. A youth culture, a golden-
| age culture, a college culture, or a professional culture tend to cut across ethnic
and religious differences. 'The cry of Black Power and demand for racial recogni-
tion inay retard the expansion of these new sub-cultures. There is evidence that

it has J.mpeded the development of a umversallst studen‘c culture on college campuses |
and thls has 1nv1gorated the self-identity of many Jewish students. But Black
self consciousness may_ be moderated to the pomt where it no longer provides an
obstacle to the development of age and profession sub-groups. These in turn, will
incredsingly preempt the role and function of religious and ethnic gr’oups.- In that
case, Jewish éelf-iden‘tity will become even léss relevant to other aspects of t}'lle.

" individuals life s'paée and more idiosyncratic in the American environment. :

4.  The present condition of American Jews, far from thru_st.ing an identity crisis
upon them, is ideally suited to their identity needs and values. These are tﬁé

- 8 2
‘same values which have characterized modern European as well as American Jewry.

2. The following section reprints in part material from my essay, "Toward A Theory
of Jewish Liberalism," Donald Cutler (ed.), The Religious Slmatlon 1969 (Boston:
Beacon Press, 1969), pp. 1050-1051 and 1053 lUSh
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If one looks at the behavior of Jews since their political emancipation one
is struck by two apparently contradictory phenamena. On the one hand, there appears
to be a constant drive for the Jew to free himself from the condition which Judaism
~ apparently thrusts upon him. For lack of a better term we will call this the con-
dition of estrangement. The impetus for infeilectual énd religious reform among
Jews, the-adoption of new ideologies and 1ife styies, but above all else the changing
self perceﬁtion by the Jew of himself and his condition was not simply a desire
‘to find amelioration from the physical oppression of the ghetto. It was rather a
desire for emancipation from the very essence of the Jewish condition in which a
Jew found himself as a ﬁdnority different in quality and kind from even other minori-
ties and hence ineligible to participate, even as other minorities did, as an equal
member of society. 'This denial of equality was not simply a matter of rights. Even
where the Jew was granted full politicallequality he still sensed his estrangement,
indeea often sensed it more acutely. The Jew's problem was his alienation from the
roots and the traditions of the society. Although the sense of esfranéement is a
constant throughout Jewish history, it is felt most sharply in the_post—emancipation
period where on the one hand the gentile society and culture are no longer formally
Christian, and where on the other hand secularization sweeps the Jewish people,
destroying traditional values which provided religicus 1égitimation‘to thé estrange-
ment and obviating the expectation of its removal in the messianic period.

But most Jews, weré not locking to escape from Judaism. Even where options
were open, the Jew sought to retain his Jewish affiliation. When nothing elsé remained
to give him a separate identity, when it appeared as though the Enlightenment millennium
of a universal sociefy.was indeed open to thg Jew, hg still sought a distinct idéntity,

if in no other way than through association with other Jews. Most Jewish Marxists in
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Poland were not Conmmists, they were Bund.ists. And, at least in the early 1920's,
all that separatéd the Jewish Workers '. Bund of Poland from the Communists was the
fcrmer's insistence on retaining their organizational identity. The Jew sought the
options of the Enlighte?nent, but rejected its consequences.

Jews were enthusiastic supporters of universal humanism and cosmopolitanism.
They embraced democratic nationalism, liberalis_m, and moderate socialism. There
were variations from one region to another and one period to another. Nor did all

Jews respond in quite the same way. What is striking, however, is the constant search

| for a- universalistic ethic which would cut through the differences that an older.
tradition had imposed but which would permit the Jew to retain at leastlncmlinal
identification as a Jew. | |

The Jew desperately sought to participate in society and r!é'jecfed sectarianism
as a survivai strategy. He wishes to be accepted as an equal in society ﬁot because
he was a Jew_, but because his Jewishness was irmlevént. Yet at the same time the
Jew refused to make his own Jewishness irwele\;ant. - For that matter, Judaiém with
its religious particularism and cultural and ethnic overtones is ‘indeed not z'i'r\ele-
vant to the extent that the new nation state aspired to a uniform culture .and c:iv’iiiz’an
tion. The Jew wanted the ﬁon-Jew to ignore his Jewishneés but, paradox of paradoxes,.
‘the Jew himself was. unwilling to do so. The most he was willing to do was make the |
effort to redefine the nature of his commitment to Judaism and his perception of the
content of Judaism. | |
Se | The foregoing discussion takes no accomnt of differences among Amer_-icah Jews.
While it is true that the majority of Je\a}s confront the same stimuli and tend to
respond uniformly, not all. begin from the sazre.star'ting point. Secondly, what is
s 58 i majority of Jews is not true of all of them: A good case can be made

for an increasing 'pola:c-ization of the Jewish community as a result of the intensified
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identity and commitment on the part of a minority. One consequence of defining
Judaism as a religion has been that some of the more dmmitted necessarily locate
themselves in the more religious, i.e. Orthodox camp and others of this highly.
ide_ntified minority take their cues from developments and trends within American
Orthodoxy. Orthodoxy, in tim, has also been effected by Americanization, so that
: ‘these fend_encies are not without their subtleties. B\.‘rt 'I:hé trend toward polariz.a*
tion has some very clear expressions. The increasing toléranc:e toward J.n‘ter—
- marriage rather than the rates themselves suggests a di:minution of Jev&ish idéntity
- on the part of most Jews. On the other hand, the growth of Jewish day schools,
increased aliya or recent outbursts among impatient Jéwish youth to be aiscussed
‘below, indicate that one small segmn't of the ccsmn.mlty is moving in the dnrectwn.
of helgh'tened 1dent1ty
The Nature of Jewish Identlty

The way in which the mdlwdual Jew relates himself to Juda:l.sm can be examined
in many ways. We will explore two of them. Flr's-lg_! we will discuss the American Jew's |
perception of the vaiues or meaning of Judaism anél?his relationship to those values. |
'Secondly, we will explor'e the American Jew's relationship to crther' Jews and the or-
_ ganlzed Jew:l.sh cominity. The two measures of Jewish 1dent1ty are rela'l:eci but by no
means 1dentlca_1. They are related in two ways. First, Jewish values both traditionally
and in thelr Amar:.can transformation place a hlgh premium on camumnal affiliation.
I‘t is, paxdox:Lcally, only the most religious and }cnowledgeable Jew who "can make
Shabbos for himself" and he is the 1east likely to do so. Secondly, most behavior
which weakens the individuals link to the ccmmmlty (mtennarmage is probably the '

. best example) tends to weaken his links to Judaism as well. Hcmever, the Jewish com-

- mumnity and Jewish values are not identical. Activity in a Jewish or-ga:nlzatlon_, r'aﬂ-xer



Ithan serving Jewish purposes may simply be an instrument for the activist to broaden-
his contacts with non-Jewish society by virtue .of his status as a Jewi_sh. leader.
Secondly, institutions which are structually Jewish 'may serve the latent function .
of assimilating the Jéw to aspects of American cilture. Many commentators have

- noted that this is pr’eéisely the role which the Yiddish press, parrticularly- the

leading Yiddish newspaper, The Forwards, fulfilled for the immigrant Jews at the

turn of t‘h‘e century. It was thxbugh the medium of the Yiddish press that the immi- '
grants learned middle class mores and ethuette American values of child rearing,
connublal relations, romantlc love, women's new e:nanupated role, and polltlcal
paz*t1c1pa‘t1c_>n. Jewish fraternal organizations provide an opportunity for' Jews to

meet socially and through their adult education pr'ograzﬁs‘they reinforce values of
group survivai. By the same toke.n such social activities as® a weekend in Las Vegas,
‘a fishing trip or a synagogue dinner dance or cocktail party legitimizes aspects of
non-Jewish leisure activity which may in furn suggest a whole new set of values,
attitudes and life style. On the other hand, 1eft_—wing_ intellectuals and radicals

of the 1930s who denie_d. their Jewish heritage and went so far as to affirm the in-
signific:ance of Hitler's anti-semitism were led back to a sense of Jewi__s]'mess as they
were led back to an affirmation of the positive aspects of American life.l-3 One writer
' -has noted that the more Americanized the Jewish ﬁw(er;s became "the more enthusiastically |
they support the fund for 'Pa_lestihe_ and the Jewish State.'.'u Thus, the impact of

organizational affiliation on the one hand, or of Americanization and acculturation on

the other, is complex. Jewish affiliation can and has served not only as a vehicle

3. Norman Podhoretz, Making It (New York: Random House, 1967), pp. 109—136.

4. From the Foreward by Joseph Schlossberg to Samuel Kurland, Cocperative Palestine
cited in Mordecai M. Kaplan, A New Zioniam (New York The . Herzl Press 19597, p. 89.
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for Americanization but even for the internalizing of anti-Jewish values.
With this introduction we now turn to separate discussions of Jewish values,

and__‘then_ of Jewish affiliation.

Jev-:ish Values

- American Jews share a set of characteristic values which relate to their
Americah environment as weil as to Judaism. We will confine ourselves to tﬁose
vali;es which bear more.dj_r'ectly on the question of Jewish identity. |
1. In one sénsé we have already _def:ined the dominant American Jewish value --
integrafion in the American community on the one hand and Jewish survival-as a
distinét community on the other. Values of integration and survival are not unique
Ito Jews but the intensity ﬁith which these values are held is probably more ﬁro-
nounced among Jews than any other group in American society. The Italian immi-
grants, ft;r example, resisted acculturation more strenously than did the Jews.

But their second and third generations ére barely distinguishable as a separate
group. Even the Irish, despite their celebration as a proud, defiant, separate

- sub-group ‘in American society are not only disappearing rapidly but seem to take
pride inltheir ldSS”Qf identity. Amish, on the other hand, are far more resistant
to{acgulturatioﬁ than are the Jews, but the Amish db not insist, concurrently with
their-separétism, that ﬁﬁerican sociefy close its eyes to tﬁeir 'distinctivéness

in economic, political or social considerations. Not so for the Jews. They desire
more than simply to be treated as equals. They demand that their Jewishness cease
to be a factor in ani judgments which society exercises over them. Jews, for.
eﬁanpie, do not argue that since they éontprise X percentage of New York City's

-population they are entifled to X percentage of the political offices. On the

‘contrary they argue that their Jewishness should simply be J'_.r-feleirant to such
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considerations. But Jews are quite conscious of their.pPOportion of office holderé,
or college presidents, or large corporation directofs. Where thé number of Jews is
le'ss than might be anticipated they suspect that this is a result of discrimination.
Jews do not argue that equality means that pﬁblic support for education should in-
Iélude public support for Jewish schools. On the contrary, they (at least many of
them) argue that public supﬁort for education should not be extended to-any non-public-
schools, and they are embarrassed by the very existence of Jewish day schools. The
inceséantldemand of Jews is that they be treated as though Jewishness does not exist.
INothing pleases most Jews more than to be told that they don't look Jewish or behave
Jewishly —-- that they cannot be distinguished in appearance, dresé,'sPeech, attitudes,
or behavior from the non;qu. All this is true on the one hand. But on the other
~hand, Jews still want to be Jews. They don't flock to Christian ministers for con-
version. The§ don't even flock to the Universalist-Unitarian church or fo Ethical
Culture. Classical Reform Judaism andlsynagogués such as New York City's Temple
Emanu-El is a more characterisfid institution of assimilated Jews. The synagogues of
classical Reform Judaism, parficularﬁy at the turn of the ceptﬁry were barely dis-
tinguishable from libefal Christian churches. One Protestant is reported to have
wandered into New York's Temple Emanuel and only discévered by chance that he was
in a Jewish_synagogue. Buf, of course, there is a difference -- fhe néﬁé, And that'
is how the Jews seem to want it. - |

- Jews want.full énceptance as Americans,; not as Jéws. " But most of them are
still-scandalizedrby intefmafriagefand insist that a non—Jewish partner to almarriage |
,convert to Judaism even when, as is usually the case, that partner no longer con-
51ders himself (herself) Christian. They support the State of Israel financially,
' politically and emotibnally when such support must surely raise the spectre of dual
natlonal loyalty if not dlsloyalty to America, and are outraged by the idea that.

the Stdte Departnent discriminates. against Jews in 1ts personnel policies.
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Thg Jew is pulled in two dirécfions--integration and survival.
The tension between the two values divides to some extént one Jew from
another,lbut the tension 'is really present in almost every American Jew.
The typical Jew, regardless of where he stands on a'survival-integrétion
continuum is himsélf pulled in both directions.
2., One can identity more specific values of American Judaism. The

forthcoming American Jewish Year Book suggests six such values5 and a

survey of 1;200 synagogue and local chapter presidents of a national
Jewish organization éonfirmed their widespread acceptance. rive-bf
ﬁhese values are of direct relevanqe to our discussion. _

a. There is nothing incomparable between beihg a good Jew and a
'godd American or between Jewish standards of behavior and American
standardé of behavior. If, however, one must choose between the two,
one's first loyalty is to American standards of behavior and American
rather than Jewish culture.l | |

b. Separatlon of church and state is an absolute essentlal It
protects America from being taken over by religious groups, 1t protects
Judaism from having alien standards forced upon it, and most impérténtly,
~it protects the Jew from being continually remihded of his minority and
Jewish status. Only the separafion of church and étate assures the
existence of religiously neutral areas-bf life where the'ﬁew can function

with his Jewish status a matter of irrelevance.

