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INTRODUCTION 
What is the Power of Jewish Education? 

Lipset's Analysis in Philosophical Perspective 
Hanan A. Alexander 

North American Jewish leaders have come to realize that the future of Jewish life 
on this continent is intimately intertwined with Jewish education. Beginning with 
the Commission on Jewish Continuity of the Cleveland Jewish Federation in the 

mid-nineteen eighties and culminating in a recently established continental continuity 
taskforce of the Council of Jewish Federatfons, the past decade has born witness to 
Jewish continuity commissions springing up throughout North America. 

Stung by the alarming statistics of the 1990 National Jewish Population Study (NJPS) 
that s uggest rampant assimilation especially in the form of intermarriage among Jews in 
the United States and, to a lesser degree, in Canada, these commissions are asking what 
can be done to limit or even reverse these trends. Invariably, they turn to what is loosely 
called "Jewish education" as one of the most essential ingredients of the solution. 

Jewish Education: Chicken or Egg? 
Seymour Martin Lipset'sstudy documents the assumption that Jewish socialization of 

the young does in fact contribute to increased Jewish identification as they mature. Lipset 
provides an artful three-part analysis of the 1990 NJPS data as they pertain to the 
transformation of young Jews into identified Jewish adults. 

First he examines the factors that influence the probability of a young person 
receiving "Jewish training." Second, through bivariate data and multivariate analysis he 
provides support for the claim that "the greater the exposure to Jewish learning, the more 
likely the recipient is 10 be involved in Jewish life." Finally, multiple regression is again 
used to support contingency table analysis concerning the determinants of Jewish 
education among the young. These include socio-economic status, geographic mobility, 
and religious observance, as well as denominational, familial, and regional background. 
The evidence, he concludes (p. 4), "is congruent with the hypothesis that Jewish 
education makes a difference." 

Nevertheless, Lipset points out that, "these findings present us with the classic 
chicken and egg problem in trying to explain the role of religious education: To what 
extent do family relig ious commitments, which themselves might be a reflection of prior 
education, influence the strong linkages between Jewish education, Jewish identification 
and community involvement?" He goes on to note that ,"no definite conclusion is 
possible in the absence of longitudinal data . .. since the decision to educate or not 
reflects, in most cases, the degree of religiosity in the home." (p. 4) 

One wonders, however, whether this "chicken and egg problem" is solely a product of 
insuffici~nt data. Perhaps it is also a matter of conceptual rigor in conceiving of that 
which is to count as Jewish education. Lipset appears to have documented the power of 
Jewish socialization in this essay, but has he captured the power of Jewish education? I 
think so. But to see why we need to distinguish the concept of education from 
Hannn A. Alcxnnder. member of the Wilstein lnstitute's academic board, is Vice President for Academic Affairs and 
Associate Professor of Philosophy and Education at the University of Judaism. He also lectures on philosophy of 
education at the University of California at Los Angeles and is Editor-in-Chief of Religious Education, the Journal of 
the Religious Education Association and the Association of Professors and Researcher.; in Religious Education. 
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socialization, schooling, and training. Lipset uses these tenns interchangeably. A look at 
the differences between them suggests a more complete understanding of the power of 
Jewish education. 

Socialization 
To be socialized into a group implies that a person has accepted its practices and 

beliefs as his or her own. Socialization entails initiation which is the offering and 
acceptance of membership. It is a minimalist concept in the sense that no understanding 
of the group's beliefs and practices or application of creative intelligence is required. One 
need not know anything to be socialized; one need only identify oneself with the 
socializing group. The tenn enculturation is similar in that it implies the acquisition of 
membership in a cultural group. 

Viewed in this light we can see how the absence of systematic Jewish socialization 
will yield rampant assimilation. The social, economic, intellectual, and religious 
pressures for abandoning Jewish identification in North America are enonnous. Under 
these circumstances, Jewish socialization is not automatic. It must be consciously 
cultivated. What is encouraging, even surprising, is that institutional efforts at initiating 
young Jews into Jewish Life do correlate with increased identification. 

Perhaps this is the power of socialization that is borne out by Lipset's analysis. But 
given the rapid rate of intennarriage and other indicators of rampant assimilation, is this 
weak form of socialization powerful enough to insure Jewish continuity? According to 
the evidence from the NJPS, Jewish socialization seems to make a difference, but is it a 
big enough difference? 

Schooling 
One institution commonly viewed as a socializing agent is the school. Indeed, much 

of the data that Lipset associates with Jewish socialization has to do with numbers of 
years respondents attended some sort of Jewish school. But schooling and socialization 
are not one and the same. To be schooled means that one has attended a school, but not 
that anything particular happened there. 

If a school 's aim is to socialize and a child's sojourn in that school has been 
successful , then the result of that particular dose of schooling will be that the child is 
socialized. There are at least two reasons, however, why it makes little sense to suppose 
that the aim of most of the Jewish schools attended by NJPS respondents was Jewish 
socialization, at least as defined above. First, many of the beliefs and practices taught in 
those schools were not beliefs and practices of the Jewish society into which the students 
of those schools were to be initiated. Instead, they usually called for degrees of re ligious 
commitment and ethnic solidarity that were not reflected in the adult societies sponsoring 
the schools. 

Socialization is concerned with social reproduction. But the stated aim of most Jewish 
schools regardless of their ideological affiliations has not been to reproduce the anemic 
Jewish society that is reflected in the NJPS data. It has been rather to initiate youngsters 
into another, more committed Jewish community than in fact exists. 

For most of this century, Jewish schools and the professionals who have been running 
them have been in the forefront of a battle against assimilation and for a more vibrant 
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and energetic Jewish life on this continent. Their objective has been not to reproduce but 
to transfonn North American Jewish society. The tension between the society into which 
young Jews were being initiated and the one in which they and their parents were in fact 
living, along with the resulting limited resources, accounts for much of the fai lure of 
these schools to achieve that objective. 

Lipset' s analysis shows, however, that despite the failures and against overwhelming 
odds, these schools may have been more successful than had previously been supposed. 
For among those who have attended Jewish schools, there is a statistically significant 
group whose Jewish involvements are intensifying. 

It may not be mere socialization that makes the difference, then, but Jewish 
schooling--a schooling that has sought to initiate children not into the existing adult 
Jewish society in North America but rather into a more dynamic one. 

There is a second reason why it makes little sense to assume that Jewish schools have 
sought to socialize, at least in the weak sense in which I have used the term here. Rather 
than seeing themselves as agents of initiation, teachers have tended to assume Jewish 
identification on the part of students in order to transmit Jewish knowledge. If that 
transmission has not always been successful, it is in part because the prior issues of 
socialization and enculturation have not always been adequately addressed. It is difficult 
to transmit a culture, especially a highly literate one, to young people whose 
identification with the cultural group is tenuous. 

This is one reason why continuity commissions have tended to tum their attention to 
what some have called "beyond the classroom education," including Israel trips, summer 
camps, youth groups, and fami ly programming. Indeed, Lipset himself emphasizes his 
own "beyond the classroom" experience when he discusses the advantages of Hillel and 
informal Jewish programming on the college campus. 

Some have even argued that synagogue supplemental schools should abandon any 
hope of transmitting Jewish knowledge in the few hours per week that they have and 
focus instead on community building and group identification, that is, on socialization 
and enculturation. Jewish knowledge should be left, according to this view, to those who 
are sufficiently committed to invest both the time and money necessary for a day-school 
education. 

The difficulty with this view is that it mistakenly assumes that socialization and 
enculturation are not only necessary but also sufficient to ensure Jewish continuity. In a 
highly literate culture with deep religious and ethica l roots and a sophisticated textual 
tradition, understanding of those roots and knowledge of that tradition are required to 
provide an enduring rationale for group affiliation. To compete in the open-market place 
of ideas in which life choices are made today, we will need not only to teach that Judaism 
and the Jewish people are worthy of loyalty, we will also need to explain why. For this, 
mere socialization will not suffice. 

Those who rugue that we should settle for socialization without knowledge as our 
primary means of inculcating Jewish loyalty tend to blame Jewish schools for 
intennarriage and assimilation rather than crediting them with the commitments of those 
who continue to identify as Jews. Lipset's analysis allows us to turn our attention to the 
successes of Jewish schooling rather than focusing solely on its failures. Although the 
d iscrepancy between the dynamic Jewish society advocated by the school and the more 
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anemic one in whkh students live may account for those failures, the commitment of 
schooling to transmjtting Jewish knowledge may well account for its successes. 

Training 
This is not to say that once issues of identification are addressed, the approaches to 

transmitting knowledge used in Jewish schools are satisfactory. On the contrary, too 
often our schools have sought to trrun youngsters to perfonn practices and recite beliefs 
rather than attempt to teach them to understand the reasons behind those practices and 
the dynamks of those beliefs. 

Training, according to this view, involves enabling the learning of mechanical 
behaviors. Teaching. on the other hand, entails facilitating the learning of activities that 
requfre drawing conclusions or attributing meanings. A student can be trained to recite a 
haftarah for a bar mitzvah, for example, but he can also be taught to understand the 
Hebrew in which the prophet wrote and to appreciate the power of the message and the 
beauty of the poetry. 

Of course, teaching sometimes requires training. Leaming to understand the prophet, 
for example, depends upon a prior ability to recite the Hebrew correctly. But a Jewish 
initiation that merely trains will fail to provide its students with an intellectual and 
spiritual substance rich enough lo sustrun a mearungful Jewish existence across 
generations. 

Even deeper problems arise, moreover, when training is emphasized at the expense of 
teaching, when instructional methods designed for rote learning are employed in matters 
calling for drawing conclusions or attributing meanings. ln such cases, it is essential for 
students to acqwre the ability to come to their own conclusions based on appropriate 
evidence, or to develop their own interpretations rooted in suitable henneneutic 
traditions. 

Trainfog that imposes mechanized response under these circumstances undermines 
the exercise of independent intelligence and will on the part of the learner. This is 
morally problematic because the very possibility of ethical responsibility rests on the 
assumption of independent judgement and free will. 

Such an emphasis on training to the exclusion of teaching is sometimes called 
indoctrination. There are those who argue that indoctrination is inevitable in any fonn of 
religious inculcation, indeed, in any social inculcation whatsoever. All societies impart 
beliefs and practices to children that do not call for independent judgement and free 
choice, it is argued. The question is not whether to indoctrinate but what to indoctrinate. 

Within the Jewish communjty it is argued along these lines that the very source of our 
current predicament lies in the fact that young Jews have too many choices and that 
independent judgement is leading many to abandon Jewish life altogether. According to 
thls view. the aim of our initiation efforts should not be to cultivate choice and 
independence; it should be to produce a singular result- Jewish identification. To 
accomplish this. training is required, not teaching. 

There are several problems with this analysis. First, indoctrination is not inevitable. 
Although training is often required as a prerequisite for teaching. there is nothing 
inevitable about fostering mechanical behaviors in matters that call for conclusions and 
interpretations. Nothing forces us to train the bar mitzvah to recite the prophetic reading 
without teaching him to understand it. The latter may call for more effort, but it does not 
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caJI for overturning any law of nature, society, or logic. 
Second, indoctrination undermines the very possibility of moral instruction because it 

subverts the concepts of free will and ethical responsibility upon which such instruction 
is founded. This is contrary to the most fundamental of Jewish commitments. "Behold," 
wrote the Oeuteronomist (30: 16-20), "I have given you today life and goodness, death 
and evil. .. . choose life so that you may live, you and your descendants." Of what 
assistance could Jewish values be if, through the very process of transmission, we 
undermine our students' capacity for choosing to apply them? Or, to paraphrase 
Maimonides, of what use is the Torah, or the study of Torah, if people are not free to 
choose to follow it? It may not be accidental that the central text of the Jewish tradition is 
known as Torah--Teaching. 

Third, young Jews undoubtedly leave the Jewish fold because they are faced with 
options unprecedented in Jewish history. Were options not available, they could not be 
exercised. But the chaJlenge faci ng those concerned with Jewish continuity is not to 
restrict those choices through indoctrination. Opportunities in an open society will not be 
so readily restricted. One reason that some may opt out of the Jewish community is that 
they have not been prepared adequately to respond to criticisms of Jewish life or 
arguments in favor of other alternatives with which they may be presented. Beliefs and 
practices acquired by rote are often brittle and prone to crumble at the slightest critique. 
The challenge is to teach young people to choose wisely. 

Education 
Socialization, schooling, and training, then, may all be necessary for transmitting 

Jewish identification across the generations; but neither individually nor collectively are 
they sufficient to finish the job. This requires an outcome of teaching which is often 
called education. 

Education like socialization involves initiation. But the group into which the persons 
educated are initiated share common knowledge and understanrung on the one hand, and 
common values and practices on the other. Their knowledge and understanding are 
rooted in traditions of learning and scholarship that involve disciplined inquiry. Their 
values and practices are rooted in the group's shared knowledge and understanding, in its 
traditions of inquiry. 

Among the most important aspects of any discipline of inquiry will be standards for 
distinguishing between good and bad practice of the discipline, and between proper and 
improper application of its conclusions; and among the most important values of any 
community committed to applying such a discipline according to proper standards will 
be the significance of the standards themselves. To be educated, according to this view, 
means coming to understand those standards and to value them. 

In a community that shares an understanding of--and a commitment to--such 
standards, then, education is not a means to some external end in view. Being 
educated--understanding and valuing the standards of the community--is the end in view. 
It is the whole point of the community. Without those standards, the community would 
cease to exist. The standards define the community and being educated defines 
membership in it. 

To the extent that those associated with a community of this sort are less well 
educated in its standards, therefore, they will feel more marginal within it. This is 
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because they will in fact be more marginal to the extent that they have yet to understand 
or accept the community's most basic values. Such a community might be called a 
learning community because its very existence is based upon common teachings, the 
learning and valuing of which are central constituent elements of membership in it. 

Education in such a community, then, is neither merely a chicken nor simply an egg 
of continuity; it is both the chicken and the egg rolled into one! Continuity of a learning 
community can never be the goal of education, because without education it literally 
makes no sense to speak of the community as such. Continuity is not the end of 
education in a learning community, therefore; rather, education is the end of continuity. 
The group seeks survival so that it can continue to learn its valued teaching. 

The Jewish people, I submit, is such a community rooted in traditions of knowledge, 
understanding, value, and practice. It is a community that shares common standards, or 
more precisely, it is a community of communities that share overlapping standards in 
which subcommunities agree and disagree about which standards are most central to the 
Jewish people as a whole. It is a community that is heir to a common teaching which is 
valued above all else. We call that teaching Torah. 

This is why socialization, schooling, and training will not in and of themse~ves suffice 
for the transmission of Jewish identification across the generations. Socialization, in the 
weak sense that I have used it here, provides the basic initiation process that makes 
membership possible but does not guarantee the transmission of sufficient cultural 
content to enable the initiate to appreciate the value of membership. Schools are mere 
institutional frameworks. Lipset's analysis shows that when used for educational 
purposes they can make a difference. But when the purposes of schooling are unclear 
their effect can be negative as well. And training is a valuable prerequisite for teaching, 
but when it is pursued at the expense of teaching, it can produce not only negative but 
also dangerous results. 

It is only when socialization, schooling, and training are employed for education 
purposes that young people are initiated into learning communities. And it is the power 
of this concept that Lipset has in fact demonstrated empirically. For a close reading of the 
data suggests that as the clarity of purpose, commitment to Jewish learning, and 
dedication to Jewish life of the adult community in which a youngster is raised 
increase--so do the affiliation rates of their offspring. 

When Jewish education-the study of the teachings of the Jewish people--is seen as an 
end and not a means, assimilation declines and affiliation increases. The power of Jewish 
education conceived in this way is that it is the entire point of Jewish existence; it te lls 
the story of why the Jewish people must survive; it provides the mechanism for that 
survival; it is both the chicken and the egg. 

Seymour Martin Lipset has done a great service in providing empirical support for 
this position. Its consequence, however, is that in order to survive on this continent, it is 
not only the initiation of young people into Jewish life that must be reformed, it is also 
the adult community into which they are 10 be initiated. Only when Jewish education 
becomes the center piece of North American Jewry will we feel its full power; only then 
will Jewish continuity on this continent be ensured. 
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THE POWER OF JEWISH EDUCATION 
By Seymour Martin Lipset 

I. INTRODUCTION 

T he unique aspects of American Jewry compared to other ethno-religious groups 
fall into five categories: religious behavior, income, demography, politics, and 
education--both religious and secular. The best effort to document their 

characteristics, the National Jewish Population Survey (NJPS) of 1990, yields 
information on all of these matters and much more. The report presented here, one of a 
series analyzing the NJPS data, focuses on education. 

For the NJPS, 125,8 I 3 randomly selected persons were asked questions about their 
own religious preference and that of their household. Altogether, this method produced 
2,44 1 completed interviews, giving information on 6,514 persons in those households. 
The NJPS sample was then selected from those identified as living in a Jewish 
household. Interviews were conducted with 2,134 households, providing information on 
4,60 I individuals. Roughly one-sixth of the respondents were not used for the purpose of 
this analysis, because their responses to various questions indicated that they did not 
consider themselves Jewish and currently belong to another religion. The Core Jewish 
Population (CJP) as defined by the demographers who conducted the survey includes 
Born Jews whose religion is Judaism (BIR), converts who are Jews by Choice (JBC), and 
born Jews who do not have a religious but a secular identification (JNR). In addition, 84 
percent of the CJP had at least one Jewish parent. The data were then weighted through a 
process which involved using all of the original 125,813 screening interviews. 1 The 
analysis presented here is based on the weighted sample of the CJP. 

A number of stereotypical observations about Jews are confirmed by the 1990 NJPS 1
: 

Jews are, by far, more well-to-do than the population as a whole, and are politically much 
more liberal. They are also the best educated of any ethno-religious group. Educational 
achievement has been one of the great prides of American Jewry, and the survey data 
indicate that it is justified. Among all adults 18 years and over who identify themselves 
as Jewish in religious terms, just under a third-30 percent--do not have any college 
education, while just over 50 percent are college graduates. Almost half of these--24 
percent--have gone beyond college to some form of post-graduate education. Secular 
Jews, those who are not religious in any way, are slightly better educated than religious 
Jews. Only 27 percent have not attended college. It is interesting to note that born Jews 
who have converted out and belong to other denominations (six percent of the enlarged 
sample), are less well educated. Over one-third have no college background. The picture 
is somewhat similar for persons who report Jewish parentage or descent, but were raised 
from birth in another religion. 

I The background of the survey and a description of the sample is presented in Barry Kosmin. ct al .. Highlights of the 
CJF /990 National Jewi.th Populatio11 Survey (New Yorx: Council of Jewish Federations, 1991), pp. 1-6. See also 
Sidney Goldstein. "Profile of American Jewry: Insights from the 1990 National Jewish Population Survey," in David 
Singer and Ruth Se.ldin, eds .. A,n,,rican Jewish Yearbook. (New York and Philadelphia: The American Jewish 
Comminee: The Jewish Publication Society, 1992), pp. 77-173. 

2 For a more comprehensive description of the current state and historical background of American Jewry, see Seymour 
Martin Lipset, "A Unique People in an Exceptional Country." in Lipset. ed., American Pluralism in the Jewi1h 
Community (New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Publishers. 1990). pp. 3-29. 
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Other trends regarding marriage and family are also clear. Jews are less likely to 
marry and do so later than others with similar backgrounds; they have a lower birthrate 
than other groups in the population; and their rate of intermarriage is high and increasing 
steadily. 1 Immigration apart, these behavioral traits mean that the Jewish population in 
America is likely to decline. At the extreme, one demographer predicts a near extinction 
in the not too distant future. The hope, suggested by earlier studies on intermarriage, that 
such behavior might actually add to the population, given conversions and Jewish 
identification of intermarried families, does not seem to be borne out by the 1990 survey. 
Fifty-nine percent of currently married households are both Jewish, six percent are 
conversionary households, and 35 percent are mixed-marriage households. Only 
one-sixth--17 percent--of intermarried Jews have a spouse who has converted. The mates 
of the rest have remained Gentiles. Since 1985, the majority, 57 percent, of Jews married 
non-Jews.' This compares with 10 percent for those who mated before 1965, and 3 1 
percent for those who wed between 1965 and 1974. As Barry Kosmin et al. note in their 
preliminary report on the results of the overall study "since 1985 twice as many mixed 
couples (born Jew with Gentile spouse) have been created as Jewish couples (born Jew 
with Jewish spouse)." 

In addition to the problem that is posed by low fertility for Jewish continuity, is the 
concern that most children with only one Jewish parent are not being raised as Jews. 
"Only 28 percent of... children [in religiously mixed households] are reported as being 
raised Jewish. Some 41 percent are being raised in a non-Jewish religion." Almost a 
third--31 percent--are not being given a religious identification.' If we look at the full 
picture, we find that not only has intennarriage doubled but that "just under half of all 
children in the surveyed households are currently being raised with Judaism as their 
religion and another 16 percent qualify as secular Jews." 6 

Education is obviously the principal mechanism to socialize succeeding generations 
into being Jewish, and to stimulate adult Jews and Gentile spouses to foster religious and 
cultural interests in the community. What the Jewish community of the future will look 
like--occupationally, culturally, and Jewishly--will be, to a considerable degree, a 
function of both non-Jewish and Jewish education. 

3 Regarding fertility rates, Goldstein poinis out that average completed fertility for Jewish women "wlL'I not only 20 
percent below the ... average for those aged 45-49 20 yeais earlier, but also 19 percent below the average for all white 
women aged 45-49 in 1988, and 10 percent below the 2.1 level needed for replacement.· Goldstein, "Profile of 
American Jewry." p. 122. Sec also Calvin Goldscheidcr and Alan S . Zuckerman, The Transfomu11ion of the Jews 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1984), pp. 177-78; Marshall Sklare, "lntemiarriage and the Jewish Future." 
Commentary. 37 (April 1964), pp. 46-52. For a report on utensive intermarriage before the massive EU! European 
immigration, see Chaim I. Waxman, America's Jews In Transition (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1983), 
pp. 25-6. 

4 Goldstein, "Profile of American Jewry," p. 126. For similar documentation, see Sylvia Barack Fishman and Alice 
Goldstein, "When They Arc Grown They Will Not Depart: Jewish Education and the Jewish Behavior of American 
Adults," Cohen Center for Modem Jewish Studies Research Repon 8, March 1993. 

S Kosmin et al .. HlghlighlS. p. 16. Sec also Goldstein. "Profile of American Jewry." pp. 124-28. 

6 Kosmin et al., Highlighss, p. 15. 
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This article attempts to understand the detenninants and consequences of Jewish 
education through an exploration of the NIPS data. The first section examines the factors 
that influence the probability of a respondent securing Jewish training. These factors 
include gender and age, as well as denominational, generational, regional, and familial 
background. The second part lends support to the hypothesis that the greater the 
exposure to Jewish learning, the more likely the recipient is to be involved in Jewish life 
and the religious community, and to pass the commitment on to his or her children. The 
conclusions drawn from the bivariate data of these two sections are then given additional 
credence through multivariate regression analyses. Finally, the paper addresses the future 
of the Jewish community--its youth. The detenninants of Jewish education among the 
young are evaluated by examining the role of family socio-economic status, geographic 
mobility, patterns of religious observance, as well as denominational, familial , and 
regional background. Again, multiple regression is used to support the contingency table 
analysis. Those Jews enrolled in college are given particular attention because of the 
great problems and potential solutions posed by secular education for Jewish continuity . 

The concern for Jewish continuity focuses, therefore, on Jewish education as the 
major tool available to the community to stem the weakening which is taking place. The 
study permits an examination of the relationship between different types of Jewish 
education and subsequent participation in--and commitment to--lhe community. The 
basic picture is clear: those classified as religious, whether born Jewish or converted to 
Judaism, are likely to report some fonn of Jewish education; eighty-four percent of the 
males and 65 percent of the females do so. The figures, however, drop for those born 
Jewish but classified as non-religious or ethnic-seculars. Three-fifths--6 1 percent--of the 
men and 45 percent of the women said they have had a Jewish education. People who 
were born and raised Jewish but converted out were much less likely to have had Jewish 
education (27 percent for the males and 24 percent for the females.) 

These findings present us with a classic cnicken and egg problem in trying to explain 
the role of religious education: To what extent do family religious commitments, which 
themselves might be a reflection of prior education, influence the strong linkages 
between Jewish education, Jewish identification and community involvement? Can 
schooling overcome the lack of commitment of those reared in weakly identified 
families? No definite conclusion is possible in absence of longitudinal data (information 
gathered over time from the same respondents), particularly since the decision to educate 
or not reflects, in most cases, the degree of religiosity in the home. Still, the evidence is 
congruent with the hypothesis that Jewish education makes a difference. 
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II. D ETERMINANTS OF J EWISH EDUCATION 
FOR A DULT REsPONDENTS 

Turning to the analysis, approximately 66 percent of the core respondents reported in 
the 1990 NJPS had, at some point, been exposed to formal Jewish education. 
Participation has been measured by the type of education received and the number of 
years completed. The type of education can be differentiated into four groups: I ) 
full-time Jewish schools including day schools and yeshivas 2) part-time schools that 
meet more than once a week, mainly in the afternoons 3) Sunday schools and other 
once-a-week Jewish educational programs 4) Private tutoring. There was no question in 
the survey about attendance at Jewish secular schools, such as those run by the 
Workmen's Circle. It is not possible to evaluate the quality of Jewish educational 
programs from the data. The fonnal Jewish education measures, e.g., types of schooling 
or years in different educational programs, are dependent variables when analyzing 
detenninants, while, for the next section where the consequences of education are the 
focus, they serve as independent variables. 

Most Jews living in America were not exposed to intensive religious education. More 
than half of those who ever attended--53 percent, or 35 percent of the whole 
sample--went to part-time, afternoon programs. The next to largest group is composed of 
those who had attended Sunday school--28 percent--followed by full-time day 
schools-- I I percent--and private tutoring (eight percent). Almost all of those who have 
some Jewish education studied for more than a year; only 2.5 percent attended for less 
than a year. As shown in Table I, 30 percent participated Jess than five years, and another 
36 percent were involved for longer periods, with 15 percent having been in fonnal 
Jewish training for 11 years or more. 

Table 1: Number of Years of Formal Jewish Education 

Born Jews - Jews By Ethnic- Total CJP 
Religious Choice secular 

No. of Years Jews Jews 

< 5 years 31 56 20 30 

6-10 years 26 4 8 21 

11-14 years 8 1 1 6 

15+ years 11 2 3 9 

Never Attended 25 37 67 33 

I Types of Schooling I 
Day School 13 - 3 11 

Part-time/ Afternoon 54 14 54 53 

Sundav School 27 24 34 28 

Private Tutor 5 62 9 8 
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Given that traditional Judaism places much greater emphasis on men than on women 
with respect to synagogue observance and religious study, it is not surprising that males 
are more likely than females to have been exposed to Jewish education (Table 2). The 
former are also more likely to have been involved in the more intense forms of Jewish 
education. Around two-thirds--66 percent--of day schoolers, and 63 percent of the 
part-timers are men. The picture reverses sharply for Sunday School (the least stringent 
form of training), and somewhat less for private tutoring. Sixty-two percent of Sunday 
schoolers and 50 percent of the privately tutored are female. To sum up, women are less 
likely to have been enrolled at all , while those who did so are more likely to have been 
involved in programs that met less frequently or for less time. 

Table 2: Form of Jewish Education by Gender (Percent) 

I Male Female Total 

Day School 11 5 7 

Part-time/ Afternoon 46 25 35 

Sundav School 15 22 19 

Private Tutor 6 5 5 

Never Attended 23 42 33 

Basically, the same conclusions are reached with respect to the quantity of education 
received. Among those who received any, men have attended more years than women, 
although the gender difference diminishes for those who have studied for 10 years or 
more--17 percent male and 13 percent female. Still, the most noteworthy finding is that 
within each age group, women are much less likely to have any Jewish education and, if 
ever involved, to have studied for fewer years than men (Table 3). 

Table 3: Years of Attendaru::e by A11e, Cont.rolled for Gender (Percent) 

18-19 20-29 JO-J9 40-49 50-59 60-69 70-79 80 + .-j 
To 

Male 

< 5 years 25 29 34 36 34 JS 42 32 JS 

6-10 vears 25 25 24 29 25 26 14 17 24 

> 11 vears IS 11 16 18 12 17 19 27 17 

Never Attended 36 JS 26 17 19 20 24 24 2S 

I Female 

< S vears 20 25 26 26 29 28 20 21 26 

6-10 vears 27 22 19 20 2 1 16 18 g 19 

> 11 years II 10 15 13 9 12 12 27 13 

Never Attended 42 43 40 4 1 37 44 50 44 42 
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The same pattern, of course, holds up for the correlates of Bar or Bat Mitzvah 
ceremonies. It should be noted that the proportion of the denominationally identified who 
have been confinned has increased over time. particularly among the younger. The 
converse is true for the ethnic-secular; only one-sixth of the 18 to 29 year olds among 
them have been confinned as compared to two-thirds of the religiously linked. For the 
core Jewish population as a whole, less than half-46 percent- have gone through the 
coming of age rite. Confinnants include a majority-56 percent--of the religiously 
identified birth-right Jews (85 percent men and 27 percent women), compared to 24 
percent of the ethnic-seculars (35 percent men and 13.5 percent women). 

The fact that younger Jews have been less exposed to Jewish education than the 
middle-aged is congruent with the evidence that assimilation, particularly intennarriage, 
has increased. However, the relationship that exists, considering alJ age groups, appears 
to be curvilinear. Older and younger people have been less exposed to Jewish learning 
than the middle generation. Sixty-one percent of the 18 through 29-year-olds have been 
involved in some fonn. This figure increases gradually to 72 percent for those in the 50 
through 59 year old category, but then declines to 67 percent for the 60 through 69-year­
old group, and to 64 percent for those who are 70 years or older (Table 4). 