5. Charles S. Liebman, "Reconstructionism in Amerlcan Jewlsh Llfe,
American Jewish Year Book 1970 (forthcomlng)
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c. The Jews constitute one indivisible people. It'is.fheir
common history and experiences thch~define them és a people, not
.any éommon religious beliefs. What makes one a Jew is identification
‘with the Jewish people and this is not quite the same thing as an
indentification with the. Jewish religion. Religious differences within
;Judaism should not be tolerated and must be compromised where they
threaten the basic unity of the people.

d. Jewish rituals are nice, up to a pbinf. Going to synagogue a
few times a year; or lighting candles Friday'evening, having the family
together for a Seder or celebrating a son's bar mitzvah are proper ways
of expressing 6ne's Jewishness and keeping.the family integratéd._ But
Jews cannot be expected to observe all the ritﬁals and practices of
traditional Judaism. These were suitable,.perhaps, to_differeht countries
© or cultures but not to the American Jew qf the twentieth céntury; Many
rituals ought td be changed and it is up tb each.persoﬁ to decide:fcr
himself what he should or should not observe.

e. Among the major tasks that face Judaism is insuring the surviﬁal
of the Staté of Israel. This is an obliéation for every Jew. But,
supéort for Israel doesn't mean that one has to move there or that
living outside_Israél is wfong, or that one who lives in Israel is a
better Jew than one who does not.
 3. ThelJews‘ definition or classificafﬁdn of Judaism (is it a
feligion or ethnic.grouﬁ,.oﬁ éultube, or nationality, or people etc.)
iis not easily resolved. 1In a nominal sense the American Jew no doubt
thinks of.Judaism as a religion. This is a lérgely unconscious

accomodation by the East European immigrant or his descendants to the
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American environment which proved unreceptive to ethnic or cultural

or national separatism but quite congenial to religious independance.

'America tolerated ethnic groups as long as they didn't use their

"ethnicity"” to justify separatism.  Jewish or Catholic structures
against intermarriage or programs oflsupplementary education were
tolerated. But picture the reaction of a typical American to an Irish
parent who objected to intérmarriage of his children with non-Irish,
or to an Ifalian group which sought to eStéblish afternobn schools to

teach the Italian language, literature, and history and limited en-

‘rollment to children of Italian descent.

It fook the first generation of East European iﬁmigrants some
time to learn this. Further, having learned what America anticipated
of them it.is doubtful if all the Jews really internalized the message.
Even when fhe first generation of immigfants defined Judaism as é |

religion it is not always clear that they meant it. The religious facade

of Jewish life prior to World War II might have been intended to fool

‘the noﬁ-Jews-at least as much as it was inténded to fool the Jews them-

selves. Inladdition, insfitutions and crganizations of a non-féligious
hature (economic, cultural, ethnic, and national); continued to exist
as alternatives rather than supplements.to the synagogue.

World war-II marks a new period in Jewish self identification.

It inaugurates a period of heightened self interest and awareness on

thé-part of many Jews and increased status of "Jewishness". On the

other hand it is also a period of tremendous Jewish mobility, geographic
and social and the coming of age of the second generation which meant

increased pressure for Americanization.
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This second generation American Jew had lived vicariously
through the holocaust and the creation of Israel. Judaism carried
a great emotional charge for him and'it seemed a betrayal of self
to deny one's Jewishness, particularly since American values supported
jewish'self—identification and economic prospe;ity reléased_monies and
energies for Jewish activity. But this was aiso a generation of
incredible ignprance;l Twice removed from the East EurOpean.Jewishl
heartland it had no memory of traditional Jewish life to compensate
for.its Jewish illiteracy. This Americanized and accultﬁrated geﬁeration
- simply overwhelmed the existing Jewish community and completed the process
of "religionizing" or:more correctly “Protestantiiing" American Judaism.
Judaism toék the indeiible stamp of an American religioﬁs denomination
whoée patterns of religious change showed increasing "secular content
'and_similarity to Proteétant-liberél horma".s
4. A religiogs définition of Judaism has a number of.cbnsequences.
ITwo of the most important relate to Jewish ideology and intermérriage.
While Amefican Judaism has produced no Jewish philosopher or ideology
of stature, the creativity it_has shown haé been in thé religiops
fealm. This is tr@e in both behavior and thoﬁght. The intellectual
"action" has beén in the religious theOIOgicél spheré in contrast say
to modern East European Jewry which produced a Jewish historiography,

'a Jewish literature, and a Jewish national, social, and cultural

ideology.' But, since modern Jewish intellectuals have felt least

5 SidneyIGoldstéin and Calvin Goldscheider, Jewish Americans
(Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1968), p.240.
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comfortable with religious and theological categories of thought,
the consequences of the religious defiﬁition of Judaism has been to
increase their disaffection.

Secondly, if Judaism is-a_religion, then it follows that someone
who is not religious is not Jewish. A religious as distinet from ethnic
definitiop of Judaism makes it open ended. It is easier to enter and
easier to leave. It is significant that precisely among suburban
residents -who have "the greatest assimilation in almost every aspect
of religiqsity", the greatest intermarriage rate, and "the weakest
affiliation with Jéwishness“Tthat conversions to Judaism are highest.
On,fhe other hand, a religious Q?finition reduces the formal
pressures on the religiously indifferent Jew to retain a familistic
or symbolic tie to the community when he does not recognize his own
ties to that community's seﬁsg of purpose. |
5. American Jewry has linked itself to Israel through tourism,
financial contributions, investments, political support, and even
 §liz§. Inaeed, it seems as though interest in Israel, particuiarly
in the laét few years has preempted other_Jeﬁiéh concerns. The
dimensions.and intensity of Jewish support for Israel raises questiéns
about the religioﬁs definition of American Judaism. If Judaism is a
religion, why then shauld concern for Iérael be such an important
component of American Jewish identity? One possibility is that
American Jews see Israel as the religious and spiritual center of Judaigﬁ.
But this ié not the case. Indeed, in a survey of Jewish synagogue and
organizétional leadérs, a majority, except for the Orthodox, expressed
'agreemgnt with thé following statement: "While there must be é warm

7 .Ibid., p.24l.
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fraternal relation between Jéws of thé United States and Israél, the -
center of American Jewish life must be American Judaism rather than
a Jewish culture which has developed or will develop in Is_rael.8
..Thus, the_intensity of Américan Jewish suppért for Israel remains-
paradoxical given the religious definition of Judaism. Jewish
demonstrations against French President Pompidéu on the occésion of
his visit to the United States in early 1970 raised fears even among
-fsfagli officials that Jewish enthusiasm for Israel would jeopardize
the position of American Jewry.  Furthermore, support for Israel
feqches heretofope inaccessible segments of the Jewish community. As
"we shall see in the next seﬁtioh, non-religious crggnizatioﬁs do not
derive their support from the "unsynagogued". Support for Israel is
probably the only major Jewish activity today which involves the "non-
religious" Jew.

| Perhaps, fhefefore, American Jews arelshifting to a new stage
of Jewish identity in which Israel is replacing religibp. ‘Such a change
would be totally oﬁtlof_harmony with prevailing American'notions of
1egifimacy. One is inclined, therefore, to e#plore the possibility
that'support for Israel is really only an extensiOn or evdlution of
American Jewish identity.since World War II rather than a radlcal shift.

The first point to note is ‘that the Jewish rellglon 1tse1f

empha51zes the 1mportance of Israel. This is not only true in the
sense that Israel-Zion occupies such an'important place in Jewish.

liturgy and ritual. Nor is it true only because the religious

8 This:and other responses of Jewish synagogue and organizational
leaders. to Israel is reported in Charles S. Liebman, "The Role of Israel
in the Ideology of American Jewry,” Dispersion and Unity 10 (Winter, =~ -
1970), pp. 19-26. ; .
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éstabiishment, especially the various rabbinicai and éynagogue
organizations have been unanimous inltheir pronouncements and declara;
tions in support of Israel. It is eépecially true, because.ét the local
congregational level, Israel has turned into a focal point of Jewish
identity. There are the rabbis' sermons which stress]Israel, the gift
objects from'Israel, the-trips to Israel under synagogue anspicgs, the
prominént place of Israel in men's club and sisterhood programming,

and the increasing number of Israelis who staff.the synagogue's school

' prdgrams. Nothing illustrates Israel's role in the religious life of
American Jewry better thén the sale of Israel Bonds on Yom Kippur (which
is not to say that such Significaﬁce is absent even on that day). This
Hbliest day of the Jewish calendar stresses the personal Pelationship
6f man to God and the idea 6f fepentance. The prayers, devoted to
spiritual self assessment and pleas‘for forgiveness are intérrUpted in
hﬁndreds of synagogues in the United States by an appeal to the con-
gregants to buy Israel Bonds. The point hére is not to judge whether
sﬁch conduét is right or wrong, just or unjust, pedessary or un;
neéessary. Let ur grant that it ﬁay be thé most effective way to raise
money. It is nevertheless vulgar and ludicrous. :But American Jews
.apparantly don't cénsidér it either vulgar or ludicrous and this éays

a great deal aﬁoUt their concept of "religious' behavior and the place
of Israel in their "religious" outlook. | .

- The foregoing suggests that American Jews ;onfinue to. define
Judaism"as a feiigion but that Israel inc;easingly defines the content
6f that religion. Concomitantly, suppoft for Isréel becomes not only
éupport for a State thousands of miles away or for its inhabitants-
rather, support for Israel is fhe symbol of one's Jewish identity like
staying home froﬁ work on Yom Kippur. It has nothing to do wi?h zibnisﬁ,

with a national Jewish self definition, or even with knowing very much
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'abcut Israel itself or modern Jewish-Israeli culturé. It is perfectly
ccmpatabie with being a good Amer'ican.9 Of course, there are other
reasons.as well for the“important place of Israei.in Amefican Jewish
Tife.
| ‘The stakes involved in Israel's success are obvious. The lives
of two million Jews are involved. Furthermore, unlike Soviet Jewry,
where many Jewish lives are also involved, far more American Jews have
relatives in Israel with whom they met, continue to hear from, and

with wﬁom they may even correspond regularly.

Support for Israel, politically and financially represents an
outlet and expression of Jewish éctivity'which is religiously legitimate
-but ﬁhich is entirely secular in content. In a sense it gives one
something Jewish and something important to do which, uﬁlike pure
religious behavior demands no knowledge and no strange ritualized
behavior.

Finally, the mass media bring Israel to the constant attention
_of the_Americaﬁ Jew. The agenda of American Jewish life is by ahd large
dictated by the concerns of the non-Jewish media. Religion is no longer:
fhe topic of as many articles, news stories, books, efc., or religious
pérsonalities the sﬁbjgct of ﬁs many T.V. intervieﬁslas they were in

the last two decades. But Israel has achieved much greater proﬁinance

‘9 Nathan Rotenstreich makes a similar point in his comments found in
Changing Relationships Between Israel and the Diaspora (Jerusalem: The
Tnstitute for Contemporary Jewry, Publications of the Study Circle on
D1a5pora Jewry, Hebrew, 1969) pp. 60-61.
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thereby reinforcing the efforts of Jewish leaders to bring. its problems.

to the attention of the American Jew,

It remains to be seen whether Israel will continue to occupy
its pfesent role in Jewish life in the event that the American public
becomes less tolerant of Jewish commitment to Israel, or in the happy
event that threats to Israel's physical survival diminish. Will
American Jewé resist pressures to deemphasize Israel's importance,
and will some other symbol replace Israel as a focus of (religious) '
identity? For the present, even pessimists must confess to the capacity
of at-least one Jewish symbol to evoke‘an emotional response among
elements of the'commﬁnity such as some college youth and some in-
tellectuals for whom eulogies had already been pronounced.
6. As in the previous discussion on the strength of Jewish identity
so-here in this section on the nature of Jewish identity, one ﬁust not
lump all Jews together. Not all of them identify or_define.Judaism :
in the same way. First of all, the vast majority of Jews may define
Judaism as a religibn while disagreeing among themselves about the
content of the religion. Studies of Jewish teenagers in the 1950'5 10
indicated surprising agreement on the ritual requirements 6f_Judaism.
The teenagers accepted traditional or Orthodox norms even while they
‘deviated from them. ©One suspécts that this is no longer the case. In

the portrait which Sklare and Greenblum paiht of ﬁakeville,ll the Dorian

10 Bernard Rosen, Adolscence and Religion (Cambridge: Schenkman . 5
Publishing Co., 1965) "

1l Marshall Sklare and Joseph Greenblum, Jewish Identlty on the
Suburban Frontier (New York: Basic Books, 13967)
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Grey of American Judaism, only 12 per cent of the respondents thought
it essential or desirable to observe the dietary laws in order for
a Jew to be considered a good Jew. There is probably a.new level of
agreement emerging among Conservative and Reform Jews about the desirablé
level of traditional observance but this leaves the Orthodox segment of
.the_dommunity in substantial diségreeﬁent.
| Furthermore, there are still some Jews who retain a purely
cultural, 1iﬁgﬁistic or national self definition. While they represent
a small minority and really fall outside the consensus of American
Judaism they may play a prominent public role because of the intensity
of their commitment. They are to be found in disproportionate numbers
among Jewish professionals in fields such as education, camping, zionism,
and social and communal work.

Finally thére is that assiﬁilationist element which, unwilling to
die a quiét Jewish death, is not satisfied unless it can drag the rest
of American Jewry along with it to the grave. This element once thrived
within Reform Judaism. Since the 1930's and. especially since World War IT
the assimilationists have been on the defensive there. They are more |
likely now to be totally outside the religious camp and define themselves

as Jewish secularists. . Their views which find expression in such best.

sellers as James Yaffe, The American Jewslédefine Judaism in purely
uniﬁersalist terms. The ideals of Jgdaism, in their view, requires the
abandonment of all Jewish particularism and advocates ihtermarriage.

 we turn now to-the second aspect in the naturé of Jewish identity,

the American Jew's relationship to other Jews and to the organized

_ %2 New York: Random Hdusé, 1968
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Jewish community.

"Jewish Affiliation

Ls In a study which has assumed‘great importance in the literature
on American minority groups, Milton Gordon characterized various stages
of assimilation.l3 The two éfages most relevant to our discussion are:
1) cultural or behavioral assimilation in which the minority group
changes its cultural patterns to those of the dominant society and 2)
structural assimilation in which there is large scale entrance of
minority group members into the cliques, clubs and institutions of the
host society on the primary group level. In his discussion of American
Jews, Gordon suggests that cultural assimilation has taken place, where- -
as structural assimilation has not. One author, who relies on Gordon
for his theoretical framework makes the following observation:
...The Jews of America associate among themselves...they are
culturally American, but socially in the ghetto. But, mind you,
the ghetto is an American ghetto, not a Jewish ghetto. American
Jews in B'nai B'rith...do precisely what other Americans-do in
the Knights of Columbus, the Rotarians...and other fraternal
organlzatlons. They do not differ in behavior patterns, in rltual
in professed ideals, in activitivities of all sorts, except for
this one very significant thing, that they prefer to associate
among themselves.lW :
While there is undoubtediy some truth in this observation it is

exaggerated and misleading. Gordon may be right in a very general way

but his categories of cultural and structural assimilation are too gross.

13 Milton Gordon, Assimilation in American Life (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1964) See also the attack on Gordon from a Jewish
perspective by Marshall Sklare, "Assimilation and. the Sociologists",
Commentary, 44 (May, 1965), pp 63-67. . &

14 Werner I. Cahnman, "Comments on the American Jewish Scene," Herbert
Strauss (ed.), Conference on Acculturation (New York: Amerlcan Federation
of Jews From Central Lurope, 1965), pp. 20-21.
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The essence of American Jewish identity, the core meaning
which Judaism has for many American Jews may very well be their
social ties to one another. We shall call this, associationalism.
The distinguishing mark of American Jews is increasingly the fact that
they associate primarily with other Jews rather than what they believe
or even how they believe (though as we shall see, associationalism is
related to behavibr). As Gherhard Lenski found in his Detroit area
study, ties binding Jews t6 their religion are weaker than those of

Protestants or Catholics; ties binding them to one another are much

]

stronger. More than other religious groups,'"thg great majority of
Detroit Jews find most of their primary relationships within the Jewish
subcommunity." 1% Even among the third generation, wealthy, acculturated
suburban Jews of Lakeville, Jews make their friends almost exclusively
among other Jews. By and large this is not a result of anti-Semitiém

or deliberate exclusion on the part of the non-Jews. Rather, many
fespondents emphasized: | |

...that Jews are predisposed to social contact and intimate
association with other Jews because of a common religio-ethnic
heritage and a pervasive group identity. "It's because Jews go
with Jews and Gentiles go with Gentiles. My background is so
Jewish and my life is so Jewish that I'm happier surrounded by
Jews", explains a young salesman's wife who is now active in
Lilienthal Temple, although as an adolescent she had some close
friends who were Gentile. "It's the identity, the background,
the religion. It would be hard for a Gentile to be comfortable
without those common bonds," elaborates an affluent lawyer. and
business executive who came to the United States from Russia
when he was a youngster...A young businessman who observed
almost none of the traditional religious practices to which

he was exposed in childhood mentions similar reasons to aacount
for the fact that he lost contact with the non-Jewish friends

he had before marriage "They went different paths because of
differences in economics, education, and a different mode of
living."

15 Gerhard Lenski, The Religious Factor (New York: Anchor Books,
rev. ed., 1963), p.37. :

16 Sklare and Greenblum, op. cit., pp.280-281.
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The first point to be noted is that Jewish associationalism
has a behavioral foundation. In other words, Jews who seek out other
Jews, do so because they apparently find somefhing different or special
which distinguishes Jews from non-Jews. Sociologists may not know what
this special qualify is. One is reminded of the question-who can tell
the difference between a male turtle and a female turtle? The answer is,
of course, that turtles can teii. |

The second point is that Jewish associaéionalism exists in-’
dependently of other attributes of Jewish identity. It is a pattern
ﬁhich exists among all types of Jews and in all types of Jewish communities,
urban and. suburban, wealthy and poor, first generation American and third
generafion American. Sklare and Greenblum foﬁnd that those "uninvolved
in religion and synagogue life have almost as Jewish a friendship circle
as those.who posséss religious commitﬁents".l? In his sample of Chicago
area Jews, Lazerwitz constructed nine measures of ngish identity one
of which was ethnicity. This was defined by the number of close Jewish
friends one had or the freéuency of visiting Jews cbmpared to non—Jeﬁs.18
There were no pronounced differences in ethnicity between Jews who scored
high and‘those who scored low on other measures of Jewish idehtification.
These included, for example, religipus behaviof, Jewish education,
zionism, pietism,.traditiﬁnal beliefs, and Jewish organizational éffilia;
tion. | |

Jéwish associationalism, ét least among adults, appears to be

ubiquitous. This does not mean that it is a permanent phenomenon.

Indeed, there is every reason to be pessimistic concerning long run

17 1bia., p.28u.

18 Bernard Lazerwitz, A First Report on the General Components and

Consequences of Jewish Identification (National Jewish Welfare Board
Research Program at Brandeis University, mimeo, 1968)
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treﬁds since many Jewish youth today not only form ties with non-

Jews (this was apparantly always the case) but explicitely reject

%hé values implicit in Jewish associationalism. Furthermore, ﬁheré

is reason to believe that educational, life style, child rearing

patterns that were once characteriétically Jewish, are now shared by

many non-Jews. Consequently the basis of Jewish associationalism

among the assimilated, that is those who associate ﬁith Jews rather

than non-Jews only because of common life styles, will disappear.

But let us continue for the time being with an analysis of present .
,Jewish behavior rather than predictions for the future.

2, While there is no relationship between friendship patterns and

other measures of Jewish identity, there is a relationship between
organizational affiliation and other identity measures. Those affiliated
" with Jewish organizatioﬁs are most likely to identify themselves with the
religious cdmmunity, Lazerwitz found that "the two dominating facfgrs

of Jewish identification, which are also strongly associated with one

another are the religio-pietistic and Jewish organizational factors.lg

19 'Lazerwitz, op. cit., p. 19. Similar conclusions are to be found in:
Stanley K. Bigman, The Jewish Population of Greater Washington in 1956
(Washington, D.C., The Jewish Community Council of Greater Washington,
1957), p. 683 and Morris Axelrod, et. al, A Community Survey for Long
Range Planning: A Study of the Jewish Population of Greater Boston
(Boston: The Combined Jewish Philanthropies, 1967), p. 165.
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Sklare and Greenblum, on the other hand, found that among men
(tﬁough not women) the degree of religious commitment meant little
if any distinction in the level of organizational affiliation or |
even in the degree of involvement, Hdwever, the religiously un-
committed had "an affinity for social and recreational organizations
which avoid any instrumental or Jewish purpose,'20 Thus, their
conclusion that Jewish organizational involvement provides a secular
alternative for the non-religious Jews seems unwafranted because
- Jewish organizations are not of a single mold.
| It appears far more useful to distinguish among types of Jewish
organizations., Those which are pﬁrely recreational or social bring.
Jews together at the associational level, the lowest level of Jewish
_1dentity. They do evidence the pattern of cultural assimilation and
structural segregation., But the Jewish organizations which we more
commonly identify as communal organizations; B'nai_B'rith, American
Jewish Committee, American Jewish Congress, Hadassah, Jewish War |
Veterans, Zionist Organization oflﬂmerica, or ORT, are not a secular
alternative to the synagogue; they are a supplement to religious
identification, Whatever.social, recreational, or purely expressive
satisfactions the Jew may derive from such organigations he also
relates to them because they fulfill instrﬁmental Jewish purposes.
Contrary, therefore, fo what Gordon suggests, there are types of

Jewish structures which still remain culturally independent and

20gklare and Greenmblum, op. cit., p. 263.



-2 7=
they are precisely those structures which play a crucial role in the
network of Jewishlcommunal relationéhips. This is not to suggest that
such organizations have not been Americanized or, as we indicated
abové, ma& not even soclalize their members to anti-Jewish values.

But sureiy we must view an organization as culturally Jewish if its
goals afe uniquely Jewish, On the other hand,.Gordon's description
'af the Jewish community as structurally segregated but culturally
asstnllatia fits, at least temporarily, Jewish social and recreational
6rganizations. . Less clear is the place of Jewish Community Centers.
Do they fulfill purely.associational needs or are they cultﬁral
supplements to other forms of Jewish activity? Some Centers are
probably of one type, aﬁd other Centers of another type, depending
on the community in which it is located, the Board, and the Executive
Bifector.21

Tapping. such a measure is fraught with difficulty; We would
bbviously have to measure relative contributions but relative to
what? individual income, family income, present inéome, pagt income,
anticipated income, etc. Would we distinguish types of Jewish philan=-
thropies, rather than lump say hospitals and Jewish schools together?
How would we hold constant for community and economic pressures to
contribute? .What would ;e do about family or corporate contributions?

What about contributions to such organizations as the American Israel

" Public Affairs Committee which is not philantrhopic? Finally, how

21We have been using type of organization as a measure of identity.
A far more revealing measure might be contributions to Jewish philan-
thropy. B
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reliable would self reporting of such information be? But, if these
technical hurdles could be overcome we might have a measure of acti-
vity which cuts across the entire gamut of Jewish identification
and is the best single measure of Jewish éowmitment.