Table 4: Number or Years or Formal Education by Year or Birth a nd A2e (Percent) 

Years or Birth and A~c 

1919 and Row 
Years Allcndcd 1960-72 1950-59 1940-49 1930-39 1920-29 before Total 

18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 70+ 

1-5 years 27 JO 31 31 32 30 30 

6-10 years :?4 21 24 23 21 15 21 

11-15 vcars 6 JO 7 6 4 3 6 

15+ vcars 5 5 9 12 10 16 9 

Never Attended 39 33 29 :?8 33 36 33 

Looking at the data in tenns of decades, the largest proportion involved in Jewish 
education for substantial periods is found among those born in the 1930s followed by the 
war and post-war cohorts, those born in the 1940s. It is impossible to account for this 
pattern using the available data, but an interpretation may be suggested. The parents of 
the generations who reached confi rmation age during the years that included the coming 
to power of the Nazis, increased anti-Semitism in the United States, the Holocaust, and 
the creation of the state of Israel, were exposed to very strong stimuli to affirm their 
Judaism. These events had a positive effect on Jewish identity, activating latent religious 
loyalties. Logically these events should have led more parents to send their children to 
Jewish schools. But they were sent disproportionately to the weakest and least effective 
fonn, i.e., Sunday school. It may be hypothesized further that as those events and 
experiences receded into history, the assimilatory forces regained strength. 

Socio-political conditions during the school years appear to have had less effect on 
the type of Jewish education received than on length of time enrolled (see Table 5). 
Across all age or time cohorts, little more than one-third-35 percent--of the respondents 
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Table 5: Tvpe or Education hv Year or Birth or Aie (Percent) 

J~- 1919 and 
"' ·- ·- 9 1930-39 1920-19 before 

Y cars Auendcd 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 70 + 

Dav School 9 7 7 6 12 6 8 

Part-time/Afternoon 32 36 37 36 36 37 35 

Sundav school 17 l7 14 23 17 14 19 

Private Tutor 3 s 4 9 5 9 5 

Never AUended 39 34 27 26 30 35 33 

Column Tota l 21 25 19 10 ll 13 100 

report having attended part-time schools. Sunday school attendance is, however, 
curiously curvilinear. It is greatest for those who were born during the 1930s and 1940s 
(e.g., aged 40-59 when interviewed), but less for younger cohorts and least for the oldest 
ones, who partook during the 1920s or earlier. Presumably such a limited fonn of 
schooling was less available for the older respondents and may have been more 
disapproved of by families closer to the old country experience. The proportion who 
went to day school has grown slightly but steadily over time, from six percent for the 
1930s cohorts to seven for those who reached school age in the 1940s and 1950s, and 
nine percent for the youngest cohorts. Thus there has been an increase at the two 
extremes, those not participating and those attending the most intensive form, day 
schools. The latter change has particularly involved women. 

How does assimilation to American society affect Jewish education? Examining the 
length of family residence in America provides an answer to this question. The 
relationship between Jewish education and national origin has been analyzed by breaking 
the sample into four generations: the foreign-born-- IO percent; those born in the U.S . 
with two foreign-born parents--20 percent; those born here, with at least one parent born 
here and grandparents who are foreign-bom--27.5 percent; and native-born, with at least 
one U.S. born parent and at least one grandparent born in America--43 percent. The 
relationship between these "generations" and the types of Jewish education is shown in 
Table 6. 

Table 6: Tvnes or Jewish Education by Generational Background (Percent) 

1st 2nd 3rd 4th 

Day School 29 12 5 3 

Pan -Time 20 43 46 29 

Suodav 7 13 22 22 

Private Tutor 7 6 3 6 

Never Auend 37 26 24 41 

As is evident from the table, those from abroad include close to the largest proportion 
(37 percent) without any Jewish training and the biggest of those with the most intensive, 
day school (29 percent). The latter finding may reflect the greater availability of such 
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education in the "old country." One-fifth--20 percent--had attended part-time school. 
Few, seven percent, went to Sunday School, a form of education linked largely to the 
Reform movement, which did not exist in Eastern Europe and had a limited membership 
elsewhere. Clearly, day school attendance fal ls off steadily with length of generational 
stay in America, while Sunday school attendance increases. 

These findings clearly imply that assimilation pressures are operative. The interplay 
between generational background and type of training re inforces the assumption that 
Americanization works against Jewish education. As noted, the foreign-born show great 
propensity to have attended day school. Not only is it true that American-born Jews are 
seemingly more assimilated in terms of educational involvements, but logically they are 
also less Orthodox. These relationships are re inforced when we relate patterns of school 
attendance to the third generation, i.e., grandparents. As noted above, those with no 
grandparents born in the United States are the most likely to have attended day school. 
More than four-fifths--84 percent--of all day school students do not have a single 
American-born grandparent. They are also more likely to have gone to part-time 
afternoon than to Sunday school, and are the least likely to report a private tutor or to 
have no Jewish education. Those who have all four grandparents native-born show the 
opposite pattern: forty-four percent have not been involved in any form of Jewish 
education, compared to 26 percent of those with four foreign-born grandparents. 

The curvilinear relationship between generation and non-attendance (highest for the 
first and fourth generations) may reflect two diverse patterns of assimilation. Many of the 
foreign-born respondents and their parents were reared in cultures which contained large 
segments of highly re ligious Orthodox and extremely irrelig ious radicals. 7 As noted, 
however, the Population Survey unfortunately did not inquire into exposure to secular 
Yiddish education. ln America , both groups were exposed to cultural pressures to give up 
the strict requirements of Orthodoxy and adherence to athe istic, irreligious, politically 
radical doctrines, as they aspired to--or made the ir way into--the middle class. The more 
acceptable behavior was Americanized moderate Conservatism for those of Orthodox 
background, and Reform for the scions of secularity. 

Whether one is the offspring of an intermarried family or not is an even more decisive 
factor. The dysfunctional effects of intermarriage on Jewish continuity are clear. The 
like lihood of receiving a Jewish education is greatest when both parents are Jewish. This 
is true for roughly two-thirds of the respondents. Four-fifths of them have been to Jewish 
schools, compared to about 30 percent of those from intermarried fami lies. As noted 
earlier, relatively few respondents attended day schools, but 93 percent of those who did 
were from fully Jewish families, while only 48 percent of those who are Jewishly 
identified--but without any exposure to religious education--had two Jewish parents. 
Thirty-nine percent of the respondents with intramarried parents continued their studies 
for six or more years, compared to nine percent of those with intermarried ones. 

In religiously mixed families, a Jewish mother appears somewhat more important for 
educational continuity than a Jewish father. This fi nding may reflect the fact that 
Judaism is a matrilineal religion, and that in America generally, women are more 
re ligiously committed and involved than men. Still, as indicated in Table 7, only 34 

7 For a fulsome account of the leftist Yiddish culture, see Irving Howe, The World of Our Fathers: The Joumey of the 
East European Jews 10 Amerleti and the Life They Fou1"1 and Made (New York: Harcourt, Brace. Jovanovich, 1976). 
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Table 7: lntermarriage Effects on 
Jewish Education (Percent! 

Years Both Mother Father Total 
Auended Parents Jewish Jewish 

Jewish 

< 5 years 41 24 19 37 

6- 10 vears 27 8 5 21 

11-15 vears 7 2 l 6 

15 + vears 5 - 2 5 

Never Auended 20 66 73 31 

percent of the offspring of intermarried Jewish women had any religious education, a bit 
more than 27 percent of those whose one Jewish parent was a male. 

The denomination of the family of origin is obviously important in affecting the 
propensity for Jewish education, though by some measures less than might be 
anticipated. Surprisingly, an identical proportion--20 percent--from Orthodox and 
Reform families, never had formal Jewish educatfon, while for Conservatives the ratio is 
a bit higher--23 percent. Those from Orthodox homes, however, exhibited the highest 
commitment, if type of education is considered: 46 percent attended day school, while 28 
percent went to part-time afternoon classes. Over half of them--53 percent--spent six or 
more years in a Jewish curriculum. Conservative offspring were much more likely than 
scions of Reform to have attended day school- 12 percent-or afternoon classes--46 
percent. Curiously, the children of Conservative families spent fewer years absorbing 
Jewish learning than those from Reform origins. More than two-fifths of the former--38 
percent--compared with 42 percent of the latter, continued their education for six years or 
more. Fifty-six percent of those from an ethnic-secular background did not partake of any 
Jewish education. 

Table 8: Denomination Raised and Vears in Jewish Education (Percent) 

Ethnic-
Years Attended Orthodox Conservative Reform secular Total 

< 5 vears 29 38 38 3 1 34 

6-10 years 30 27 29 7 23 

11-15 years 9 6 9 4 6 

15+ years 12 5 4 2 5 

Never Attended 20 23 20 56 31 

Current affiliation produces somewhat stronger correlations, presumably because the 
level and intensity of Jewish education reflect the degree of religiosity of the 
respondents. Twenty percent of today's Orthodox report having gone to a full-time day 
school as compared to less than seven percent of the Conservatives, and only three 
percent of the Reform. Conservatives lead the Reform in proportion of those who have 
attended part-time school, 50 percent to 34 percent. Conversely, however, those now 
affiliated with Reform are more likely to have been exposed to the least stringent training 
(Sunday school)--41 percent--compared to the Conservatives' 16 percent, and Orthodox's 
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nine percent. Not surprisingly, those who have remained Orthodox are much more likely 
to have had day school education than those who left the denomination. This may 
suggest that the latter's families were actually much less Orthodox than the fonner's. In 
any case, the modal relationships to religious denominations are clear: day school for the 
Orthodox, afternoon for the Conservatives, Sunday for the Reform. Not surprisingly, 
most of those who report some fonn of secular identification were not involved in any 
fonn of Jewish religious education. 

The part of the country in which respondents were born also has a c lear re lationship 
to exposure to re ligious teaching. Forty-eight percent of those from the Western states 
and 34 percent of Southerners had never partaken of any fonn of fonnal Jewish learning, 
compared to 30 percent of Northeasterners and 28 percent of Midwesterners. Those from 
the Northeast, the oldest region of American Jewish settlement, also show the highest 
propensity for day school--seven percent--and afternoon school--42 percent--as 
compared to three percent and 25 percent for those from the South. These results again 
are congruent with our impressions of the correlates of assimilation: most in the West, 
least in the Northeast. The foreign-born, it may be noted again, were the most like ly to 
have received a day school education-29 percent--whereas only five percent of the 
American-born secured such an intensive education. 

Considering the different variables--gender, age, denomination, generational 
background, intennarriage, and region--a clear picture emerges of the factors associated 
with educational enrollment. The most likely candidate to have received formal Jewish 
education has the following profile: a male who is foreign-born or has foreign-born 
parents and grandparents, with practicing non-intennarried parents who raised him in the 
Northeast and in one of the three major denominations, preferably Orthodox. The more 
the indicators reflect Americanization, the less chances of having been trained for Jewish 
continuity. None of these are surprising, and the implications for Jewish continuity are 
discouraging since all the negative factors are increasing. 

These factors were combined in an Americanization scale, comprised of variables 
such as generations in the U.S., denomination and region reared, and Jewishness of 
parent. Respondents scored from zero to four. As shown in Table 9, the more 
Americanized one's score, the less exposure to Jewish education. 

Table 9: Americanization Score and Years of Jewish Education 

Years Attended Very Jewish Jewish Americanized 
Very 

Americanized 

< 5 Years 35 45 36 36 

6 • 18 Years 29 27.5 19 2 

11 • 15 Years 8 5 7 1 

15+ Years 9 4 3 . 

Never Attended 18 18 35 61 

I Total II 10 I 41 I 39 I 10 I 
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The previous section related measures of Jewish education to various background 
variables. This section considers the educational items as independent variables to see 
how the degree of Jewish training, secured while young, is associated with various adult 
attitudes and behaviors. The following areas can be hypothesized as consequences of 
Jewish education: Jewish identity, denomination, synagogue attendance, philanthropy 
(especially Jewish), involvement in Jewish organizations, intermarriage, attachment to 
Israel, attitudes regarding Jewishness, adult Jewish learning, and children's Jewish 
education. Importantly, it should be noted that what follows are reports of correlations, 
not of causal processes. 

Perhaps the best single indicator of commitment to continuity and the community in 
the survey is the question "How important is being a Jew for you?" Only 22 percent of 
those who had never been exposed to any form of Jewish education replied "very 
important." The same answer was given by 75 percent of those who had been to day 
school, 68 percent of the privately tutored, 47 percent of the former students at 
part-time/afternoon classes, and 40 percent of respondents whose training was limited to 
Sunday school. A strong relationship exists between length of Jewish studies and the 
response "very important," from 41 percent of those who had five years or less of Jewish 
education to 70 percent for those who had 11 years or more. It is noteworthy that the 16 
percent of the core Jewish population who were classified as ethnic-seculars--over half of 
whom had no Jewish schooling--were overwhelmingly very low on commitment. 

Historically, Jewish life has centered around the synagogue. This is less true in 
America: as of 1990, 67 percent of Jewish households reported that they are not 
members. Still, 73 percent of the respondents said that they attend a religious service at 
least once a year. Only 22 percent participate once a month or more. Fifty two percent 
attend from once to a few times a year, presumably on the High Holidays, while 27 
percent never partake. Synagogue behavior, of course, correlates with religious 
education. The more involvement when young, the more participation as an adult. 

Table 10: Years of Education and Involvement 
in the Synal!Oi!'t.le (Percent) 

Never 
Attended < 6 6-10 11+ Total 

Years Years Years 

Member 18 34 44 52 33 

Attended Once a 17 19 28.5 38 22 
Month or More 

Close to half of American Jews, 48 percent, report that they observe the most serious 
religious personal obligation, fasting on Yorn Kippur. Willingness to do so correlates 
strongly with type and duration of religious tra.ining. Most former day and afternoon 
schoolers, as well as the privately tutored--70, 59, and 70 percent respectively--abstain 
from food on that day. Less than half of those who attended Sunday school--47 
percent--fast, while the overwhelming majority--72 percent--of those who never had any 
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Jewish education eat on this High Holiday. As expected, abstaining from food on Yorn 
Kippur correlates strongly with amount of training: from 28 percent for those who never 
attended religious school, to 52 percent for those who went for the fi ve years or less, to 
67 percent for those with 11 or more years education. 