3. The synagogue is the institution with which Jews are most widely
affiliated. Approximately 60 per cent of American Jews are afillia-
ted with synagogues.22 Estimates of the.number of Jews affiliated
with commnal organizations are subj ect to greaﬁer error, In the
absence of orgapizgtional figureswe must rely on self-sﬁpporting

by respondents in various community surveys. Unfortuamately, such
data is not always collected or repbrted uniformly. Baséd on
studies 6f Washington, D,.C,, Camden, New Jérsey, Providence, Rhode

23

Island, and Boston, Massachusetts, I would estimate that about

35 per cent of the adult Jewish population belongs to at least one
Jeﬁish communallorganization, this excludes membership in synagogue
mens' clubs and sisterhoods (the most pervasive type of organizational |
affiliation and in Jewish Community Centers.

There seems to be a tendency for women to affiliate more than

22The figure can be misleading since it includes family members whose
~affiliation might take place through one parent. On the other hand

it excludes many elderly who may disaffiliate in a formal sense while
retaining informal ties to the synagogue. Over 90 per cent of American
Jews express some denominationl preference when asked if they identify
themselves as Orthodox, Conservative, Reform, or secular Jews,

235tudies include surrounding suburbs as well as the city itself. On
Washington see Stanley K. Bigman, op. cit.; for Camden see Charles
Westoff, Population and Social Characteristics of the Jewish Community
of the Camden Area 1964 (Camden: Jewish Federation of Camden County,
n.d.); for Providence see Sidney Goldstein, The Greater Providence
Jewish Community (Providence: The General Jewish Committee “of Providence, -
196%4): for Boston see Morris Axelrod, op. cit.
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men (in two areas more women are affiliated and in one area the same
proportion of women are affiliated but they are members of more or=-
ganizations), though in one area the tendency is reversed, There
are only two Jewish organizations to which at least ten per cent of
fhe Jewish population who are eligible to join are affiliated., The
largest Jewish organization is Hadassah followed by B'nai Birith.
ﬁowevér, in individual communities, a particular local organization
may be much larger. In Providence, for example; 22 pef cent of the
women were affiliated with Zionist orgqnizations (we may assume the
overwhelming majority were members of Hadassah), but 26 per éent of
the women were affiliated with the local Jewish Home for the Aged.
Parenthétically, 21 per cent were affiliated with the_Jéwish
Community Center and 36 per cent with synagogue sisterhoods.

As we indicated, Jewish communal organizations do not repfesent

alternatives in terms of memberships to.the synagogue, We simply
"~ don't know whether they represent alternatives for active partici-
pation and leadership, though this s;ems likely,
4. From the preceedingldiscussion, a picture emerges of three types
of Jews., The affiliated Jews, the associated Jew, and ﬁhe non-asso-
ciated Jew (the non=Jewish Jew). The affiliated Jew represents the
largest category and includes an estimated jO per cent or more of
American Jews. He is likely to belong to a-synagogue and he or his
wife probably.beiong to some other Jewish organization., His closest
friends.are Jews, While the quality of his Jewish life and the level

of his Jewish knowledge leaves much to be desired while he may be
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gradually assimilating more and more values and life-style patterns
of the non-Jewish community, he is Jewishly self-conscious and wants
Judaism to survive,

The associated Jew is.unaffiliated with a Jewish synagogue or
Jewish communal organization and may even identify himself as a secu-
lar Jew though his-closest friends are Jewish. He may be #ffiliated
with a social or recreational group which is nominally Jewish or Whose.
predominant memberd1ip is Jewish. While associated Jews comprise only
a minority of American Jews they are a significant group: .because |
they are disproportionately third of fourth generation American Jews
and are disproportionately under 40,

Finally we have the non-associated Jew about whom we know the
least statistically but with respect to some individuals the most
anecdotally. He is the Jew who is least likely to be captured by
community studies, is most likely to be intermarried, and is completely
marginal to the Jewish community. He is, I would guess likely to be
of two types. As a member of the working class_énd a high school
dropout he may slither out of the Jewish community without anyone
caring to claim him, Alternately he may be engaged in a ghighly
professionalized or speciﬁlized occupation==-university professor,
psychoanalyst, artist, .His major associates and friends may be
Jeﬁish because such occupations are highly attractive to Jews., But
from his poinf of view, however erroneous his conclusion may be, the
fact that most nf'his friends are Jewish is a matter oflaccidenﬁ. In

fact, most of them may not be Jewish.
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Among the many independent and dependent variables associated with
these types of Jews, two deserve special mention. Jewish education
may be the critical independent variable, That is, Jewish-educatiOn
may be the siﬁgle best causative explanat;on for differences amobg
types of Jews and even for differences between the more and less
comﬁitted of the affiliated Jews., My own guess, however, is that
even if Jewish educatlon is the single best explanatory factor, it
hardly suffices to explain everything.

The second factor we have lgnored is contributions to Jewish.
philanthropy which, if we had some accUrate'way of measuring it, might
prove to be the most reliable dependenf variable, I suspect that |

this is the case, |

5. We have proposed a mode] of three types-qf Jews. Affiliated,
aQSOciated, and non-associated, .Even if this model gdequately des;
"cribes the behavior of most American Jews.?t misses ;ualitatively
significant segment. Since June of_1967 about 8,000 Aﬁerigans have
emigratéd to Israei each year and the estimates for 1970-,1971 are

| 10,000. About half of these gligba:e.Orthodox Jews, ﬁy own guess

is that among the Orthodox, at least 50 per cent were not'affiliatéd
with any Jewish organization in the United States and a few like
nmyself, (though they may have been active in the day school which
their children attended), were not even affiliated with a synagogue.
Yet these olim were ﬁrompted to come to Israel frdm a strong sense of
_Jewigh identity and despair over'the possibility of providing a satis-

factory Jewish enviromment for their children in the 4,S. In other
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words many of these strongly identified, strongly committed olim

do not readily fall into the category of affiliated or associated Jew.
Among the non-Orthodox olim, the proPthion of deviates is certainly
higher. I would guess that a far smaller ﬁercentage of them were
affiliated with a Jewish organization or with a synagogue. The pre=-
1967 olim came out of a much strongef Zionist organizational orienta-
tion than the post=1967 olim. However, iﬂ his study of Americans and
Canadiané'still in Israel who céme prior to 1966, Antanovsky found
that 58 per cent of those who came in the previous decade and did
not Settle dn Kibbutzim did not even belong to a Zionist organization.24
In addition to the oleh who does not fit into our classification
there is the radical Jewish youth phenomenon., There aré all sorts
of radical Jewish youth and it would be a mistake to lump them all
together, There are the radical Jew;sh youth who are identified with

Black nationalist and/or anti-semitic and/or pro-Arab groups. There.

are the Jewish youth'who participate in a Ramparts seder to mock

and pervert the Jewish tradition and the Jéwish éommunity. While the
destructive capacity of such youth must not be underestimated, and
the éxistence of their fellow travellers within the affiliated Jewish
community_must be appreciated, they do not really cdnstitute an excep
tion to our typoldgy 6f American Jews. At most, one might be forced
to construct a foﬁrth category of Jews from them. If wevheretﬁfore

suggested that non-associated Jews (non-Jewish Jews) constitute the

24paron Antanovsky, Americans and Canadians in Israel, Report No., 1

(Jerusalem: Israel Institute of Applied Social Research, mimeo, 1968.)
The figures are derived from those presented on p.24.
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lowest rung on the ladder of Jewish identity, these youth might
in fact constitute a fourth level, anti-Jewish Jews, But our concern
is with another type of radical youth whb is also disaffected from
the synagogue and Jewish communal organizations but for.very different
reasons., He is the young man who ''sat in'" in 1968 at a meeting of the
American conference on Soviet Jewry and charged that organization with
"being little more than an alibi for inaction on Soviet Jewry., He is
the radical youth who ''occupied'' the offices of the New York Federa-.
tion of Jewish Philanthropies, or who demonstrated at the 1969
meetings of the CJFWF., Here is part of what a spokesman for those
who demonstrated at the CJFWF meetings had to say. It is quoted at
some length to demonstrate that antagonism to the organized Jewish
commmity is duite compatible with a high commitment to Judaism:

I am not a part of this convention; neither was I nor any young
person asked to speak at this time,..I stand here because of pressure
that we exerted upon the planners of this conference to permit us to
address you directly. Knowing that we were given this opportunity
only through threats of a disruption, you might dismiss us as children
of aur times, bored with the battle of the campus and looking for a
new stage upon which to play our childish pranks of doubtful morality...

We were born during and shortly after the war. The Holocaust
made a deep impression on our young minds, as did the new=felt.pride
in the state of Israel. We had the bewt set of blocks, the shiniest
bicycle, and piano lessons., We did well in school. We went to Hebrew
school and occasionally synagogue, but found them dull. There were
few exciting models for us in the Jewish community, little opportunity
to give expression to our youthful ideals. In contrast the larger
world was exciting, a labyrinth of mystery and challenge...The Jewish
publicists spilled seas of ink bemoaning our alien-ation, Perhaps :
it was a sign of our health that we were not attracted to a Jewish life
devoid of intellectual and spiritual energy. -

It took us several years to realize our confusion of form
and essence tm and to recognize that there was more to Judaism than
its poor expression in the American Jewih community. For some it was
a trip to Israel, for others it was the reading of Buber's I and Thou
- for others an encounter with Hassidim, for others it was a traditional
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Jewish education redirected to confront existential problems, for
others the exploration of self could not overlook the Jewish component.
The Six=-Day War forced us to reassess our attachment in deciding to
risk our lives if necessary on Israel's behalf, The black awakening
reminded us that the melting pot dream was a fool's fantasy and that

"differences were legitimate, We woke up from the American dream

and tried to discover who we really were., For mamy of us this now
means turning our concerns inward into the Jewish community because
we are disenchanted with the crass materialism of the larger society.
Yet where can we find inspiration in the multi-mlllion dollar Jewish
presences of suburbia?

, .o sAs the Jew rose into a secure middle class nlche, he became
more of a social and political being. Organizations multiplied
which reflected the needs of adjustment and defense...

. ..oSettlement houses had suburban off-shoots of Jewish community
centers closely modelled aftered the YMCA's, These Jewish swimming
pools and game rooms were to be instrumental in maintaining Jewish
loyalties.

coe Jewish education was a step=son of organized Jewish philan-
thropies,...Ironically, constitutent organizations have declared a
h oly war against government support of Jewish education while
simultaneously refusing to give any aid themselves,

«eoIt 1s inconceivable for a Jewish community to be guided by
Jewish principles and values if its leaders are ignorant of them,
Surely some knowledge of Hebrew, of Jewish history and traditionms
should be a pre-requisite., Leaders of Jewish philanthropies should

‘not only solicit funds but educate benefactors to the needs of the

commnity. This requies Jewish knowledge,

Your response to us could be: you pampered kids, if you want things
done differently, why don't you do it yourselves and leave us alone?
This is the way we want the Jewish community, If that would be your
response, then with much pain and disappointment we would indeed be
forced to do it ourselves,..And then perhaps it will only be the
coming of the Messiah that will turn our hearts to yours,

By chance, the statement by Hillel Levine came to my attention
within a day or two of the statement that follows. While addressed
to a different topic I thought it instructive to contrast the style
and content of the two. The author of the following statement, Morris

Laub, is Director of the Joint Commission on Social Action of all the

25Hillel Levine, "To Share a Vision," Speech before the CJFWF meetings
held in Boston, Nov,, 1969 andprinted in Response, 6 (Winter 1969-
1970), pp. 3-10, The journal in which the speech was printed is
igself an interesting example of thephenomenon to which we refer.
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Rabbinical and lay groups of the Conservative movement. Laub, as
embedded in the Jewish establishment as one can be; was-writing .
:this year aboﬁt the activities of the Jewish Defense League and made
the following observation,

...Study after study has shown that the black is among the least
anti-semitic of Americans...The problem of anti-Semitism cuts
across all of America, all religious groups, and all economic
classes, The Jewish establishment hasnot rid American of anti-
Semitism-nor could it-but it has done a remarkably protective
job., It is rank distortion of the problem to offer black scape=
goats as a solution,

The urban crisis does affect Jews - but not Jews alane, It
poses a serious problem for all Americans. Well before the Jewish
Defense League came into being, the Kermer Report on Civil Dis-
orders was embraced by all Jewish organizations, and with it the
need to do something about Jews in the core city. Even a cursory
reading of statements, convention proceedings and resolutions
points to the heightened consciousmess on the part of national
and local Jewish organizations of the need to devote more thought,
energy and money to the problems of the core city, The problem
of the Jew in the inner city is & function of the urban crisis
and of American society, and not of black racism or anti-Semitism,
The solution lies, therefore, in directing attention to the causes
of the illness, not merely to the symptoms,Z5
(Underlining not in the original)

What Laub is saying is that Jews are an-epi-phenOmena of a core
city problem, Shades of Karl Marx. One need hold no brief for the
Jewish Defense Léagﬁe,fand one doubts many raidcal youth do, but #hey-
would surely see Laub's solution as a typical 'cop-out" of the Jewish
establishment.

Like olim, Jewish radicals t4nd to be unafilliated and even §n=

tagonistic to the organized Jewish community, but hardly indifferent.

26pMorris Laub, "Vigllantism' Is it Needed?," Consefvative Judaism 24
- (Spring, 1970, pP. 52-33
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We leave open the question of whether the affiliational problem
relates more to the program of Jewish organizations, or to their
style, to their decision making procedures, to some other factor or
to all or some of these. |
6. The importance of communal organizations, Eoth in terms of their
instrﬁmental goals (we haven't really toucﬁed upon them at all), and
as a foci of Jewish identity means that not only the qulity of their
programs, but their very survival must concern all Jews. It is my
impression that though there is a crisis in the symnagogue, while the
s}nagdgue fails to attract many Jewish youth and intellecturals, and
while rabbis are becoming less and less secure about that they are
doing and ought to be doing, Jewish communal organizations are exper=-
iencing more serioﬁs difficulty., The immediate problem is not lmember-‘
ship, though age compositién & is a cause for concern., fhe best
expressibn of the problem is to be found in comparing the presidents
of Jewish organizations today with presidents twenty or even ten yéars
~ago. Is it only coincidence that.there is hardly a president of a:
national Jewish organization.who is a personality of national stature?
Apparently, Jewish organizations are having difficulty recruiting top
lay éeople for leadership positions. Shortage of professionai s;aff
is a éecond problem. All organizations,-public andprivate, rely
iﬁcreasingly on their professional staffs for program planningand
initiation as well as their administration and exécutioh. There ﬁag
always been a shortage of Jewishly kﬁowledgeable profeséionals but in

the past they were at least committed to their own organization and
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~its program. Jewish organizations are experiencing increasing diffi-

culty in attracting skilled staff, much less a professional staff
loyal tolthe organization; Finally, the growth and increased role

and status of roof organization - the President's Conference, the
Conference on Soviet Jewry, the NCRAC, the CJFWF, the Synagogue Coun-
cil of America, introduce a desirable measure of unity but raise
enormous dangers to the quality of Jewish Communal life, This sub-
ject deservee exeended treatment, It is sﬁtprising and disheartening
that no one has addressed himself to this question., In the absence

of any study the following remarks must be accepted even 'more
tentatively than the previeus ones, The charecteristic of roof
organizations is that they have organizations as constituents; although
eome of them go outside their organizational constituencies for funds.
But their decisions which often represent the lowest common denomina-
tor of agreement: among constituent orgeniEations_ere also once removed
- from accountability to a mass_membership. Thus, they efe not only
impotent except on those rare occasions where true unanimity exists

on the communal scene, but they handicap the constituent organizations
from exercising boldness and initiative since the latter must often
clear their programs with the roof organizations. It is no ﬁoﬁder;
therefore, that some talented laymen_ find the national ergenizations
less and less attractive as an arena ef activity and eower. One national
organization complaine that it has trained laymen at the 1oeei-1evel
who.then-leave if for the greener ﬁastures and "instant preminence"l

of ‘activity in a roof organization.
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-?. The earlier discussion of points.& and 5 sgggest-that the organized
Jewiéh community, to the extent that it can transcend envifonmental
pressures and truly arrive at independent decisions, must choose
between alternative strategies that will inevitably alien#te one éeg-
meﬁt or another of Ameriéan Jews, Catch phrases such as "relevance"
are of little help since that which is relevant to the concerns of one

group of American Jews is quite irrelevant to another.
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The Future of American Judaism

Marshall Sklare wrote recently that '"it is a hallmark of the
dontemporary Jewish community that assimilationists insist upon de-
signating themselves as survivalists.'?’/ while it would be unfortunate
to let the assimilationsts preempt the survivalist vocabulary, their
a;gument is not without its own logic in the reality of contemporary
Jewish life, _When we talk about Jewish aurvival it is not always
cleﬁr 1f the referrent is to the survival of.a group of people who
identify themselves as Jewish or to ;he survival of Judaism, Of
course, there is no Judaism without Jews. So if our referrent of
surviva, is Judaism, then.what we also mean is the survival of Jews,
~but in this case, not only nominally identified Jews but those who
adhere to some definable essénce called Judaism,

Whatever definition of Judaism is adopted, ome is sure to despair
over the possibility for the continued adherence of large numbérs of
American Jews to Judaism, Indeed, the more maximalist a definition
one adopts (and highly committed Jews tend also to be maximalists),
the moré pessimistic'one is likely to be over the prospects for
the survival of Judaism in the United States., The assimilationists .
may argue, therefore, with justice, that Jewish maximalists are reading
Jews out of Judaism. It makes more sense, they may argue, to define

Jews father than Judaism., Jews would be people who call themselves

271n his response to letters from readers, Cdmmentary, 49 (June, 1970),

P. l4, By an assimilationist Sklare apparently means someone who persists

in celling himself Jewish although he denies the tenets, beliefs,
_practices and traditions associated with Judaism,
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‘Jews and Judaism would be what they say it is., If the Jewish '"esta-
biishment" is going to push these people too far, abjure their ﬁaminal
identification, reject their definitioﬁs; they will simply opt out of
Judaism, Therefore, Jewish survival, as assimilationists understand
the term, requires catéring to thelowest level of Jewish identification.
A responsiblé rabbi, according to this argument, will agree to offi-
ciate at a wedding between a Jew and a non-Jew, even performing the
ceremony jointly with a Christian clergyman, especially if he is con=
vinced th#ﬁ would he refuse, the wedding will take place anyway.

Not all assimilationists. adopt such a broad definition, There
arefthose who choose a narrow path rather than a boulevard. However,
‘as we shali see, that may be becuase they confuse the p#th with the
QOulevard. America, as we have said, legitimized Jewish affiliation
and frowned on the absence.of any éroup identity. In the 1960's,
radicalized Jews were indifférnet to what American society did or did
not legitimize. But Black radicals became a new referkent group.

Either way, as a good American conformist or a militant radiéal, the
assimilationist was stuck with his Jewish identity. What he often

did therefore was to(redefine Judaism, to suit his own proclivitieso

So the Jewish tradition became liberalism, or socialism, or radicaliém,_
or activism, or vegetarianism, or any ism with which_;he'assimilatidn-
ist was iden. tified.

Maxiﬁalists might be much more comfortablelif assimilationists
rgally assimilatéd and left them with exclusive coﬁtfol over defini-

tions of Jewish identity; even.if it meant the loss of many nomimal
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Jews, But maximalists mﬁst first confront two qeustions before they
have a moral or intellectual right to persist in their position.

First of all, the problem of Jewish numbers is not easily dis-
missed. There may be a cost of commitment which is too great even
fér many highly identified Jews. Jews at present represent about 2,6
pér cent of the American population and thepercentage is declining.,
AE this level, the lower the proportion of Jews the greater the increase

in commitment costs. It is reasonable to believe that the Jewish

identity of even many highly committed Jews is related to their status

in the larger society. Jewish status today is high. Political leaders
take account of Jews who éonstitute a respectable proportion of urban
voters, Cultural institutions must take account of Jews who_constitute |
an important segment of their producers and consumers., Academiéland
intellectual groups are continually conscious of and sensitive toward
Jews who comprise such a large share of their commumity. Economié
institutions must consider the Jews who.play a crucial role by virtuel
of their overrepresentation in profeésional and techﬁical pdsitions,
_Finally, as_has been so often said, at the level’of ﬁopular culture, : Q
t?e Jews constitute one third, not 2,6 per cent of America. Jews,
after all, hold a one-third share in the ProtestantiCatholic-Jeﬁish
definition of the religious composition of America, |

But at what point does American society, and its political,
cultural, and economic institutions awaken to the fact that Jewish-
statﬁs is disp;pportionate'to thei:wnumber in the éocietylor'its

Special institufions? Should the percentage of Jews in the total
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population continue to decline someone is going to wondér why Jews,
the Jewish'voté, Jewish sensitivity, etc., has to be taken so seriously.
At that point, the cost of Jewish commitment rises, INow one may well
argué - s@ be it, In every era only a small femnant of Jews has
survived, Better to retain only a million,-or a half a million, or
even less as long as they are truly committed, I am myself attracted
to this position. But it should be clear that it means losing far
greater numbers of Jews than wasoriginally envisioned when we spoke
in terms of a dichotomy between the vast majority of the Jewish
community who were affiliated to the community and the minority who
were only aessociational Jews or less. Secondly, I believe it does
mean basing_one's hope for Jewish survival in America on faith rather
than sociology, on the conftinued capacity of the Jeﬁish pe0plg to
defy the normal laws of survival, rather than upon the nbrmal proﬁgssaes
of history. Furthermore, if Judaism is to survive in America with
its ranks so depleted, it will probably do so in a fa: more sectari&n-
context than is presently the case, | |

I‘his last point_- is reinforced by the response of the maximalist
to_the second question he must face. The question of how hé defines
Judaism; | |

I would like to offer such a definition, not ﬁo press my own
position as much as to indic#te the_kind'of problem ﬁhich.I.thiﬁk-
virtually any meaningful definition of Judaism faces==the probiem
of its being out of step with American, indeed with Western currents

of thought and behavior. Not with the worst of such currents, not
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with rootlessness;.drugs, brokén'hOmes, violence, self-centeredness,
idolatry and license, but with the best of the western tradition,

There are, I believe, three indispensible aspects to a definition
of Judaism, One is a sense of peoplehood, A community is not |
Jewish if its members do not sense a special feeling of unity with
and responsibility mfor the physical and spiritual welfare of all
Sther Jews, wherever they are, or whatever else they may be. Judaism
transcends national, regioﬁal, racial, and cultural boundaries and a
Jew hassPeéial loyalties to other Jews whereve: they are. A second
aspecﬁ in the definition of Judaism-ig Torah, I.understand Torah, at -
itslleast, to mean that a Jew must submit himself to'ﬁ set of laws
and practices which exist objectively or in a reality which is not of
his. construction. Torah is outside of us and calls upon us to behave
in a certain way. Those who fail to respond to Torahfs call arglbad
& Jews, but those who deny that Torah exists, denylan essentiai aspect
'_ of Judaism, The third aspect of Judaism is Jewish education-étﬁe
study of Torah as sacred text. This implies the belief that somé
tekts_are sgcred and as a Jew one has special obligations to study
tﬁem andtransmit_them t§ others.

It seems to me that_all thréé aspects in my definition of Jﬁdaism
are threatened in the United States. Jewi#h peoplehood is threafened
by cosmOpolitanism and universalism, by the vision of an undifferéntiated
and diffuse 1ove and the desire to destroy all that separates man, ;t
is hard to argue against unity and love, hard to maintain the belief

that more lasting unity and love may come thrqugh each community ful- -
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filling the best in its own trﬁdition. Torah and the study of scared

text is absurd in a society which stresses the primacy of conscience

and individual freedom against even society's own law., The very

notion of sacred textlis antiquarian and there is no room.for a
tradition of study in a culture which affirms the value of sensation
and activity and experience and the individual as the final.arbiter
of right and wrongaza

At least until we enter a post modern world, the Jew who wishes
to remain in the United States but is also cdmmittedlto the survival
of Judaism, has no alternative but to retreat into a far more sec-

tarian posture than has heretofore characterized American Jewish life.