To further demonstrate the re lationship, a scale was constructed of four so-called 
"identity" items used in many studies of Jewish commitment. These items are: 1) candles 
at Hanukkah 2) candle ceremonies on Friday nights 3) attendance at Passover seders, and 
4) eating Kosher foods. The scale ranges from "very high" (following all four rituals 
most of the time) to "very low" (never observing any). As expected, the more intense the 
educational experience of respondents, the higher their score on ritual observance. Close 
to a fifth, 18 percent, of those who score in the very high category are former day school 
students. Conversely, only three percent in the very low group have the same 
background. More than three-fifths, 67 percent, of the extreme non-identifiers lack any 
Jewish education. Those whose Jewish training is limited to Sunday school are the least 
likely of the religiously educated to be in the highest identity category: 18 percent are, as 
compared to 52 percent of those who had been to day school. 

Table 11: Tvoe or Schooli02 and RituaJ Observance (Scale) (Pe.rcent) 

Row 
Very Very Total 
Low Low Averae.e Hil!.h Hil!.h 

Day 
School 

Row 5 6 20 17 52 8 

Column 3 3 6 5 18 

Part-time Row 6 14 27 28 26 35 

Column 16 31 38 39 40 

Sunday 
School 

Row 8 14 25 36 18 19 

Column 12 17 19 27 15 

Private Row 4 14 28 26 29 5 
tutor 

Column 2 4 6 6 7 

Never Row 25 22 23 /8 /3 33 
Attended 

Column 67 45 30 22 20 

Column Total 12 16 25 25 22 100 

The same relationship holds true for the number of years of Jewish education. Close 
to half, 44 percent, of those with more than 15 years of study are in households which 
observe all four rituals, while, as noted earlier, two-thirds, 67 percent, of the interviewees 
without any religious training are not involved in any. The propensity to be totally 
non-observant correlates in linear fashion with the amount of education: 25 percent for 
those with no formal Jewish education, 19 percent for one to five years, seven percent for 
six to ten, four percent for 11 to 15 years, and three percent for those with 15 years or 
more of formal Jewish education. The ritual observance scale has been disaggregated in 
Table 12 to demonstrate that the longer one attends Jewish schooling, the more likely one 
is to follow each observance. 
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Table 12: Years or J ewish Education and Rilual Observaoce (Percent) CRows) 

Hanukkah 
Candles Attead Seders Friday Candles Kosher Meat 

Years 
Attended All of All of All of All of 

Never the time Never the lime Never the time Never the time 

1-5 vears 21 51 18 47 65 8 59 13 

6-10 years 13 61 8 65 S4 IS S6 13 

I I-IS years 12 n II 77 44 2S 60 23 

15+ vears 22 65 12 6S 46 30 42 33 

Never 48 33 40 31 7S 7 65 9 

The decline of involvement in the Jewish religious community is paralleled by a 
fall-off in intra-communal social relationships if the popular impression of close ties in 
the old country, or areas, of first generation immigrant settlement is accurate. Close to 
two-fifths of the respondents, 37 percent, reported most or all of their closest friends are 
Jewish. About a fifth, 23 percent, said none or few are, while 41 percent responded 
"some." As with earlier indicators, the more education, the more Jewish friends (Table 
13). The data showing most or all are Jewish has, however, fallen steadily over time. 
from close to three-fifths for those over 65 years old, to below a third for those between 
18 and 29 years of age. And as with other indicators of Jewish commitment, informal ties 
are linked to religious training. Over half, 53 percent, of those with more than 15 years of 
Jewish education reported most or all of their closest friends are Jewish. compared to 
over a quarter, 27 percent, for those who never partook in any formal Jewish learning. 

Table 13: Jewish Friendship and Years of Education (Percent) 

< 5 6-10 11-15 15+ Row 
Jewish Friends Years Years Years Years None Total 

Few/None 20 20 18 16 29 23 

Some Jewish 41 39 JJ JO 44 40 

Most/All )9 41 49 5) 27 37 

Column Total 33 23 6 5 33 100 

Much more important than friendships, of course, is marriage. The most publicized 
result of the Population Study is that the rate of intermarriage has steadily increased to 57 
percent for those wed in the last five years. This is a new development in the history of 
the American Jewish family. As Egon Mayer points out, the Jewish family has been a 
remarkably stable institution through much of the twentieth century during which time, 
"Jews continued to marry other Jews, and through the forces of intergenerational 
continuity, continued to raise children stamped with some inchoate sense of Jewish 
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identity .... " 8 Signs of change were revealed in the 1970 NJPS: "What shocked the 
community was the reported rise in the level of intennarriage from less than two percent 
of those individuals who had married before 1925, to about six percent of those marrying 
between 1940 and 1960, to 12 percent of the 1960-64 marriage cohort, to a high of 29 
percent of all Jews marrying in the five years preceding the survey."' 

The 1990 NJPS indicates the pace of change has not decreased. If we consider the 
entire core Jewish population in the sample, not just the recently married, 61 percent of 
the respondents report that their first and usually only spouse was born Jewish. Another 
five percent are married to converts. Of the remaining, 10 percent have Catholic spouses, 
13 percent Protestants, six percent "others," and four and a half percent wedded people 
with no religion. The latter two categories are probably predominantly of Jewish origin. 

Once again, the extent and nature of Jewish education correlate strongly with the 
probability of mating with another Jew. The more Jewish education one has, the less 
likely one is to marry a non-Jew. Over three-quarters, 78 percent, of those who attended a 
day school married birth-right Jews, a figure which falls off to two-thirds for both private 
tutorees (65 percent) and persons educated in part-time school (67 percent), and to 57 
percent for Sunday schoolers. Half--50 percent-of interviewees who had no Jewish 
training wed non-Jewish partners. The full picture is presented in Table 14: 

Table 14: Tv.,,. or Schoolin.l! and lntum11rri.aoe (Percent) 

Religion of Spouse School Tvoe 
(First Marriage if 

Private Never More Than One) Sunday 
Day School Part-time School Tutor Anended 

Born Jewish 78 6S S7 67 so 
Converted I 8 s 3 4 

Catholic 6 9 II s 14 

Protestant 3 II 18 19 14 

Other 4 3 6 6 9 

No Reli~ion 9 4 3 - 7 

The growth in the intennarriage rate reflects current attitudes dominant among adult 
Jews. The Population Survey inquired: "Hypothetically, if your child were considering 
marrying a non-Jewish person, would you: strongly support, support, accept, or be 
neutral, oppose, or strongly oppose the marriage?" Only 16 percent would oppose and six 
percent strongly oppose such a marriage. One-third would support a child doing so, 47 
percent would accept it or be neutral. More religious education only marginally reduces 
the willingness to accept or support intermarriage, except for those with more than 15 
years of schooling, presumably largely dedicated Orthodox. Still, only minorities in each 
category are antagonistic: 34 percent in the 15+ years group, 23 percent among the six 
through 10 years one, 15 percent for the five years or less, and only eight percent among 
those without any fonnal Jewish education. 

8 Egon Mayer, "American-Jewish Intermarriage in the 1990s and Beyond: The Coming Revolution in Jewish 
Demography and Communal Policy." in Mayer, ed.. The lmpera1ives of Jewish Outreach (The Jewish Outrc.ich 
Institute and The Center for Jewish Studies, City University of New York, 1991). p. 39. 

9 Goldstein, "Profile of American Jewry." p. I 2S. 
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The decline in concern for intermarriage is reflected in Jews' preferences with regard 
to the ethno-religious character of the neighborhoods in which they live. The proximity 
lo Jewish or Gentile neighbors presumably affects the probabilities for marrying in or out 
of the community. The majority of those interviewed repon living in areas which are not 
Jewish--35 percent, or little Jewish--28 percent. Only nine percent reside in very Jewish 
districts. The proportion living in the latter falls off in linear fashion by age from those 
over 60, 15 percent, to the 18 through 29 year old group, eight percent. Many, of course, 
do not have much choice when their communities lack distinctively Jewish districts as 
more and more cities do. 

The NJPS inquired as to how imponant the Jewish character of the neighborhood is to 
the respondent. A majority, 62 percent, replied that it is either not imponant or not very 
important, while 32 percent answered that it is somewhat important. Only 14 percent said 
it is very important to reside in a predominantly Jewish district. Nol surprisingly, such 
feelings strongly re late to the extent and type of education received, much like the 
behavioral and attitudinal items presented earlier. As reported in Tables 15 and 16, the 
longer and more intense the Jewish educational experience, the more people are 
interested in living among their co-religionists, presumably, at least in pan, lo facilitate 
the upbringing and marriage of their children with other Jews. But as we have seen, this 
is not a major concern of most American Jews. Only 27 percent of those with 15 or more 
years of re ligious education said it is very important to live in a Jewish neighborhood, 
while fully 44 percent did not consider it important. The indicators of sentiments toward 
the religious background of their children's spouses and neighbors suggest that the walls 
have been permanently breached, that education aJone will not maintain the community. 

Table IS: lmoortance of Neiehborhood Jewishness bv Years or Jewish Educal ion (Percent) 

l ·S 6-10 11- 14 IS+ none Row Total 

Row 32 22 4.5 4 8 54 

Not important and not 
very tmponant Column 52 SI 39 44 62 -

Row 36 26 6.5 5 26 32 

Somewhat important 
Column 35 36 33 29 26 -
Row 30 2/ 12 10 28 14 

Very important 
Column 13 13 27.5 26.S 12 -

Column Total 33 23 6 s 33 100 

Nathan Glazer once noted that Israel had become the religion of the Jews. That is to 
say, it is the major source of Jewish identity or commitment. The findings of the 
Population study, however, chaJlenge the assumption that Jews, regardless of their 
background, are deeply committed to the Jewish state. 

The NJPS asked the following four questions: How emotionally attached are you to 
Israel? How many times have you been to Israel? Do you often taJk about Israel to 
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Table 16: lmoortaoce or N..;.bborhood Jewishness and T • - or Jew<'h Education (Perun!) 

Day Pan Sunday Private none Row 
school Ti.me Tuto r Total 

Row s J2 21 s J8 54 

Not imponant and not 
very imponant Column 34 48 60 47 62 -

Row 8 4() 19.S 6 26.S J 2 

Somewhat imponant 
Column 34 36 33 36 26 -

Row 17 40 10 6 27 / 4 

Very imponant 
Column 32 16 1 17 12 -

Column Total 1 35.6 19 5 33 100 

friends and relatives? and Do you contribute to the United Jewish Appeal? (Most of the 
funds for the latter are collected in the name of Israel's needs.) The responses to the first 
question clearly suggest that most American Jews are not strongly dedicated to the 
Jewish state. Only 10 percent said they are "extremely attached to Israel," while another 
20 percent answered "very attached." The most common response given by over 
two-fifths--45 percent-was "somewhat," while 25 percent replied they were "not 
attached." At first glance, the picture looks more positive with respect to the second 
query, conversations about Israel with friends and relatives. Over two-thirds- 68 
percent--said they talked about Israel. When the interviewers inquired further, "How 
often would that be?" giving them the choices of often, sometimes, rarely, or not at all, 
the interest seems less than implied by the affinnative answers. Only 18 percent of the 
total sample replied "often." Two-fifths--40 percent-answered "sometimes." A tenth said 
"rarely," which, when added to the 32 percent in the never category, comes to nearly half, 
or 42 percent, for both. 

Similar distributions of reactions to Israel are reflected with respect to visits to Israel. 
Only 26 percent of adult Jewish Americans report ever havi ng travelled to the Jewish 
state. The proportion of those who have done so three or more times is six percent, the 
same as for those who have vis ited twice, while 14 percent went once. 

These four measures of commitment to--or interest in--Israel clearly correlate with 
various indicators of Jewishness, such as type of religious involvement and adherence to 
Jewish ritual. Secular and intermarried Jews are less close to Israel. And as might be 
expected, attitudes and behavior correlate with educational background. A good 
majority--63 percent- of those who attended day school report themselves extremely or 
very attached to Israel (34 percent and 29 percent, respectively). The small group who 
had private tutoring are a far second in indicating that they are very or extremely 
attached to Israel, while the part-time students are third and the Sunday schoolers fourth. 
Almost half of those without any Jewish education--47 percent--said they feel no 
attachment; only five percent of them indicate extreme attachment to Israel. 
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Table 17: Tvoe of Schoolin2 bv Attachment to Israel (Row Percent) 

Extremely Very Somewhat Not Row 
Attached Attached Attached Attached Total 

Dav School 34 29 23 14 8 

Part-ti me/ A flernoon II 22 51 16 36 

Sunday School 5 24 53 18 21 

Private Tutor 13 JO 46 II 4 

Never Anended 5 10 39 47 30 

Column Total 25 45 20 10 100 

The same pattern turns up in the analysis of the other three items--how often Jews 
visit Israel, talk about the Jewish state, and contribute to the United Jewish Appeal. As 
can be seen in Table 18, the more years of education, the more likely a Jew will visit 
Israel. 

Table 18: Years or Jewish Education and Visits to Israel <Percent) 

Never < 5 Years 6-10 Years I I-IS Years IS+ Years 

Never Visited 87 75 67 47 49 

Visited Once 7 17 18 22 17 

Visited Twice 3 4 6 14 17 

Visited Three 3 4 9 17 17 
or More Times 

And once again, type of Jewish school attended and number of years involved are 
associated with propensity to engage in discussions about the Jewish state. Three-fifths 
of those without any formal training rarely or never discuss Israel, while the paralle l 
figures for day schoolers is 23 percent. The proportion who talk "often" is much 
higher-55 percent--for day schoolers. 

Table 19: Type of Schooling and Propemity to Talk 
About Israel (Percent) 

Rarely or 
Never 

Often 

Day School 22 45 

Part-time/ Afternoon 41 18 

Sundav School 29 20 

Private Tutor 29 28 

Never Attended 61 7 

Total 42 18 
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Looking at sources of Jewish communal financial support and acuv1ty, Jewish 
education is clearly relevant. Over four-fifths--83 percent--of the respondents in 
households that contribute to Jewish charities, have received formaJ Jewish schooling. 
Furthermore, it appears that c lose to 60 percent of former Jewish school pupils are in 
households that donate. 

The recurrent pattern reported here is reiterated with respect to the background of 
contributors to the OJA/Federation, as well as to other Jewish charities. More Jews, 
however, give to the latter, which are not necessarily related to the state of Israel. The 
more education Jews were exposed to as young people, the greater their propensity to 
contribute to both types of philanthropy. 

Table 20: Household Contribution to Jewish 
Charities and UJA Federation <Percent) 

Years Jewish 
Attended Charities UJA 

< 5 vears 57 38 

6-10 vears 61 45 

11-15 years 65 38 

15+ years 65 53 

Never 33 2 1 

Total 51 35 

And in a similar vein, willingness to belong, and volunteer services, to Jewish 
organizations correlates strongly with educational history. The range of those who report 
volunteer activities descends from 29 percent for those with more than 15 years of study 
to 16 percent for those with less than five years of study, and ultimately to IO percent for 
those unschooled in Jewish learning. Similarly, the more intensely educated, the more 
likely people are to subscribe to Jewish periodicals: 37 percent for individuals with 15 
years or more of Jewish education, 21 percent for those with five years or less schooling, 
and 12 percent for the Jewishly uneducated. 