28Si.nce writing these lines I have heard Cynthia Ozick's paper,
"America: Toward Yavneh' at the 1970 American Jewish Congress Dialogue
in Israel. The paper, which may already be published by the time
these lines are read documents another radical and very crucial

difference between Jewish and Western values; the realm of aesthetics.
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A Historical Perspective of Some Major
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Jewish beliefs and attitudes in the United States today
reflect the éontinuing confrontation between an historic relig-
ious tradition and the revolutions of modernity, Among the
major revolutionary movements of modern culture which have
brought about a transformation of the tradition, four seem to
'bé of pervasive influénce and of contiﬁﬁing significance. The
first is the scientific revolution which has drastically shifted
the locus of intellectual authority and psjchological.enérgy
from exploration of the reveal ed historical tradition by exégesis
and dialectic.to investigatidn'of_natural phenomena by rational .
and empiricgl techniques. The second is.the deﬁocratic revolu-
tion with an accompanying belief in human progress. through the
exercise of individual freedom of choice. Thelthird is Marxism
which has proven to be secular faith that serves as a magnet for
the expression-of moral idealigm and provides a basis for an
agg%essive critiCism of religious 6r national‘traditions.' The fourth
revolutipn is in the intgrpretation of the_conéept of human natﬁre.
Du;ing.the past centur} the emphasis in Darwin and Freud on the
biological base of human values has led to a feappraiéal of traditional
structures of values. |

Obviously these four movements are multi-faceted and



have impinged on Jewish self-consciousness in meny ways, some

of which challenge Jewish continuity, EOme of which have trans-
formed”Jewish tradition and some of which can possibly enhance
Jewish life. An historical review can locate some of the current
poinfs_of confrontation. it can also hint at ways in which the
Jewish response can be directed to_reconciliation of continuity

with change,
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I. The Culture of Science

The confrontation of the historic Western religions
with a self cohscious and universally applicable scientific.
methodology is now three centuries old, Yet as the recent
- vicissitudes of Catholicism and even some of the current frus;
trations in'Isl#m suggest, the fruits of that confrontatibn_'
have not yet been harvested. Judéism has coexisted with a
variety of cultural institutions in its rich history, and three
centuries would appeat_to be long enough for the development
of an adaptive pattern., So it does not surprise us that a |
religioﬁ_which began with a revolt against moon-worship in Ur
is able to celebrate man's landing on the moon.

On the other hand, Professor Brzezinski has argued in
a just published work that the implicatiomsof the application
of science -are only now being felt in the Uhited_States and
thgt the future impact temains to be worked out{__The general
view of those who stress thelnovelty of our technoiogical, |
electronic, post-industrial society is that it will introduce
enormous discontinuities in all current institutions including
those of Judaism, | | |

Whatever be the continuity or discontinuity of the
near future, hawever, the significance of scientific culturt

probably

for Judaism in historical perspective can best be grasped through

an insight of the noted Jewish hzstorian, Y. Kaufman. Rnufmnn
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showed that throughout two milennia of the Diaspora, Jews were
always adept and eager at cultural assimil#tion linguistic,
social aesthetic particularly when the majority culture had
areas for emulation. Thus Alexandrian Jews knew Greek, Moroccan
Jews wrote Arabic and Spanish Jews designed contemporaneous
synagogues, etc., The brake,-however,.was the consistent Jewish
rejection of religidus conversion and their refusal to assimiiate
into the.dominant religious culture, It is therefore mnot novel
that Jews in striking degree have transferréd their intellectual
and spiritual capitai into the enterprise of science. The new
crux is that the entry into a scientific culture,or into a |
religiously indifferen; secular culture which does not require /
conversion can involve the dissolution or abandonment of tradi-
‘tional religious culture. |

The recognition of the uniqué challenge qf scientific J
culture for the long term survival of Judaism was dramatically
and prototypically realized at the very outset qf theufise of
science in the thoﬁght and life of Baruch Spinoza. Four aspects
were involved in Spinoza's rélationahip with Judaism which
exhibit perennial relevance as paradigm case, First, there
was the magnetism of the new scientific activity in Amsfefdam
-as generatigg a fransfer of loyalties and intefests from the
parochial culture of ghelYeshiVa. Secondly, :here ﬁaé the seife

imposed conseqﬁenqe for Spinoza that any affirmation of reiigion

must be reinterpreted radically in the light of scientific truth,
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Concomitantly, Spinoza became involved aﬁd was in fact a major
pioneer in the critical and scientific study of Jewish religionm,
history, politics and language. Fourthly, Spinbza's abandon-
ment of Judaism did not lead to his entry into another religious
faiﬁh but did make him the first secular Jew in history.

These four characteristics of Spinoza's career are
indices of the continued tensions of Judaiam'wifhin scientific
culture. On the assumption that scientific methods remain the
dominant feature of Western cognitive cqltqre, despite drugs,
beat, hippie, Zen or even Hasidism,_an'assessment.of the present.

status and significance of the confrontation is in order.

(1) The Distribution of Talent and Energy

.The clash between science andlreligioﬁ on.issues of
doctrine or world view is a familiar theme although its signif--
icaﬁce for contemporary'Judaism is a matter of debate. Less
familiar but probably more significant ié the redirection of
‘talent and intellectual energy from religious studies to sclen~
tific pﬁrsuits° The most gifted Jewish pefSons who were involved
in intellectual affairs were traditionaily participants in
Jewish le#rntng. There is obviously an enormous cultural impact

on the Jewish education enterprise ‘
ALf it is almost universally conceded that the most desirable

expenditure of intellectual energy is in secular culture, And

it is remarkable in what short time, and on what a scale this



effective change of values took place.

(a) The acceptance of science as the seat of inteilectual
authority on most concerns has been conceded by the contemporary
religious leadership in many ways. It has obviously led to a
displacement of religious authority as dominant within Jewish
culture, Thus the role of the rabbi has been restructured eﬁen
among the OfthﬂdOXa In recent years, however, a crisis of con-
fidence in scientific culture has emérged. ‘It is unlikely that
the more extreme attacks on objectivity will éontinue for too
long or that the more irr;tional and cultic aspects of that
attack will be influential, At the same time a reordering of
intellectual concerns is taking place. Paul Goodman, Norman
Mailer, Allen Ginzberg are symétomatic of the displacement of
rational intellectual authority and the search for irrational
alternatives, The question is whether the Jewish ?eligious
leadership can develop a focus of iﬁtellectual energy on the
moral and spiritual problems of the culture which youid merit
intellectuél respect and serve as a rallying pbint for involve-
ment of young Jews. Ironically, the rationalist aspects of
Judaism suggest a vested interest by the religious communlty :
the rejection of these
in irrational options which reflect alienation from Judaism'

gs_well.as from Western scientific acccmplishﬁent,

(b) The high percentage of Jews_iﬁ_éducational and sCiEntific



es;ablishment is a recent phenomenon., Businessmen, lawyers,

and docto;; have long supplied active lay 1é§dership of Jewish
community life, It is only recently thﬁt practicing scientists
in significant numbers are found in some Jewish congregatioms,
The growth of these vocations/;:ziégreater withdrawal of Jewish
professionals from the Jewish community. It could also bring
about & neutralization of all doctrinal issues of science and
religion within the synagogue. Hence it suggests the defelopment
of the Jewish religious pattern as a stress upon historical

and connotative symbols and practices, This process cumulatively

has been influencing and
acan reshape the character of Jewish religion,

(2) 'The Doctrinal Issues

with the efflorescence of existential theologies in
the 1960's, the long term pressure upon'Strubtures of religious
belief by secular culture seemed to abate. - The value or signif;
icance of the theological revival, particularly for American
Judaism is a subject of controversy. Historically, the general
strategic response by aﬁy religious tradition to intellectual
challenges is to reinterpret the tradition to absorb the challenge.

Again it is interesting to note how extreme such reinter-
pretations can be, For Spinoza, for example, God is the_new
scientific order of nature, ethics is self-fulfillment through
knowledge of the lgws of nature and freedom is acceptance of

i
the structure of nature. This interpretation may seem too



radical for Jewish continuity yet it is difficult to state
antecedently what are the limits of interpretive processes
within a tradition, |
Only one grbup, the Reconstructionists, have proposed
an explicit and sﬁeepiﬁg reinterpretatation of the tradition;
Their fundamental claim which is rélevant to the context of
Jewish continuity is that a Jewish religious establishment
which is in conflict with the basic intellectual beliefs of
the culﬁure cannot survive or attract the next generation. In
this view,every Jewish survivalist group, with the exception
ﬁf-those who are willing to pay a price of segregation from
modern culture, will in greater or 1ess degree commit thgmselvea
to Reconstructionism, - | |
;Direcfly related to the strategies of Jéwish continuity
are two claims whiéh argue against\radical_reinterpretation.
First, persons invqlved in Jewish_tradition_#nd practicgs
oﬁ a social, psychological level are willing to toleratelﬁhe
disparate intellectual assumptions of their religious prac-
tices. The set of expeétationé with which one approaches a
_reiigious cluster is not that of theological consistency;
Second, those who would abandon Jewish practides because
of a failure to interpret or reconstruct its theory would'abandpp
it in any event since the psychological motivation involved is

1ess_rationalistic.
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Thus, while not excluding any kind of reinterpretation
- or reconstruction of tradition, a less explicit rationalistic
effort may be possible and fruitful,

It is worth noting that one of the striking facets of
American Judaism is the neglect qf the richness of interpretive
and preservational devices available in the tradition simply
through failure of imagination and scholarship. If we reject
the stereotype of 'authoritarian, narrow' Orthodox-dominant
tradition, then Orthodox, Reform, Conservative, Reconstructionist,
or secular Jews can fipd suﬁport'in-the-multiplicity.of the
viable traditions within "normative" Judaism. The range of
the tradition is far richer than is usualiy presented to the
consciousness of American Jews., The single effort at broadening
this tradition has been the romanticization of Hasidism. It
would be interesting to follqw up an appeal at a much more
"catholic," i.e. non-parochial, presentation of Jewish tradi-
tional materials for all Jewish denominations.

To cite a concrete illustration: The Task Force can
clearly not evaluaté the significance for Jewish continuity of
Orthoddx/Reconstructionist/Reform or Conservative_praye:books
and their doctrinal import, It is, however, legitimate to
inquire whether the aesthetic, attitudinal, philosophical, and
bibliographidal resources pf prayerbopk traditions have been

presented adequately to the commmnity. This is an "inter-
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denominational' resource activity consonant not with a lowest~ .
common-denominator approach, but with a stress on shared values

in interpreting, reinterpreting or reconstructing tradition,

(3) Critical Study of Judaism

A third consequence of the meeting of Jewish culture
with Western science was the rational, even scientific, study
of religiom, Historically, it is probable that Spinoza's devel-
opment of historical and contéxtual study oflprOphecy is more a
"'subversive' than philosophical interpretation of concepts of
God or Nature, One of our contempofary rabinical seminaries
which is liberal in the range of theology taught or beliéved
does not alloﬁ Higher Criticism of the Pentatevch to. be taught.

it is remarkable that
On the other hand, /the transposition of "internal" study of

/"external" |

Jewish tradition to scholarly analysis of that tradition main-
tains a degree of commitment to that tradition.

Three attitudes toward critical study of Judaism can
be distinguished. The first views the critical analysis of
Sinai, Exodus, etc,, as basically subversive. EVén whére toler=-
ated, or where welcomed when confirming historicity of Biblical
"episode, it is an alien endeavor which upsets the normative
-chain of tradition which binds the generations.. |

The second attitude which characterized the founding
fathers of "Science of Judaism" in Germany was that the scientific

study of Judaism would document the triumph of Jewish national

or reiigious spirit against the vicissitudes of paganism, preju-



11,
~dice, persecution, etc; It involved scholarly objectivity,
rational apoiogetics, and a desire to erect an epitaph for

an heroic culture whose destiny has probably been completed.

A third attitude would lay much greater stress on
objective and comparative analysis_of Jewish historical materials.,
Its teﬁdency is to study Jewish texts or histo:y within the
framework of coﬁparative anthropology or wi:hin-the context of
general history. |

- There is, however, a striking fact which should be
noted, While partisanship and scholarship are sﬁarply separate,
the study of culture generates a degree of interest and commi tment,
Thus the hostile or negative attitude toward critical analysis
of phe tradition fails to recognize the significantly positi@e
implications for Judaism of a large number of schola:s_and
~critics, The universities in this country are prepared to
- assist the development of such &8 community of Jewish scholars.
The development of Jewish studies in this country is not the |
theme of the present paper. The relgvant point is thé continued
focus of_énergy on Jewish studies which is‘expressive.of the.

best standards of scientific and humanistic enquiry.

(4) Secularism
The development of secular Jewish agencies and movements
is a dramatic manifestation in contemporary Jewish history.

The developmenf of secular Jewish movement is concomitant with
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the general secularization of culture and with separation of
Church and State in political.society.' For both Jews and
Christians, a wide range of communal activities now carried out
by secular agencies were historicallj part of religious structure,

In the past few decades the range of service of the
major Jewish agencies has increased significantly. Simultaneously,
the ideologies of secular Judaismr-HabraiSm, Zionism, Yiddishiém=-
have all waned significantly at the same time. For example; iﬁ_
the past few years the'central teaéher training institution of
both sécular Yiddish and secular Hebfew movements has merged,
primarily because of decline of student interest. |

The decline of the major secularlmcvemenﬁa has long
been predicted since these movements wére presumably a fesponse
to conditions. of the Jewish masses in Egst Europe. Their concip-
~uity in this country reflects some of the intensity of commiﬁment
these movements generated. If the intensity was itself a trané;
ference from the religious tradition, t.he issue of the retransfer
or restoration of that commitment in the next decade is raised.
Some of the ingredients that led to secular Judaisms remain--
that is, rejection of established religion and loyalty to Jewish
continuity, It would appear that this potgntial can fiﬁd Jewish
expression only in Israel-centered moﬁements._

The demise of éecular movements with the_simultaneous

redefinition of secular Jewish agencies is obviously of majof
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potential for future of Judaism. One speculative suggestion
is the possibility of a different kind éf privatélJewiBh school
not connected to either the old secular movements or to thé
denomination religious schools., Another more likely possibility
is the continued reshaping of denOminational religious schools
because of the involvement of Jews whose COmmitments relaté to
the "secular' Jewish areas, A third possibility is, of course,
that this kind of Jewish involvement will simply be eliminated
from Jewish life,

It seems clear thaﬁ evgﬁ if the prophets of technotronic
society and future shock are mistaken, the cumulative significance
of scientific revolution calls.for significant adaptation of

Jewish institutions in the next decade.
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II. Emancipation and Enlightenment

The most appropriate general characterization of American

Judaism within the historical framework of modern Jewish history
is that it is a post-"Emancipation" and post="Enlightenment"
commnity, This is so even though the Jewish_comﬁunity in the
United States did not undergo either the emancipation process
common to European countries or the self-conscious enlightenment
movement of Western or Eastern Europe. Its historical processes
~are the fusing of successive 'waves" of immigrant tradition.

Yet the contemporary dommunity on the whole shares the ideology
of the primacy of civil rights first generated in Jewish life

by the struggle for emancipation and is déeply comﬁitted to
faith in liberal progress which was the residué of the enlight-
enment, These values and attitudes are primarily of political
significance but also affect Jewish culture and continuity in |

the United States in several ways.

(1) Univérsalism and Jewish Interests

| Since Emancipation there has been a widespread tendency
to assume that Jewish self-interest is identical with3the further-
ance of values of universal civic rights, religious tolerationm,
and separation bf Church aﬁd State, Jacob Katz of the Hebrew
‘University has documented what a significant transformation in

tréditional Jewish religious attitudes the adoption of the doctrines
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of toleration, universalism, and separation has been, With the
possible exceptions of doctrinal status of ''chosenness'' within
American Jewish religious thought and the function of women
within the institutional religious life, the compatibility of
Judaism with “damocratic liberalsim'" has been demonstrated. Yet
the succe#s of the transformation of what was a partially theo-
cratic, patriarchal, partially authoritarian religious value
framework with that of liberal ethos, raises issues of cultural
continuity.

Thus, the standard post-emancipation criticism is that
the fruit of freedom for the individual Jew is the deterioration
of status of Jewish community. (It is noteworthy, fﬁr pufposgs
of contrast, that in the Eastern traditibn, religious freedom
means freedom for the community to maintain its institutional
life without State interference, but not individualist freedom
to abandon his religious commmity.) We have long grown accus-
tomed, however, to the risks and benefits of individualism for
the traditional religious and ethnic communities of this country.
What is emerging, perhaps, is the striving for an older type
of communal expression as significant manifestatiqn of ideal
of freedom. One controversial example is the view that a separatist
school group with community control is a more significant expression
of freedom than individual right of free choice.

An interesting and significant area of application of
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reinterpretation of the ethos of liberalism is in the Jewish
school system. The familiar interpretation of American democracy
required separation of Church and State ﬁith the public school
as the institutional embodiment of religious tolerance and shared
commitment to equality and fraternity. In the past five or six
years, there has been & revival of a view that favors multiple
private, parochial school systems geared to differing needs of
communal constituencies. (John Stuart Mill believed that such
a diversity of private school systems was & more liberal system
since it generated broader range of opinion.) This poses again
a traditional dilemma with American Judaism whose resolution was
decided by suburban patterns in the fifties and will now be
restructured., While it cannot and ought not to lead to a totally
separatist Jewish school system, it can result in significant
experimentation if the Jewish commumity wants it. A complex
weighing of costs, risks, benefits--both in psycholdgical, political
and cultural consequences=--is required. If the developmenf of
Jewish private school system were viewed as compatible with demo-
cratic ideology and as appropriate for Jewish continuity, then
the number of non-Orthodox Jewish schools of ekperimental or
traditional curriculum could multiply. This would seem to make
the Jewish camﬁunity pattern more like the traditional Roman
Catholic parochial system at the very time whén abandonment of

that system may be taking place. In fact, however, what is
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developing is more like thé traditional English pattern with
significant segments of educational process in private schools
of variety‘of nominally or significantly religious aspects. One
obvious possibility is the Jewish-sponsored analogue to St. Paul's

or Groton prep schools of superior academic standards, not necessarily

restricted to Jews but involving Jewish education., Without aban=

doning integration, there are innovative possibilities in Jewish
educational systems,

| The school system situation is only one illustrationlamong
many. We have not been sufficiently attuned to the'ways the
regnaﬁt ideology has affected patterns of Jewish life., In part,
the identification of Judaism with vague liberal ideology is both
supportive of conforﬁist aspects of suburban synegogue structure
while it has given to the Jewish "establishment' a reputation of
moral redundancy on major political and social affairs, Signif-
: icant revision of this approach is ﬁnlikely and perhaps undesirabie
but openness to experimentation with value systems-of Judaism in
American life might Ee significant. This is especially so, apart
from the Left, for segments of Judaism that believe that the
Holocaust has undermined the optimism of liberal idéology.l It
might wish to explore the tradition_in new wa}s with possiblg
implications for institutional changes in American Jewish life,

The general point here is the recognition of the ways

Conservative or Reform Judaism has reflected general acceptance
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-of American liberalism and the options open to a Judaism which

would critically reexamine that acceptance.

(2) The Denominational Adaptations

The inevitable process of Jewish confrontation and adjust=-
‘ment with the majority culture took on special form in Jewish
communities as a result of the Emancipation and the Enlightenment,
' The result has been the &evelopment of patterns of Jewish religious
adjustment which significantly broke from se}fnsegregation tradi-
tion. The career and the thought of Moses Mendelssohn which
included translating the Bible inﬁo German, the development of a
rational defense of Jewish belief and morals, and the demonstra-
tion of fruitful participation in the cultural life of the' West,
is pardigmatic for later Jewish culture, Mendelssohn's thought
formulated in many ways what many Jewish generations have wanted
to believe in its process of adjustment with Christian culture?-
That doctrine is that the inner kernel of theisﬁ is morally
and metaphysically valid, shared by JudeofChristian culture,
while its various external wrappings are open to changes of
taste, preference, tradition or custom, Here is the formula
for a partial revision and partial conservation.of aeléétgd
features of the tradition while maintaining lbyalty to the ''core"
doctrine which can be the religion of all Enlightened men. In

some measure, even German Neo-Orthodoxy but certainly Conservative
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and Reform embraced the doctrine. Not only historical inflﬁences
but similarity of enviromnmental challenge this accounts for the
for the fact that the three German Jewish denominations==Neo=
Orthodox, Conservative and Reforme-have become part of the insti=
tutional fabric of American Jewish society,

It is a commonplace, rather than a écandalous revelation,
that long before 1970 the doctrinal distinctiveness of either
Conservatism and Reform had eroded. Differences of generational
piety, nostalgia for tradition among congregants or rabbis, or
degrees of social status within local Jewish communities seemed -
to determine patterns of Reform or Conservative Judaism. The
theological basis which had motivated Reform the historicist
r#tionale that had characterized Conservatism were no longer
central, Both Reform and Conservative intellectual leadérship
- probed Hasidism, existentialism and naturalism without finding
unifying convergence., Both stressed the connection gith Isrgel
as a new motivating force for Jewish life. As is well known,
Reform, yhich had pioneered a school system which was modeled
on PrptestantiSm Sunday School education, was deeply dissatisfied
with results just as Conservative pattern of three day Congre-
gational 9chools was also cause of.dissatisfaciion. Both Conserv=-
ative and Reform movements sought to overcome these deficiencies
through development of camp programs, youth movgments an& infofmal
educational structure, The relevant point here‘is not the

validity of respective educational systems which will be studied
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more competéntly elsewhere; it is the view that a pattern of
institutionalized Jewish-American adjustment was felt to be in
need of significant reformulation., It was also clear by 1970
that Reconétructionism would not supply forICOnservative or
Reform Jews an optimal way of living in tﬁo civilizations, though
it might provide yet another variant of Jewish synagogue ritual,
and educational practice; Perhaps this experimental perspective
permits a different interpretation of the data of denominational
insufficiency. The denominations each provided experimental -

patterns for Jewish-American religious life. The new HaVurot

may attract a slightly differenf clientele to such an experi-
mental pattern.

The rapid rise of congregations in the past two decades.
has been conditioned by a Jewish community predisposed in favoﬁ
of a religious movement that embodied a liberal Judaism with a'
~ pattern of practices compatible with American consensus and
middle class family ties, This raises sharply the problem of
the stance and self-conscioqs values of the religious movements
vis a vis the next generation,

The most forceful analogy against post-e@aneiﬁation
Judaism, one which is both favored by partisans of Or;hodbxy
and which is elaborated in Professor Isaiah Berlin's essay On.'
Emancipation, likens Judaism to an iceberg cong;#led in-harsh

environment. The warm rays of freedom will melt the more accessible
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portions of the hard mountain which then join the universal
ocean while the remnant remains, On this view patterns of
flexible adjustment to democratic culture are inevitable way
stations of Jewish assimilation. The Mendelssohn family itself
is here taught as proof, It takes four generations from a
family of Jewish cantors to a Christian composer, Those Zionists
and those Orthodox Jews who have helﬂ this view differ.on the
degreelof sincerity or of 'false consciousness' they ascribe to
Reform or Conservative Jews but they insist onm their historic
assimilafionist direction, Ironically, some Conservétive Jews
partly accept the indictment by considering conservative syna-
gogue practice as a sort of regretﬁable but not quite excusable
lapse.frOm orthodoxy. And the historic hard grain of truth in
fhe grgumﬁnt is that the bulk of leadérship of Conservative,
Reform and secular Jewish community life usually are born and
bred in traditionalist milieux, The challenge of self renewal
or replication is to be faced on large scale only in the next:
decade in American Judaism.