Further, the propensity to continue with Jewish education into adulthood is closely 
linked to previous attendance and type of former schooling. Even though only 14 percent 
of the respondents reported attending adult programs during the year before they were 
interviewed, 78 percent who did so had formal Jewish education. Of the smaJI group who 
had spent 15 or more years in some form of religious study, 22 percent have continued 
their education as adults, as have 24 percent for those who were exposed to Jewish 
education for 11- 15 years, and 12 percent for those who had five years or less. Type of 
education differentiates in the same way. If respondents had attended day school in their 
youth, they were more likely to be involved in adult Jewish educational programs than 
were those who had been involved in other forms of schooling. Close to 28 percent of 
former day schoolers, as compared to 14 and 12 percent of former part-timers and 
Sunday schoolers respectively, took part in adult Jewish educational programs. 

The results of the 1990 NJPS clearly point to the weakening of American Jewishness. 
As indicated at the beginning of this study, the combination of assimilation processes 
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(especially growing rates of intermarriage) and a low birthrate, have significantly 
reduced the proportion of Jews in the national population as well as decreased the 
stringency of the commitment to Jewishness of those who remain identified. Almost 
one-fifth of the survey respondents report that the denomination in which they were 
raised was Orthodox, but only five percent identify their current affiliation as such. 
Conservatives have remained constant at 31.5 percent, while Reform grew from 25 to 35 
percent. The proportion who report their family origin or themselves as non-religious or 
"just Jewish," increased from nine to 14 percent. 

The data reported in Table 2 1 emphasize anew the weakening of traditional Judaism 
and the power of assimilation. Thus, as noted, less than a quarter, 23 percent, of the 
offspring of Orthodox parents, have remained in the same denomination. Conservatives 
have retained 58 percent, while the most Americanized group, the Reform, have held on 
to 79 percent. Goodly majorities of the children of the secularized or non-denominational 
parents fall into similar categories. It is noteworthy that both the Reform and the 
Conservatives have recruited about one-seventh of their supporters from persons of 
non-Jewish origins, i.e., converts. 

Table 21: ~nomiut.ioo R1&1Nf and Currf'flt Dtoomin11iorial Affiliation (Pfttent) 

Raaml Cuncnt OR co RE CB II MX NR NJ Touil 

Orthodox /i()W 2J 46 19 ., 7 I / 19 
(OR) 

Col " 28 10 27 14 - • 2 -

Conscrv.ahvc Row I S8 l6 4 s - J 4 J2 
(CO) 

Col 4 57 23 JS 16 38 2J 11 -

Rcfonn (RE) Row - s 79 I s - J 7 ZS 

Col - 4 55 II l] 37 IS IS -
Combtnalt0n.1 Row I J9 J() 17 $6 1 6 J 
(C B) 

Col I 4 J 16 2 - I :? -

Ju.st Jcwuh /low ., 6 / 4 I 63 - s 6 7 
(JJ ) 

Col s l 3 3 47 - 9 4 -

Mixed J & NJ Row - - II II - - 16 6J I 
IMX) 

Col - - - ) - - ) • -
Non·rcligaous Row - 12 s - J - 80 - 1 
INRI 

Col l I - 36 - .. 

Not Jewish Row J 14 16 I 6 I J 57 /2 
(Nil 

Col 6 s s ) 7 ::.s 9 63 -

Column Toul s 3:? 3S J 10 - • II 100 
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To sum up, the iron law of the "more the more" prevails. The longer Jews have been 
exposed to Jewish education, the greater their commitment to the community, to some 
form of the religion, and to Israel. The relationships among type of school attended, 
attitudes, and behavior reiterate this conclusion again and again. For all items presented 
above, those who went to day school were much more likely to give the most intensely 
Jewish responses than respondents who attended part-time/afternoon school. The latter in 
tum exhibited a higher degree of Jewish commitment than interviewees whose education 
was limited to Sunday school. It is impossible, however, to conclude from the separate 
bivariate anaJyses presented so far that a Jewish learning experience is the most 
important causaJ factor in the processes. Obviously, the religious education a young 
person receives reflects his or her family values and the character of the community 
within which he or she lives. Such background factors undoubtedly influence him or her 
as much or more than what goes on in the classroom. But these variables are interactive, 
mutually supportive, or negating. Clearly, the better (whatever that means) and more 
intense their training, the more likely Jews are to continue in the faith and community. 

The next section utilizes multivaria1e regression to clarify and support the 
contingency table analysis in the preceding parts of the paper. Using statistical controls, 
this approach allows us, on the one hand, to evaluate and compare the different 
determinants of Jewish education for adult respondents and, on the other, to consider 
Jewish training as a single independent variable within a larger model of the causes of 
adult behaviors and attitudes. BasicaJly, it involves holding all variables constant, so that 
the factors which might have an impact, other than those being tested, are eliminated. 
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This section seeks to confirm and further specify the analysis of the determinants and 
consequences of formal Jewish education. The first part deals with the factors that 
determine the type and duration of Jewish schooling a respondent receives. Since the 
purpose is to derive the determinants of enrolling in Jewish educational programs, the 
factors or covariates logically must be causally prior to the outcome. The second half 
studies the attitudinal and behavioral consequences of receiving a religious education as 
measured by a composite Jewish Identity Index. 

Data and Variables 
The first series of regressions utilizes five different measures of Jewish education as 

dependent variables: I) years of formal Jewish training not controlling for the type of 
education 2) years of day school 3) of part-time school 4) of Sunday school, and 5) of 
private tutoring. The independent variables for each of these models include 
denomination (if any) in which the respondent was raised (Orthodox, Conservative, 
Reform, or Secular), generational background (a four point scale described above), 
gender (male= I, female=O), age, intermarriage of respondent's parents (both parents 
Jewish=I, mother Jewish=2, father Jewish=3, both non-Jewish=4),'0 and region born 
(Northeast= I , Midwest=2, West=3, South=4 ). A variable for respondents who converted 
to Judaism is added to the final model for private tutoring since adult converts secure this 
type of education. 

The second series of multiple regressions uses as a dependent variable a scale of 
Jewish identity composed of 18 factors: adult Jewish education, synagogue membership, 
subscription to a Jewish newspaper, giving to Jewish causes, volunteering to Jewish 
causes, membership in Jewish organizatioos, lighting Shabbat candles, Seder, keeping 
Kosher, having separate dishes, observing Hanukkah, Purim, and Yorn Kippur, handling 
money, Jewish friends, celebrating Israel's Independence Day, giving Jewish education 
to children, and intermarriage. All factors were transformed into dummy variables and 
the scale was computed ranging from 1-18. Like the first section, the independent 
variables include denominational and generational background as well as gender and 
age. Other variables are: level of secular education achievement (number of years 
completed), synagogue attendance (scaled 1-9 with I representing "a few times a week"), 
number of trips to Israel ( 1-3), region born, and income. Five models are generated to 
observe the different effects of day, part-time, and Sunday school training as well as 
private tutoring on Jewish Identity. 

IO The last category (no parents Jewish) is very smal l. containing only respondents who have convened into 1hc faith. 
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Hypotheses 
The contingency table analysis in the preceding sections has laid out in detail the 

expectations for the multiple regressions. For the determinants of Jewish education, 
denominational background should demonstrate a strong re lationship with propensity to 
seek a Jewish education. More specifically, being Orthodox is expected to be an 
important factor in increasing the number of years of Jewish training, particularly in day 
school. Conservative and Reform should demonstrate similar but weaker patterns, while 
being raised in a Secular family should show a negative re lationship. All measures of 
assimilation-intermarriage of a respondent's parents, generationaJ distance from the old 
country, and age (i.e., younger Jews)-should relate negatively to education. In addition, 
generational background and age should demonstrate curvilinear trends, as suggested in 
the above bivariate analysis. Gender (being male) is expected to show a positive 
relationship. Finally, a conversion should significantly increase the like lihood of having 
private tutoring. 

For the consequences of Jewish education on Jewish identity, we are primarily 
interested in the hypothesis that training has a positive relationship to identity and that 
the type of schooling matters (day school having the greatest impact on identity, followed 
by part-time, and then Sunday school and tutoring). Denomination is again expected to 
be an important variable in determining Jewish identity. Generation, gender (being male), 
secular education, and income are expected to produce negative correlations with Jewish 
identity. With the exception of gender, all of these are indicators of assimilation. This 
expectation with regard to gender is informed by the larger American pattern of females 
demonstrating higher levels of religious commitment than males. Age, synagogue 
attendance, and trips to Israel should show a positive relationship, while region born is 
expected to be negatively related. 

Methods 
Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression with dummy variables was used to analyze 

the data. Forced entry multiple regressions were run with independent variables entered 
according to their order of relationships expressed in the ze ro-order correlations with the 
dependent variable. 

The following equation was used to estimate all the models: 

(I ) Y; = Po+ Y,D, + P1X1i + YkDK'l + PkXv + E; 

where Y1 is a numerical dependent variable observation, X 11 and x.1 are fixed 
independent variable scores and the Dti are dummy variable regressors. I will comment 
on the nonlinear forms of the age and generation variables below. Both tables report 
beta-weights or standardized partial regression coefficients for: 

c2> ~ k * = ~k (o/oy) 

where ~ t • is interpreted as the expected change in Y, in standard deviation units, for a 
one-standard deviation in increment x., holding constant the other independent 
variables. 

Lastly, the e 1 is an error random variable with the same properties as the error in a 
simple bivariate regression. Errors are assumed to be normally and independently 
distributed with zero expectatfons and common variance, o 1 • 



29 

Results: Determinants 
Confirming the earlier contingency tables, denomination raised played a significant 

role in explaining both duration and type of formal Jewish education received. Gender 
also had a consistent impact on the dependent variable. Most important, however, was 
the extent to which respondents came from fully Jewish fami lies, i.e., whether they were 
raised in intermarried households. The results from Models [1] through [5) are presented 
in Table 22. 

In Model [I], where type of schooling has not been controlled for, being Orthodox 
explains greater variation in the dependent variable--with a standardized coefficient of 
. 18--than being Conservative or Reform (.07 and .03, respectively). Controlling for the 
type of education, different denominations predictably impact the propensity to obtain 
different forms of education. For Model (2), being Orthodox has a strong positive 
relationship with years of day school, while being Conservative or Reform shows the 
reverse relationship. With a beta weight of .18, being Conservative is a strong predictor 
of part-time school attendance, relative to the other denomination variables. In Model 
[4], Reform demonstrates a large positive re lationship with years of Sunday school. 
Finally, a secular orientation is negatively related to all types of Jewish education. These 
results are not surprising--Orthodox secure the most intensive form of training while 
Conservative, Reform, and Secular Jews rend to enroll in progressively less rigorous 
types of education. 

The most powerful factor affecting the dependent variable in virtually every model is 
intermarriage. In Models [ I J through [4], the intermarriage variable has betas of -.49, 
-.48, -.58, and -.4 I respectively. Clearly, a cohesive Jewish family unit is vital in 
increasing the probability that a respondent secures some form of religious training. 

Gender also demonstrates a clear and consistent relationship with religious education 
generally. Positive and substantively large betas in each model support the earlier 
bivariate analysis which indicated that men are more likely than women to secure 
training. However, this pattern holds mainly for the more intensive forms of education 
(day school and part-time), while the gender gap is less apparent in the case of Sunday 
school enrollment. 

Bivariate analyses of the age and generation variables indicated possible curvilinear 
relationships. This hypothesis was born out for age, but not generation. Consequently, the 
regression results reflect age transformed by the general parabolic curve--

A. 1/b 
1-'age X age 

Contrary to expectations, age negatively impacted the likelihood of receiving Jewish 
education in Models [ I J, l2], and [3], while this variable had a substantively insignificant 
beta of .00 in the Sunday school model. Interpretation of these results is difficult. For our 
purposes, we leave the effect of age on education an open question, only noting that all 
of the beta weights are small-medium in magnitude and that none achieve statistical 
significance at p < .05. 

The original hypothesis regarding generation was neither clearly confirmed or 
disconfirmed by the results. Generation demonstrated the expected negative relationship 
in Models [I] and [2], with standardized coefficients of -.01 and -.23 respectively. 
However, the direction of the relationship changes when predicting years of part-time 
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education and Sunday school. This is understandable since increasing generational 
distance from the old world would tend to decrease the propensity of Jews to seek the 
most intensive form of religious training (day school) while increasing, in a relative 
sense, the likelihood of obtaining less rigorous forms (part-time and Sunday school). 

The region variable also had an ambiguous effect on the duration of different forms of 
Jewish training. The hypothesis regarding the importance of being born in regions of 
more heavily concentrated Jewish populations and institutions was not supported by the 
regression results. Region demonstrated a substantial beta weight of .22 in the Sunday 
school model, yet it had a negligible effect on the number of years of day school and 
part-time training, indicating the region is a fairly unimportant variable in determining 
duration of the more intensive types of education. The large and statistically significant 
coefficient for Model [4] may reflect the propensity of Jews living outs ide of traditionally 
Jewish regions to obtain the least rigorous of the forms of Jewish education. Part of the 
problem would seem to lie in the variable itself. The NJPS asked respondents in what 
region they were born, but, taking into account patterns of mobility, respondents ' answers 
might not have been reflective of the region in which they spent their school years. The 
region variable is also difficult to interpret because its status as an ordinal variable is 
uncertain. That is, it is not clear what it means to "increase" from Northeast (= I) to 
Midwest (=2) in terms of rank order. 

The final model in Table 22 produces clear and predictable conclusions. Having 
converted to Judaism best explains how much time was spent with a private tutor. Being 
raised in any denomination has a consistent and strong negative effect on the likelihood 
of receiving this type of education. 

Finally, it should be noted that once the type of education had been controlled for, the 
fit of the models improved. Model [ I] had a total variance explained of .29. The R1 

jumped to .55 once Model [2] controlled for day school graduates and dropped to .40 and 
.34 for part-time and Sunday school graduates respectively . 

Consequences and Jewish Identity 
Table 23 presents the fi ve models used to analyze the consequences of formal Jewish 

education. Model [ I] confirms that duration is one of the better predictors of Jewish 
identity. However, though the effect of Jewish education is strong and significant when 
controlling for other covariates, synagogue attendance and vis its to the Jewish homeland 
are stronger correlates of Jewish identity.11 The more frequently the respondent attends 
the synagogue and visits the Jewish state, the higher the Jewish Identity score. 

Controlling for type of schooling, Model [2] shows that respondents ' time spent in 
day school has the most significant effect on Jewish identity of a ll the model's variables. 
This is confirmed by the magnitude of the standardized score at .52. As reported in 
Models [3] and [4], duration of part-time and Sunday school education have a smaller 
effect on Jewish identity with betas of . 13 and .09. In short, Jewish education programs 
that require a greater time commitment have greater impact on Jewish identity after 

11 The findings regarding synagogue attendance and visits to Israel are unsurprising. but one should be wary of their 
role in this analysis. In modelling the determinantS of Jewish identity. there are numerous variables which can be used 
as either independent variables or components of the dependent variable. That is. one could plausibly reason that 
auendance and visits to the homeland are indicators of the construct Jewish identity. This. in part, explains the 
magnitude and smistical significance of these two factors when they are defined as independe.nt variables. 
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controlling for other important covariates. The difference between attending day school 
and enrolling in any other type of training is considerable. 12 

Interpretation of the other independent variables is fairly straightforward, although a 
few interesting results appeared. Denominational differences, not unexpectedly, reveal 
themselves in different levels of Jewish identity. In all of the models (with the exception 
of Model [2]), being Orthodox has a greater positive effect on identity than being 
Conservative or Reform. It is notable that a Secular background does not significantly 
impact a respondent's identity in a negative fashion; this variable demonstrates a similar 
relationship with the dependent variable as did being Conservative or Refonn. Thus, 
denominational differences, though manifest, are not as important determinants of 
Jewishness as one might expect. 

The factors and mechanisms that form women's Jewish identity vary considerably 
from those for Jewish men. Despite women's lower Jewish educational attainment, they 
are more likely to have higher Jewish identity scores than men. Models [I) through [4] 
show statistically significant positive relationships between being female and Jewish 
identity: 1 As hypothesized, the mechanisms by which Jewish women consolidate their 
ethnic and religious identities are clearly different from those for men. The results 
correspond to what we know about religion in America, that generally, women 
participate more than men. 

Expectations regarding generational background, age, and region are generally born 
out by the models-assimilation and living outside of the "Jewish regions" of America 
contribute to lessened religious identity. On the other hand, indicators of economic and 
educational success demonstrate interesting and unexpected patterns. When controlling 
for other factors, increasing secular education levels have a negligible effect on identity. 
This is a consistent result common to every model, indicating that the universal izing 
environment of academia neither positively nor negatively impacts the Jewishness of 
respondents. The income variable, on the other hand, was positively related to identity, 
contrary to the initial hypothesis. According to these results, measures of socioeconomic 
success and assimilation--such as greater wealth and higher educational attainment--do 
not correlate with a weakening of individual identity. This indicates that assimilation is 
an important but complex process with multi-faceted (i.e., not wholly negative) 
ramifications for the community. 

Conclusion 
The determinants and consequences of Jewish education for adults are extremely 

consistent and logical. The duration of enrollment in Jewish educational programs and 
the type of education experienced is largely a function of intermarriage, denomination 

12 A statistical n01e is needed here. This paper examines 1he determinants of Jewish education and then utilizes 
educ111ion 11S an independenl variable in a model of Jewish identity. A complication arises because a number of the same 
independent variables (such as denomination, gender, generlllion. age, and region) arc included in both regressions. 
Since the firsi regression shows correlations between these variables and religious training, when using training as a 
variable in the second regression. it contains the explanatory power not only of itsc.lf but also of 1hosc variables 
(denomination. gender. etc.). In a sense. then, those variables are given additional weight in the second regression in the 
guise of the Jewish education variable. This is a problem. but it is one inherent in the slippery nature of the subject 
matter. i.e .. ethnic or religious identity. 

t) The coerficients are negative. of coun;e, because male is numerically defined IIS I. female as 0 . 
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raised, including ethnic-secular, as well as gender. In the analysis of Jewish identity, 
religious training plays a significant role in detennining levels of Jewishness, while 
behavior such as synagogue attendance and trips to the Jewish state are also positive 
correlates. Gender is also an important variable. With a few exceptions. the multivariate 
regressions support and clarify the basic conclusions of the contingency table analysis. 

Table 22: Regression Aru1.lysis or Formal Jewish Educacion DecerminanL~ 
Dependenc Variable: No. of Years of Formal Jewish EduCJttion 

Variables Model I Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Years of 
Formal No. of Years No. of Years 
Jewish of Da/. School of Part-Time 

Education Not as ormal Formal No. of Years of No. of Years 
Controlling Jewish Education Sunday School of Private 
for Type of Education Tutoring 
Educat.,on 

Orthodox . 18• .JS•• .05 .04 -.18 

Conservative .07 -. 19 .18 .14 -.25 

Reform .03 -.25 -.05 .41· -.29 

Secular -. 12 -. II -. 18 -.09 -.28 

Gender .08 .21 • • . ts•• .03 .05 

Generation -.01 -.23• . 14° .06 . II 

Age -.06 -. II -.03 .00 .07 

Intermarriage of 
Parents 

-.49··· -.48· · · -.58··· -.41 ••• .04 

Region Born . IS .. .00 .02 .22·· . 19· 

Converted . . .24· 

Constant 4. 11 ... 5. 1 ••• 2.4• .5 -. 15 

AdJusted R' .29 .ss .40 .34 .04 

Reported results are standardized coefficients. P < .0001 •••, P < .oos••. P < .05*. 
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Table 2J: RtgrHSloo Aoaly51s or Formal J,,.isb Education Conwquences. 
Dt~ncktll Variables: Jewish lcktl1i1y Index 

Variablca Model I Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 ModelS 

Orthodox .08• .00 .09• .09• . 12• 

Contcrvative .06 .20•• .04 .OS . II 

Reform .02 . 13* .03 .00 08 

Secular .04 . IS• .OS .03 .03 

Gender -.07••-- -. 11••• . . ()9.*•• -.06• -.07 

Generation -.os• .03 -.07• -.06 -.07 

Age .02 .OS .02 .02 .01 

Jewish Education . JQ*U 
or Any Type 

Day School .5.2*** 

P&I\-T imc . 13••• 

Sunday School .09• 

Private. Tutor (7••• 

Secular Education .00 OS • 01 00 00 

Synagogue 64••• .4911• • 6J••• 65••• .63••• 
Aucndance 

Trip• 10 i.rocl . 16---· -.OS .1s-- .11••• . 17••• 

Income .,o-.-. , ,,. .. . JO*U 10*• .08• 

Region Born -.03 03 -.01 • 04 -.06 

ConM&nl -.80 -2.6• -.OS -.10 . 17 

Adjusted R1 .63 67 63 .62 .64 

The depcndctll variable remains the "8JTlC for all four models: the Jewish idcnlrty index. Reported n:wlu are 
il&nd .. nlizcd cocrlicicnu P < 0001 •••. P < 00.5°, P < 05• 
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V. THE EDUCATION OF THEY OUNG 

The 1990 National Jewish Population Survey, like the U.S. Census, inquired about 
children, thus permitting an analysis of the next generation's actual and planned exposure 
to Jewish learning. The survey included 1241 children in 801 households. This sample 
comprises both school-age (ages six through 17) and younger offspring (ages zero 
through five) . The question dealing with Jewish education for the under-18 population 
differs from those for adults reported in the previous sections in that the former inquired 
whether the children had received formal Jewish education in the past year, while adult 
respondents were asked whether they had ever received formal Jewish education. Similar 
categories were used for the type of education, i.e., day schools, Sunday schools, etc. 
Parents who did not report offspring enrollment were then queried as to whether they 
expected to register their children in the future. As Table 24 indicates, one-fifth of the 
children were enrolled in school, while almost another quarter-23 percent--largely those 
under six, were expected to go sometime in the future. Over two-fifths, 44 percent, of all 
youth in Jewish households were not attending Jewish classes and were not expected to 
do so in the future . The future status of the remaining 12 percent is unclear. The 
proportion of parents who anticipate enrolling their children (identified as less than 
six-years-old) is less than half--40 percent--a troubling statistic for the community. 
Thirty-five percent said they would not send the children to Jewish schools, while the 
rest--24 percent--were uncertain (Table 26). 

Table 24: Children's Enrolbnent Status in Formal Jewish 
Education in the Past Year (Percent) 

Enrolled in past year 21 

Not enrolled io past year, yet expect to enroll in future 23 

Not enrolled in past year, and will not enroll in futu re 44 

Do not know 12 

The children participating in Jewish training (one-fifth of the total) were fairly evenly 
divided as to the type of education they were receiving. Of those enrolled, 29 percent 
were in day school while 35 and 28 percent, respectively, attended part-time and Sunday 
school. Eight percent had a private tutor. 

Table 25: Children 6-18 Enrollment Status in 
the Past Year by Type of Education (Percent) 

Day School 29 

Part-Time 35 

Sunday School 28 

Private Tutoring 8 
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The age of the older children did not markedly differentiate attendance in the past 
year. Given the emphasis on being confinned at age 13, the natural expectation is that 
enrollment peaks at ages 12-13. It does in fact do so, but not to the degree expected. 
Almost half, 47 percent, of the fonner are receiving some sort of Jewish education. This 
is five percent more than among both the I I-year-old group and the 13-year-old cohort. 
Overall, the variations amcng those between six and 13 years of age are not striking. 
They do not increase steadily among older cohorts. As expected, however, they do go 
down sharply for those 14 and older. 

Table 26: Children's Ages by Formal J ewish Education Enrollment 
in the Plllt Year for Those 6 throu2b 17 Years Old (Row Percent) 

Attended 
Expect to 

Enroll. Yet Did Did Not and Row 
In Past Year Not Auend Will Not Attend Do Not Know Total 

6 vears JS 26 32 7 10 

7 years 38 21 35 6 11 

8 years 45 10 37 7 10 

9 years 39 IJ 38 9 10 

10 years 37 14 48 2 9 

11 years 38 4 ss 4 9 

12 vears 47 9 39 s 7 

13 years 38 ~ ss 2 8 

14 years 2S 6 68 I 7 

IS years 2J 9 67 I 6 

16 vears IS 4 81 - 7 

17 years 20 4 76 - 7 

Column Total 34 II so 4 100 

What is perhaps most striking is that at every age a majority of young people are not 
obtaining any form of Jewish training (Table 26). Two-thirds of all those school age--66 
percent--were not enrolled in I 990. And among those past the Bar/Bat Mitzvah age, 
around three-quarters are outside the Jewish educational system. These totals represent a 
decline, since "approximately 40 percent...were enrolled .. .in 1978n9." 1

• 

Parents' expectation to register children who are under six years of age in Jewish 
education declines with increasing age of the children. Anticipation is highest for infants 
and lowest for those five through six years of age. This pattern is understandable since 
parents' plans for their children's education are relatively unrealistic when offspring are 
younger. The prospects for securing a Jewish education either solidify or weaken as 
children get closer to being enrolled in a particular type of education. 

The major factors associated with children' s actuaJ or planned attendance are, as 
expected, the same as the correlates of parentaJ education. Family educational 
background, denomination, Jewish identi ty, and intermarriage, are strongly associated 
with whether children secure or will be receiving Jewish religious training. 

"Waxman. America's Jews i11 Tra11Sirio11. p. 187. 
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Table 27: Parents' Intentions for Formal Jewish Education Enrolhnent Intentions for 
Child ren under 6 Years of Al?e (Percent) 

Ejfiect to Will Not Do Nol 
Children·s A2es nroll Enroll Know Row Total 

Under I Year so JO 20 17 

I year 45 37 18 18 

2 years 46 40 14 17 

3 vears 41 31 27 IS 

4 vears JS 32 32 17 

S years 23 41 36 16 

Column Total 40 35 24 100 

Thus, when both parents have had some formal Jewish education, 58 percent have 
enrolled or expect to enroll at least one child. The percentage of actual or planned 
attendance for children from families in which only one parent is Jewishly educated 
drops off to 32 percent. The proportions for the two groups who actually were attending 
Jewish educational programs when the interview occurred were 23 and nine percent, 
respectively. And only four percent of the households in which neither parent has a 
Jewish education reported enrolling at least one child, while another 14 percent said they 
expect their children to attend. The differences are similar among single-parent 
households. Two-fifths--42 percent--of the households in which the parent is Jewishly 

Table 28: Parent~ JewWI Education Backg:iund by Their Intention to Enroll their Children in, and 
Actuul Attendance by I.heir ildrtn in Formal Jewish Education (Percent) 

Parents· Expect to Row 
Educational Status Anended ,n Enroll. Yet Did Did Not and Subtotal 

Pa.st Year Not Attend Will Not A11end Do Not Know 

Households with both narents 

Yes-Yes Row 23 35 23 /9 29 

Column 57 41 14 33 

Yes-No Ro"' 9 23 50 17 46 

Column 33 42 46 46 

No-No Row 4 14 70 12 27 

Column 10 IS 40 21 

Column Subtotal 12 24 48 16 100 

Sini!le Parent Household 

Yes Row /8 24 50 JO 40 

Column 60 83 JO 30 

No Row 8 J 73 15 60 

Column 40 17 70 70 

Column Subtotal 12 12 63 13 100 
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trained, had at least one child enrolled or expected to do so. This is in contrast to the 11 
percent of households in which the single parent had not received a Jewish education. 

As hypothesized, the depth of parental Jewish education has a strong effect on the 
probabilities that children will receive Jewish training also. The more years a respondent 
has spent in Jewish institutions, the more likely it is that s/he will enroll his/her children 
in school. A less powerful relationship exists between type of education a parent had and 
that which his/her children are securing. Thus, as noted in Table 29, of those children in 
day school at the time of the NJPS, 43 percent had parents with a similar background. 
And of children enrolled in part-lime/afternoon classes, 49 percent had a parent with a 
comparable experience. Thirty percent of the Sunday schoolers had a parent who went 
there as well. But of the children with a private tutor (an idiosyncratic form), eight 
percent had a parent with the same background. 

Table 29: Respondent 's T ype of Formal J ewish Education 
by Children's Type of Formal J ewish Education 

in the Past Vear (For Children 6 throul!h 17) 

Children's Type of Jewish Education 
in Past Year (percent) 

Respondent's 
Private Type of Fo rmal Day Sunday 

Jewish Education School Part-time School T utor 

Dav School 43 II 4 50.5 

Pan-time 23 49 26 21 

Sunday School 13.5 14 30 2 

Private 21 10 8 8 

None -· 15.S 32 18 

I Total I 7 24 26 12 

The denominational background of the children's household is obviously a major 
determinant. As noted in Table 30, a large majority of the scions of the Orthodox--61 
percent--had their children attend school during the past year, while another fifth--20 
percent- expected to enroll their children. The proportions of young people among those 

Table JO: Otnomination of Children's llouseholds by C hildren's Enrollment 
in formal Jewish Education in the Past Vear (Percent) 

Row 
Expect to Did Not and Total 

Attended in Enroll. Yet Did Will Not 
Past Year Not Attend Attend Do Not Know 

Orthodox 61 20 4 IS 6 

Conservative 31 31 29 9 20 

Reform 32 34 27 11 27 

Mixed Jewish 37 19 41 7 J 

Ethnic-Secular Jew II 20 62 6 12 

Jewish & Other (mostly 
ethnic-secular) 

3 13 68 16 JI 

Column Total 22 23 43 12 100 
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of Conservative and Refonn backgrounds who attended school were nearly identical, 3 1 
to 32 percent. Refonn supporters, however, were insignificantly less likely than 
Conservatives to say that their youth will not attend in the future. Around two-thirds of 
ethnic-secular Jewish families said that their children do not receive any Jewish 
education and are not foreseen to secure any in the future. 