There has been little self-conscious study of replication,
Contemporary Jewish practiceg, whether in weddings, Bar Mitzvahs,
dinners, rituals often repfesent a necessary and probably valuable
- generational compromise. Seldom do they embody a reasoned commiﬁé
ment of what the present generation of Jewish leadership who
promote them would themselves like to see emerge as the pattern

for_é coming Jewish generation,
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Perhaps this is not a task for a superimposed blueprint,
for-drift, compromise and adjustment may be an inevitable char-
acteristic of the process of making a viable American Judaism.
Yet the degree tolwhich intelligent Jewish persons accept patternsl
of behavior whose aesthetic or intellectual traits are inferior
to those of their non-Jewish commitments suggest that this laissez-
faire attitude toward Jewish culture is tied up with a double
standard in American Jewish life. The reexamination of ﬁhﬁt our
ideal aSpirations as a commmity are in many areas of Jewish
endeavor and how our institutions function in those areas thus-
might redirect energy fo tﬁe projection of pﬁtterns which merit
emulation and replication,

There is, howevet, no rational social engineering formulae
availabie. Both unanalyzable depth factors and chance factors
seem significant in determining generational cqntinuity or diﬁ:
continuity wiﬁh Judaism, | |

Further, the hypothesis that the synagogue establishment
of the past thirty years is simply a religious shelter_for a
vague ethnic;national-social conformﬁtion of a genera:ibn in
transition has éome strong evidence. In charting patterns for
Jewish life fof the coming generation, then,we do not have, except
for tﬁe Orthodox, clear guidelines to replace the type of limited

compr&ﬁises out of which current practices have grown.
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III., Marxism

The acceptance of the prémises and promise of the "Eman-
cipation-Enlightenment" was the shared starting point of the
major movements that today characterize American Judaism as well
as thg matrix of much of contemporary assimilation. The rejec-
tion of Emancipation-Enlightenment haé also brought about signif-
icant consequences for Judaism. Three kinds of rejection can
be readily distinguished.

The first is the self-segregationist segment of Jewish
orthodoxy, This group, popularly known as ''Hasidim,' seeks.
minimal contact yith major social or cultural phenomena of
Western society. (It is instructive that those aspects of
current youth culture which reject American democracy have
sought to set up some rapport with the superficial qualities
of that cul:ure.) The major significance of this.extreme Orth=-
odox phenomenon for other Jewish groups is that it tests certain
assumptions about the melting-pot, or integrative aspects of
American sociéty. It also provides a laboratory for deve10pment.
of a parochial school system or other traditional fairly self-
contained Jewish communal endeavors.

o Zionism provides a second pattern of ideolégical rejection
of Emancipation-=Enlightenment assumptions. There is a series

of Zionist classics starting with Leon Pinsker's Auto-Emancipation

which argued for a Jewish state as the sole condition to JewiSh
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emancipation., Ahed Ha'am argued that'emancipation'in Western
Europe is purchased only by denial of authenticity. Herzl

contended in The Jewish State that Western Europe would itself

default on promisé of Emancipation and betray its ideals in
wreaking catastrophe upon European Jewry., The destruétion of
European Jewry and the existence of the State of Israel have
both confirmed and revised the ideology of Zionism, The extent
to which the future of Israel is tied up with the continuity
of democratic institutions in the United States and the extent
to which American Jewish and Israeli institutions can intersect
are fairly'recent developments.,

The third and most provocﬁtive rejection of Emancipation.
has been provided by the Marxists. Karl Marx himself wrote
that the true emancipation of the Jews was to be their emanci-
pation from Judaism, presumably to citizenship in a truly free,
seéulér, socialist, universalist society. This doctrine stressed
a rejection of the promise of Enlightenment as facade-masking
bourgeois exploitation, regardless of any apparent improvement
in Jewish civic status, or in the express;on of cultural and
religious freedom, Yet the subsequent attack upon civil rights
and religioua freedoms shows a deep alienation from jewish
interests in Jewish Marxists, Especiaily so since for five
decades the closest expression to the ideal society of soéialism

was a society in which Jewish religious or cultural expression
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was either rigidly proscribed or systeﬁatically persecuted.
Tﬁroughout this period, however, Marxism became the major secular'
religion of a significant portion of the intelligentsia gnd its
practitioners, in Eﬁrope, Russia, and America, include a signif-
icant minority of creative Jewish talent.

During the late 1950's and the early 1960's, it seemed
that the abave-épisode was of historic interest only. The
defelopment of the New Left, its concomitant feawakening of embers
of 01d Left sentiment among Jewish Liberals, even after the ex-
plicit anti-Semitic experience of Stalinism and #nti-Isfael
character of Soviet policy, revealed how deep may be the psych-
6logica1 connection between Jewish alienation and radical uni=-
versalist Utopianism., Most of the relevant concerns raised by
this issue relate to issues of group relafions and foreign policy.
Yet the magnetism of the New Left for a creative or neurotic
minority of Jewish eiite groups poses a challenge for Jewish _
cultural leadership,

Two directions of response can be identified. On the
one hand,lthe Jewish community can programmatically ignore the
existence of the Jewish Left (except, of course, in the obvious
defensive measures on political and social questions). The only
appropriate Jewish response may be to accentuate its own efforts
~ at Jewish continuity which would take place whether Jewish_involvé-

mént in the Left is or is not a lasting phenomenon.
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On the other hand, it is a matter of céncern that an
ideology which holds as an article of faith (in its pure form
only) that Judaism is a reactionary, immoral and to-be-replaced
phenomenon should have such perennial appeal to Jews.. It demands
response because it is so destructive of Jewish moralé even if
_the numbers involved are small, On this view, Jews should ac-
tivelf demonstrate the universality of Jewish tradition, its
humanistic liberal or radical impulses, its support of liberal
initiatives by programs of social action in all Jewish institu-
tions, Of particular interest here is the role oflthe.concededly
authentic Israeli Left in Kibbutzim as_an.exemplifica:ion of the
viability of Jewish tradition for social_experimentatiop and
social idealism, |

There is no effort in this paper to adjudicate these
alternative approaches, The Jewish Left will inevitably find
the Jewiéh institutional framework as ''conservative' since its
reason for being is thé celebration and perpetuation of a traditibn
or the assertion of continuity rather thanlsocial inndﬁation.'_The
degree, however, to which the Jewish community should seek to
encompass Jewish alienation is a matter of some concern. And the
possible benefits of experimental efforts to embrace radical

Jewish youth groups should be explored.
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IV, Identity and Continuity

In his lecture to B'nai B'rith in Vienna in 1926, which
Erik Erikson tells us is ''the only occasion on which Freud
used the term identity in more than a casual way,' Freud said

What bound me to Jewry was (I am ashamed to admit)
neither faith not national pride, for I have always
been an unbeliever and was brought up without any re=-
ligion though not without a respect for what are called
the "ethical' standards of human civilization, When=
ever I felt an inclination to national enthusiasm I
strove to suppress it as being harmful and wrong, alarmed
by the warning examples of the peoples among whom we
Jews live. But plenty of other things remained over
to make the attraction of Jewry and Jews irresistible--
many obscure emotional forces, which were the more
powerful the less they could be expressed in words, as
well as a clear consciousness of inner identity, the
safe privacy of a common mental construction. And
beyond this there was a& perception that it was to my
Jewish nature alone that I owed two characteristics
that had become indispensable to me in the course of
my difficult life, Because I was a Jew I found myself
free from many prejudices which restricted others in
the use of their intellect; and as a Jew, I was pre-
pared to join the Opposition, and to do without agree-
ment with the '"compact majority."

Several themes emerge from Freud's statement which are
typical of patterns of Jewish idéntity=in the absence of inde-
pendent religious or hationalist ideology, and whose examination

is significant for the American Jewish future.

(1) Jewish Family Strﬁcture
withouﬁ pretending to any detailed understanding of

how such ''common mental construction'' is formed, it seems

evident ﬁhat edrly'éxperience_in'the family must be extremely

significant. Freud's own'autobiographical writings and his
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biographers trace his own upbringing against background of
Viennese Jewish "Hoskalah" parents, one gereration away from
its roots in rural Hasidic orthodoxy., In this light, change
in the Jewish family structure is cfucial to the ways in which
sense of Jewish identity is shaped. Secondlﬁ, independent of
considerations of'impaet of early family experienee on child's
construction of this self, the pattern of family life is crucial
for any institutionalized Judaism, concerned as it is ﬁith rites
of passage. The stability or the change in patterns of family
life in this country theﬁ age_going to dramatically influence
Jewish continuity. Here we must turn to empirical materials,
What is happening to patterns of Jewish family? To take one
extreme example: it is doubtful if the Jewish commuhity would
grow if Jewish family life were.replaced by commune pateerps.
~ And this replacement is far fetched. .Yet in the lengthened
adolescence of technological and affluent society, thelpossibil-
ity that marriage decisions take place when inherited ideetity_
role is being restructured does have significance for Jewish -
continuity. Especially is this so iﬁ a culture whieh values
hedonistic or individual expressiveness above ioyalty to collec~-

tive or historic ideals.

(2) The Dynamics of Jewish Religious Continuity
A familiar feature of Jewish life has been the residual

emotional stfength of certain religious, cultural, or ethnic
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patterns even among those who have broken with Jewish way of
life and the apparently irrational discrepancy in support of
certain aspects of Jewish life with neglect of others, Justice
Frankfurter does not live as a Jew but requests Kaddish to be
said at his grave while explicitly refraining from using the
word "Kaddiéh;" Jews who don't observe Yom Kippur sometimes
don't eat pork; secular Jews insist on orthodox circumcision,'etc.
| We kndw little of the dynamics of this behavior and are
hard put to use what knowledge we maylhavelln planning institu-
tional responses for the needs of members of community,. Pe;haps
greater self understanding would lead to more consistent Jewish
commitment, Perhaps the moment of fear in 1967 revealed Jewish
guilt for the Holocaust which could not emotionally abide the
thought of passivity in the face of another disaster. "This
ordinarily repressed emotion has probably had an enormous effect
on continued Jewish loyalty toAlsrael; |
IThere_are many examples of psychic costs exacted by
Jewish self-hatred or Jewish alienation, These data are relevant
to an approach which would consider how the psychic roots of
being Jewish later affect assimilation or commitment. Jean
Paul Sartre argued that every assimilated Jew became an "inauthen=
tic' person froﬁ the point of view of his inability to assert
his commitment. On the other hand, the ability to find one's

self only through commitment against an established tradition, -
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the multiplicity of roles available as vehicles for authentic
self-expression in rapidly changing society, suggest the diffi-
culties of any conclusion that patterns of Jewisﬁ continuity
'uniquely satisfy psychological needs for aﬁthenticitya

In this context, an interesting area is Freud's own view
that psychological needs for reiigious belief had long been
prevalent in human hisfory. These needs were the need to find
some acceptance of one's place in Nature, the need to coﬁe to
terms with death, and the need to reconcile oneself to human
hostility. These needs accounted for various aspects of relig-
ious functioning inéluding, for example, atonement processes
which do allow one to accept one's own or fellow men's crﬁelty,
or burial rites as a meansuof coming to terms with death., The
existence of these needs as part of huﬁan condition or the
inadequacy of alternative ways of satisfying them might then
account for some of:the well known discrepencies of Jewi;h
behaviOur'and argue for the guaranteed continuity of Jewish
religion. Yet if these needs are in facﬁ dmnipresent the re-
markable phenomenon of the recent Jewish pgst hag been the
effort to find secular faitﬁ like Marxism ot_hnmanism which
would meet those needs while allowing for an escapé from Judaism.
These issues are complex, and I aﬁ héppy that Dr. Ostow is
going to tackle some of théﬁ._ Oné relevant question seems to be

how sensitivity to the psycholdgical processes. involved in the
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assertion of personal identity ought to affect the development
of those Jewish institutions that are concerned with the shaping

of Jewish identity,
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Conclusion

Historical prophecy has fared poorly in the twentieth
centufy._ Jewish historians projecting the Jewish future in 1930
did not anticiﬁgte the two major phenomena which shaped ensuing
decades: the Holocaust and the State of Israel.

They did not predict such striking events as the influx of
Oriental Jews to Israel; the destruction and continuity of much
of Soviet Jewry; the affluence and organizhtional pattern of

American Judaism, Similarly, there can be no doubt that we

~cannot foresee some of the major factors that will affect Jewish

continuity in this country. The precéding, then, has not sought
to project the Jewish future.l

Yet unless violent perﬁurbations distort all historic
continuity, the cuﬁula;ive effects of the four revolutions of

modernity will significantly affect Jewish life. The response

of the Jewish institutional framework to these pervasive factors

of Western intellectual and social heritage can shape the contin-

uity and inevitable redirection of Jewish life.