The effects of intennarriage and conversions out of Judaism may be seen in Table 31 . 
Only four percent of the mixed households enrolled at least one child in Jewish schools 
in which the only Jewish parent is also identified denominationally. When the parent is 
ethnic-secuJar, only two percent did so. In fully Jewish households in which both parents 
are e thnic-seculars, no children were enrolled. Conversely, for those who did not and will 
not register their children, the figures are 24 percent for households with two religious 
Jews, 53 percent for the intermarried households with one religiously identified member, 
66 percent for the Jewishly "mixed" religious and ethnic-secular households, 78 percent 
for households where the Jew in a mixed marriage is ethnic-secular, and 78 percent for 
households where both are ethnic-secuJars. 

Tabldl: Religious Background of Parents for Children under Age 18 by Childrt.n's Attendance 
in Formal Jewish Education in the Post Vear (Percent) 

EKpect to 
Enroll, yet Did Not and Row 

Attended Did Not Will Not Do Not Subtotal 
in Pa.st Year Attend Attend Know 

Households with Both Pare nts 

Both Row 26 35 24 16 39 
Denominationally 
Jewish Column 86 S7 19 38 

Denominationally 
and EthDJc-

Row .. 18 66 16 5 

secularlv Jewish Column -- 4 6 4 

Denominationally 
Jewish and 

Row 4 22 53 21 JJ 

Non-Jewish Column I I 30 37 43 

Both Ethnic- Row - 14 78 8 4 
secularly Jewish 

Column 3 7 2 --
Ethnic-secularly 
Jewish and 

Row 2 9 78 II 18 

Non-Jewish Column 3 7 30 12 

Column Subtotal 12 24 48 16 100 

Sin2le Parent Housebolds 

Denominationally 
Jewish 

Row 22 15 50 14 65 

Column 100 91 so 80 

Ethnic-secularly Row - J 91 6 35 
Jewish 

Column - 9 so 20 

Column Subtotal 14 II 64 II 100 
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Similar results were obtained in a smaller, earlier study among American Jews 
conducted in 1989 by the Israel Gallup poll for the Mandel Commission. Since the 
questions and sampling procedures for the Gallup poll vary from the NJPS, the findings 
are not directly comparable. Still, it may be noted that this study reported that 80 percent 
of the children with two Jewish parents had, at some point. attended day or 
supplementary schools (the only two choices offered), as compared to 22 percent of 
offspring of religiously mixed marriages. 

The NIPS findings are particularly striking. Attendance is, by far, the greatest when 
both parents are denominationally identified. Among children aged 6 through 13, the 
proportion who attend or are expected to do so rises to 62 percent as reported in Table 
32. They are also relatively high--44 percent--for single parent households. For 
intennarried families in which the Jewish parent is religiously linked, the proportion fal ls 
to seven percent enrolled, and to 24 percent who expect to do so. The estimates decline 
much further for mixed marriages involving an ethnic-secular Jew. Four percent of those 
parents have their children enrolled and 11 percent expect to do so. The situation is not 
better when one parent's identity is religious and the other is ethnic-secular. None of 
them had their children enrolled and only 16 percent planned to do so. Having two 
ethnic-secular Jewish parents produces a worse outcome in tenns of enrollments than 
does intermarriage between a denominational Jew and a non-Jew. None of the children of 

II Table 32: Religious Composit.ion of Parents for Cliildren betwttn Age 6 through 13 Years by Olildren's 
Attendance in Formal Jewish Education in the Past Year {Percent) 

Allended in l:Jlpcct to Did Not and Do Not Row 
Past Year Er.roll, Yet Will Nol Know Subtotal 

Did Not Attend 
Allend 

Household with both Parcnl5 

Both Row 37 25 22 /6 44 
Denominationally 
Jewish Column 86 S3 20 6S 

Denominationally 
and Ethnic-

Row - 16 81 4 6 

secularly Jewish Column - 4 10 2 

Denominationally 
Jewish and 

Row 7 24 6() 9 28 

Non-Jewish Column 10 32 34 24 

Both arc Ethnic- Row - s 8S JI 4 
secularly Jewish 

Column - I 7 4 

Ethnic-secularly 
Jewish and 

Row 4 11 82 2 17 

Non-Jewish Column 3 9 29 4 

Column Subtotal 19 21 49 11 100 

Sin2lc Parent Households 

Denom1nationally Row 3 7 7 4S II 71 
Jewish 

Column 100 100 ss 74 

Ethnic-secularly 
Jewish 

Row - - 9/ 9 29 

Column - - 45 26 

Column Subtotal 26 s 59 10 100 
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Table 33: Religious Composition or Parents ror Children between Age 14 through 17 Years by Children's 
Au end.ance in Formal Jewish Education in lhe Pa.« Vear <Percent) 

Expect to 
Enroll, Yet Did Not and 

Anended in Did Not WillN01 Row 
Past Year Anend Attend Do Not Know Subtotal 

Households with Both Parents 

Both Row 40 9 48 2 54 
Religious 
Jews Column 94 15 38 74 

Jew and Row - 4 89 7 7 
Ethnic-
secular Jew Column - 4 9 26 

Jew and Row 5 2 94 - 24 
Non-Jew 

Column 6 .. ) ) -
Both Ethnic- Row - - JOO - 4 
secular Jews 

Column - .. 6 -

Ethnic- Row - 12 87 - II 
secular Jew 
and Non-Jew Column - ? I IS -
Column Subtotal 23 7 69 2 100 

Sin2le Parent Households 

Religious Row /8 5 66 12 56 
Jew 

Column 100 65 49 82 

Ethnic- Row - 4 9J J 42 
secular Jew 

Column - lS SI 18 

Column Subtotal 10 4 n 8 100 

the fonner are enrolled in Jewish educatjon. Single parent religiously-identified 
households are more likely to educate their offspring in the Je wish tradjtion than all other 
combinations of famjly backgrounds excep1 when both parents are denominationally­
linked. 

Other indicators of Jewish commitment produce the same results. The more the 
parents feel the importance of being a Jew, the more likely the children are to be counted 
in the ranks of those studying Judaism at present, or are expected to be when they reach 
school age. Of those who enroll their children, 78 percent think it is "very important," 20 
percent "somewhat important," and three percent "not very important." None of those 
who feel it is not important have registered a child. Conversely, as indicated in Table 34, 
87 percent of those parents who do not and will not enroll a child feel that being Jewish 
is "not important," compared to less than a quarter- 24 percent- of those who think it 
"very important." 
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Table 34: The Importance of Being a Jew by Enrollment of Child in Jewish Education 
(Percent) 

Attended in Expect to Did Not and Do Not 
Past Year Enroll, Yet Did Will Not Know 

Not Attend Attend 

Not Important . . 87 l'.l 

Not Very Important 2 6 82 10 

Somewhat Important 6 29 48 17 

Very Important 2'.l 4'.l 24 I I 

Column Total II 28 48 l'.l 

The relationship between synagogue attendance by adults of a household and a child 's 
enrollment in Jewish education is strong. Only 13 percent of parents who never attend 
services have children enrolled or expect to send them later (Table 35). For those who 
participate from one to three times a year, the proportion rises to 3 1 percent (three 
percent enrolled and 28 expected to be), while among families who partake more than 
three times a year, the actual and expected enrollment jumps to 54 percent (23 percent 
enrolled). 

Table 35: Parents Frequencies of Sy1U1gogue Attendance by Enrollment or Child in Jewish Education 
(Percent) 

Less Than More Than Row 
No1 at All Three Times Three Times Total 

Allended in Pas1 Year 2 3 23 13 

Exocc110 Enroll Yet Did Not Attend II 28 31 26 

Did Not and Will Not Anend 73 so 30 45 

Do Not Know 13 20 16 16 

Column Total 29 IS S6 100 

The survey inquired of those parents whose children under 18 are not currently 
enrolled or are not expected to be enrolled in the future: "What is the major reason you 
do not expect to enroll [name of child] in a program of formal Jewish education?" 
Responses were grouped into 11 categories (Table 36). One-tenth-- I I percent--reported a 
child now in non-Jewish religious education, while slightly fewer-eight percent--said 
they are planning to enroll their offspring in the future in non-Jewish schools. Another 
nine percent did not qualify as candidates because they were too young, too old, or had 
sufficient education. Over a fifth, 22 percent, of the respondent parents said they were 
not interested, while another 12 percent thought their child was not interested. Only four 
percent reported that Jewish education was too expensive for them. 

Relating the reasons given to indicators of family, Jewish identity produces a clearer 
picture, although the amorphous category of "other," which includes over one-quarter of 
the responses, confuses the issue. However, the pattern is still fairly consistent with 
expectation (see Table 37). A tenth-- I J percent--of parents reporting that their child(ren) 
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Table 36: Reasons Given ror Children Not Being 
Currentlv Enrolled (Percent) 

Reason Cate1wrv Percent 

Too voune. 4 

Too old I 

Has sufficient Jewish education 4 

Parents uninterested 22 

Child uninterested 12 

Schools are too expensive 4 

Schools are too far away 4 

Schools are poor quality 1 

Now in non-Jewish relie.ious education 11 

Will enroll in future in non-Jewish schools 8 

Other 28 

Total 100 

has sufficient education or is too old to con1inue are religiously identified Jews married 
to religiously identified Jews (J-J). The proportion approaches zero for the various 
categories of ethnic-secular or intermarried families. Why do some children of school 
age of the religiously identified not attend? The most common response is, by far, lack of 
interest, either by the parent (26 percent) or by the child (26 percent). Relatively few 
complain that Jewish schools are too expensive (four percent), too far away (four 
percent), or of poor quality (one percent). It is interesting to note that ethnic-secular Jews 
are more likely than the religiously identified to account for non-enrollment by citing 
cost or distance. The negative import of intermarriage seems again obvious. Close to 30 
percent of parents with non-enrolled children explained the failure to give their children 
a Jewish education by the fact that their offspring were receiving a non-Jewish education. 
or that they expected to place them in a non-Jewish religious school. This group of 
parents were also the most disposed to give responses which have been coded as "other'' 
under current religion. 



Too 
Parents Youn.e. 

Households with both parents 

J.J 3 

J-ESJ -
ESJ-ESJ -
l-NJ I 

ESJ-NJ 7 

Column Total 4 

Sin~le Parent Household 

J -
ESJ -
Column Total -

Key : 
J = Religiously Identified Jew 
ESJ = Ethnic-secular Jew 
NJ = Non-Jew 

Table 37: Reasons for Non-Involvement in Jewish Education for Children Under 18 Years or Aee (Percent) 

Have had Now in Future 
Too Sufficient Parents Child School Poor Non- Non-
Old to Jewish Not Not Too School Quality Jewish Jewish 
Continue Education Interested Interested Expensive Too Far School Education Education 

5 6 26 26 4 3 I 0 0 

- 14 18 7 16 13 - II 0 

- - 16 8 7 -· - 19 13 

- - 42 20 - 8 .. 0 0 

- - 24 3 - 6 3 14 13 

3 2 22 9 4 4 3 12 9 

.. .. 2 35 19 2 - 9 0 -

- - - 71 - - - 6 -
- - 40 17 9 I - 6 -

Other 

27 

21 

36 

29 

30 

28 

31 

22 

26 

Row 
Total 

21 

6 

35 

7 

30 

100 

44 

55 

100 

~ w 
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A consistent pattern emerges when parents are differentiated by whether they have 
had fonnal Jewish education or not. The main reasons given for the failure to enroll the ir 
children by parents who were themselves Jewishly educated are lack of interest by the 
child (20 percent) and by the parents (33 percent). Over 90 percent of the non-attendees 
have one or both parents who did not receive a religious education. Those parents most 
commonly say that their child is not Jewish or that they (the parents) are not interested in 
giving their child(ren) a Jewish education. 

Table 38: Relationship of Parental Jewish Education by Reason Given for Children Not 
Bein2. Currently Enrolled (Percent) 

Parent Education Row 
ToLal 

Reason C:itegorv Yes-Yes Yes-No No-No 

Too Younit 4 I 7 4 

Too Old 4 I 0 1 

Have Had Sufficient Jewish Education 13 2 4 4 

Parents Not Interested 33 16 24 22 

Child Not Interested 20 9 12 11 

School Too Exocnsivc 0 3 s 4 

Schools Too Far 4 s 6 s 
Poor Oualitv Schools 0 3 0 l 

Now in Non-Jewish Education 0 18 7 11 

Future Non-Jewish Education 2 8 7 7 

Other 19 33 26 28 

Column Total 14 45 41 100 

Asking respondents why they do or do not act in a certain way does not necessarily 
reveal the "true" reasons for their actions.•~ It is more fruitful to compare indicators of 
behavior or position which logically may affect the propensity for Jewish education. The 
survey permits the examination of some possible sources such as the region of the 
country people are living in, geographic mobility, and family income. Recent re locations 
have negative effects on enrollment in Jewish educational institutions. The children of 
the respondents who have moved to another community since 1984 are less likely to 
attend Jewish schools than those in non-mobile families. Similar to the findings for the 
parental generation, children living in the West and South are less prone to be enrolled in 
Jewish education, or, if under six, less likely to be intended for enrollment than those in 
the Nonheast and Midwest. There appears to be a very positive re lationship between the 
Jewishness of the district a family lives in and the enrollment of children in Jewish 
schools. As indicated in Table 39, 52 percent of the children living in what the 
respondent described as a very Jewish neighborhood are enrolled or are expected to be; 

15 Paul Lazarsfeld, "The An of Asking Why ," National Marketing Review, I ( 1935), pp. 32-43, reprinted in Lazarsfeld. 
Qualitative Ar,alysis: Historical and Political Essays (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 1972). 
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Table 39: The J ewish Character of the Neii,hborhood and Child Enrolbnent in J ewish Education (Percent) 

Expect to 
Enroll, Yet 

Attended in Did Not Did Not and 
Nei~borhood Past Year Attend Will Not Attend Do Not Know Row Total 

Very Jewish 21 31 24 23 7 

Somewhat Jewish 17 24 41 18 22 

Little Jewish 13 26 46 14 30 

Not Jewish 7 21 SB 14 4 1 

Column Total 12 24 48 16 100 

conversely 58, a slightly larger percentage, of those residing in an entire ly non-Jewish 
area are not so registered or are not expected to be in the future. The figure for a 
"somewhat Jewish" neighborhood is 4 1 percent and for "a little Jewish" neighborhood 39 
percent. This re lationship, however, may be an artifact of self-selection. The more Jewish 
Jews are, the more likely they are to seek to dwell among their fellows. while those with 
little or no commitments may prefer to reside among Gentiles or are indifferent as to the 
ethno-religious character of the neighborhood. 

FinaJJy, the evidence indicates that in spite of what the respondents say, economic 
factors appear to play a role in determining parental behavior with respect to their 
children's attendance at religious schools. The cost of such an education is rarely given as 
a reason for not sending children to a Jewish school, but of those who attend, more 
children come from the higher income levels. Although Jewish identity--conforrnity to 
rituaJs--is stronger among the less affluent than the well-to-do, the latter are more 
disposed to have their children receive some Jewish education. As indicated in Table 40, 
more than half--58 percent-of those with a family income of under $40,000 a year 
neither send or expect to send their offspring for Jewish education. Conversely, less than 
half, 45 percent of those with annual incomes of $80,000 or more do. There is a linear 
relationship between income and propensity to send children for religious education. 

Table 40: Relationship between Family Income and Attendance at Jewish Schools 
<Percent) 

Are Expect to Neither Attend 
Familv Income Attendinl?. Attend or Exoect To Do Not Know 

Under $40 000 7 21 58 14 

$40 - $50 000 15 13 52 21 

$50 - $60 000 12 24 48 16 

$60 - $80 000 15 27 43 14 

$80,000 + 14 26 45 15 
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The findings reported point out both the weakness and power of Jewish education. 
The power is reflected in the finding that those who have received Jewish training are 
disposed to transmit their heritage through formally educating their children. The 
weakness refers to the fact that most children in the sample between six and 13 years of 
age were not exposed to Jewish education during the past year (Table 32). These figures 
decline sharply for parents with children between 14 and 18 years of age, and, as noted 
earlier, only 40 percent of parents with children under six state that they have definite 
expectations to enroll them (Tables 31 and 33). Given the growing rates of intermarriage 
among young people and the extremely low proportion of the children of mixed 
marriages who are sent to Jewish schools, the proportions of children of some Jewish 
parentage who are exposed to such education should be much lower a decade from now. 
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VI. MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF YOUTH REsPONDENTS 

Like the earlier multivariate analyses, this section seeks to confirm and further specify 
the determinants of formal Jewish education, although, in this case, for youth 
respondents only. The methodology for these regression models is identical to that used 
in examining the data for adult respondents. 16 

Data and Variables 
The regressions utilize fi ve different measures of Jewish education as dependent 

variables: I) years of formal Jewish training not controlling for the type of education 2) 
years of day school 3) of part-time school 4) of Sunday school, and 5) of private tutoring. 
The independent variables for each of these models include denomination (if any) of the 
respondent's household (Orthodox, Conservative, Reform, or Secular), gender (male=), 
female=O), synagogue attendance (never=) to week.ly=4), Jewish education of parents 
(yes=) , no=O), income of household, intermarriage of respondent's parents (both parents 
Jewish= 1, intermarried=2), current region (Northeast= 1, Midwest=2, West=3, South=4 ), 
Jewishness of respondent's neighborhood (very Jewish= ) to not Jewish=4), and length of 
residence (always lived at current residence=! to lived at residence 5 years or less=5). 

Hypotheses 
In general, it is expected that the pattern of relationships will be similar to that found 

for adult respondents, with some exceptions. Denominational background should again 
demonstrate a strong relationship with propensity to seek religious training, with 
Orthodox being the most--and Secular the least--predisposed. Intermarriage, an indicator 
of assimilation, should be negatively re lated. Parents with a higher Jewish educational 
background and income are expected to be associated with a longer duration of religious 
training for their children. Both of these variables were unavailable in the case of adult 
respondents and are of particular interest because they provide evidence regarding the 
generational continuity of religious training and the importance of economic resources in 
securing training. Specifically, greater resources should be related to greater duration of 
religious education. and having parents who themselves have underwent some training 
should increase the likelihood of their children being so trained. Living outside of the 
traditional concentrations of Jewish communities (i.e., the Northeast and, to an extent, 
the Midwest) should show a negative effect on the duration and type of education. Two 
new demographic variables have been included in this analysis of the children'sdata. As 
suggested in the bivariate tables, increasing geographic mobility (i.e., shorter length of 
residence) is antic ipated to be negatively related to education. This is because frequent 
moving tends to disrupt educational patterns. Also. respondents who live in 
neighborhoods which they categorize as very Jewish are likely to secure more religious 
training than those who live in neighborhoods that are not very Jewish. Finally, gender is 
expected to show a different re lationship from the one exhibited in the adult models. In 
recent years, the gender gap in Jewish education has been narrowing. with girls 
increasingly participating in contrast to past patterns. 

16 See p. 28 for a de1ailed description. 
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Results: Determinants 
As with the adult respondents, denomination plays a significant role in explaining 

both duration and type of fonnal Jewish education received. Most important, however. is 
the educational history of the parents of the youth respondents. Children of Jews with 
formal religious training are much more likely to be enrolled in some type of training 
themselves. Surprisingly, intennarriage does not reveal a strong negative association with 
education, as it did in the case of the adults. The complete results from Models [I] 
through [5] are presented in Table 41. 

In Model [ l ]. where type of schooling has not been controlled for, being Orthodox 
explains considerable variation in the dependent variable, with a standardized coefficient 
of . l 6. Contrary to the adult respondents, being Conservative or Reform has virtually no 
effect on the likelihood of receiving training. Living in a Secular household has an 
expected negative impact. Controlling for the type of education, different denominations 
again relate differently to the various types, although the re lationships are not as clear 
and predictable as in the models for the adults. For Model [2). being Conservative or 
Reform shows a negative relationship (both have betas of -.36) with years of day school, 
as is the case for adults. However, the effect of being raised in an Orthodox household 
for this most recent generation of Jewish youth is meager. The beta weight of .00 reveals 
that the strength of this denomination in shaping educational patterns is waning. With a 
beta weight of .06, being Conservative is a minor predictor of part-time school 
attendance, al though, relative to the other denomination variables, it is the only one to at 
least have a positive relationship. In Model [4], years of Sunday school is most strongly 
influenced by being raised in a Reform household (.36), but interestingly, the difference 
between Conservative and Secular households is minor by this measure. Both have small 
but positive betas--.05 for Conservative and .02 for Secular. Orthodox, who remain 
disproportionately enrolled in day school, are negatively disposed to this type of 
education. 

The most powerful factor affecting the dependent variable in virtually every model is 
the fact of the parents of respondents having underwent some form of religious training 
in their youth. In Models [ I] through (4), the variable for the Jewish education of parents 
has betas of .56, .68, .66, and .79 respectively. Clearly, a history of formal training is 
important in increasing the probability that Jewish youth secure their own Jewish 
education. 

As predicted by the bivariate tables, household income is shown to be an important 
determinant of duration of training, once the type of training has been controlled for. 
Economic resources are relatively more important in the propensity to secure day school 
education (.23), the most expensive form of religious training, than in the likelihood of 
attending part-time school (.1 1) and, in turn, Sunday school (.02). Also as expected, 
synagogue attendance reveals a small but consistently positive impact on the duration of 
education. 

One of the most interesting results of this multivariate analysis is the relative 
insignificance of the intermarriage variable, a factor which played an important role in 
explaining variance in the education models for adult respondents. In the day school 
model, intermarriage reveals the expected, substantively large negative relationship with 
the dependent variable. However, in Models [I], [3], and [4], being raised by 
religiously-mixed parents has either a sma11 negative effect on years of education or no 
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effect at all. This is in contrast to the strong and statistically significant negative 
relationsrup born out in virtualJy every model for the adult respondents. Relative to older 
Jews in the NJPS sample, this measure of assimilation appears to be of less significance 
in negatively affecting the educational enrollment of ttus recent generation of Jewish 
youth. One explanation for this finding concerns the stigma attached to marrying outside 
of the religion. For older generations, choosing to marry a non-Jew often meant a clear 
break with the faith and sometimes family as well. lntennarriage for more recent 
generations bas become more accepted, more tolerated. Thus, intennarried couples are 
still less Jewish in tenns of religious identity, but it is now easier for them to remain a 
part of the community, which includes enrolling their children in less rigorous fonns of 
religious training. A non-Jewish intennarried parent is under Jess pressure to raise ms/her 
children as Christian than in the past. 

The role of gender also illuminates the changing relationship between Jews and 
education. Whereas in the adult regressions being male increased the likelihood of 
receiving more years of training, data for the youth respondents show the opposite 
gender effect. Being a Jewish girl lengthened the duration of training in the day school 
(-.05) and part time school (-.02) models, while only the Sunday school model 
demonstrated a minor advantage for boys (.02). 

The nature of the NJPS questions for the child respondents allows a detailed 
examination into the effect of certain geographic and demograptuc factors, including 
region, geographic mobility, and the Jewishness of a respondent's neighborhood. Of these 
three variables, only geographic mobility perfonned as hypothesized, but the role of all 
three in determining years of formal education is minor compared to other covariates. As 
in the adult analysis, the region variable has an ambiguous effect on the duration of 
different forms of Jewish training. The hypothesis regarding the importance of being 
born in regions of traditional concentrations of Jewish communities and institutions is 
not supported by the regression results, with the notable exception of the day school 
model. Positive betas in the models for part-time (.00) and Sunday school (.23) models 
closely resemble the unexpected pattern of the region variable in the adult analysis. As 
noted, region has the hypothesized negative effect only in the case of determining years 
of day school attendance, a result which makes sense since these institutions require a 
larger immediate Jewish community and greater resources to support them than the less 
intensive forms of education. These institutions are often Orthodox, since their members 
may not ride on Saturday, and therefore are obligated to live within walking distance of a 
synagogue. 

The region variable for the multivariate analysis of the youth respondents possesses 
the same flaws noted above in the multivariate section on the adults. A more precise 
indicator of the concentration of Jews and Jewish institutions in an area is a respondent's 
perception of the Jewishness of their particular neighborhood. However, the association 
revealed by the regression results again disagrees with the initial hypothesis. After 
controlling for the type of training, living in a less Jewish neighborhood reveals a small 
but positive association with more years of religious education. From the results of both 
the youth and adult multivariate analyses, it is clear that living in a particular region 
represents neither an encouragement or discouragement to secure education. Finally, 
bivariate analysis indicated the importance of putting down roots in a neighborhood for 
an extended period of time. And indeed increasing geographic mobility is negatively 
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related to the different types of re ligious training (with the exception of part-tjme school), 
but the re lative significance of lhls variable is marginal. 

The final model in Table 22 examines the determinants of the duration of private 
tutoring for youth respondents. Being raised in any denomination has a consistent and 
strong negative effect on the likelihood of receiving this type of education. Although, a 
Secular orientation has a small positive relationship. The strongest relationship is 
revealed to be the positive impact of the parents of the children having secured some 
Jewish education, with a large beta of .89. Interestingly, intermarriage is a positive 
covariate, and indeed Model [5) is the only model in whkh being raised in a mixed 
household increases the propensity for formal religious education. Not surprisingly, 
greater income is associated with more tutoring. The three demographic variables 
demonstrate interesting re lationships with the dependent variable. The less Jewish the 
neighborhood, the fewer years of private tutoring. This result might be explained by the 
relative scarcity of such tutors in non-Jewish areas. Living outside of the traditionally 
Jewish regions in America is strongly and positively related to more years of tutoring. 
Again, this could be because of the lack of institutions (i.e. synagogues and Jewish 
schools) in such areas relative to the Northeast, for instance. 

Finally, it should be noted that, as in the adults' regressions, once the type of 
education had been controlled for, the fit of the models for youth respondents improved. 
Model ( I) had a total variance explained of .56. The R2 rose to .86 once Model [2] 
controlled for day school graduates and was .70 and .86 for the part-time and Sunday 
school models respectively. 

Tllble 41: Regres.$ion Analysis of Formal Jewish Education Determinants for Youth Respondents 
Dependent Variable: No. of Years of Formal J ewim Education 

Variables 
~e°i:Wo

1t M2!!ill M2!!ill ~ M2!!ill 
Formal No. of Yioars No. ofYioars 
Jewish of Dj?; School of Part-Timio 

Education Noc as onnal Formal No. of Yun of No. of Yioars 
Controlling Jewish Educaiion Sunday School of Private 
for Type of Educa11on Tuioriog 
Educaiion 

Orthodox . 16··· .00 -.11 • ·.09• -.32" .. 

Conserva1ive -.02 -.36· .. .06 .OS ._32••• 

Reform . 00 -.36· .. -.10 .36··· -.40··· 
Secular -.08 •. 18··· -. 18 .. .02 .05 

Gender -.02 -.os• -.02 .02 .08• 

Synagogue 
Anendance 

.16··· .09··· .16··· .os• -.06" 

Jewish Educaiion of .56··· .68··· .66··· . 79••• .89""" 
Parents 

Income of Parents .00 .n••• . 11 ... .02 .21 ••• 
lniermarriage of -.04 -.)7··· .00 -.04 . 18··· 
Parents 

Jewishness of -.09· .06 · .03 .02 -19· · · 
Neighborhood 

Curren! Region .09·· -. ts••• .00 .2J••• .JJ••• 

Geographic Mob1l11y -.04 -.06 · .01• -.06·· .01 

Constanl 11.ss••• 26.74··· 8.7··· 13.14"" 9.s••• 

AdJUSled R1 .56 .86 .70 .86 .80 

Repor1ed results are siandardized coefficients. P < .000 I • ••, P < .oos••. P < .os•. 
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The Future: College Students and the Campus 
A discussion of educational trends among the Jewish community and particularly its 

youth would be incomplete without mention of the importance of higher education. 
Secular education has complex consequences for Jewish identity and continuity. On the 
one hand, higher levels of education correlate positively with Jewish training. Yet, as I 
will argue, the two types of learning environments have opposite effects on one's 
Jewishness. However, even though higher education should logically weaken 
commitment to the community through its emphasis on universalistic values, the 
geographic concentration of young Jews in higher learning institutions presents an 
opportunity for them to meet, and for organizations such as Hillel to reach students, at 
the same time as the university environment weakens their particularistic religious 
norrns. 

The linkage of Jewish to secular education is linear. That is, the more Jewish learning 
a person has received, the more likely s/he is to have an extended higher education. The 
lowest level of Jewish attendance is among those who have not completed high school. 
Only 51 percent of them have had any Jewish education. Conversely, 74 percent of all 
college graduates wi thout post-graduate work, and 80 percent of those who have 
some--or have completed--graduate education, have had some Jewish training. The 
relationship is more consistent for women than for men. 

Table 42: Secular Education and Attendance at Jewish Education by Gender 
(Percent) 

Men Women Total 

Some High School - 61 41 51 
H.il!.h School Graduate 

Some College 81 56 68 

College Graduate 84 65 74 

Graduate School 87 73 80 

Not surprisingly, the relationship between Jewish and secular education is similar 
when attained degrees are considered. Four-fifths of those with graduate degrees have 
had some Jewish training as compared to 51 percent for those whose only diploma is 
from high school. Those with the least secular attainments (less than grade 12) report the 
highest population of day school attenders, 11 percent, probably reflecting the behavior 
of some Orthodox. But there is no relationship between the two forms of education for 
the rest of the respondents, differentiated by extent of secular education from high school 
onward. The proportions going to day school are roughly the same for all groups from 
those with a high school diploma to persons with post-graduate training. Attendance at 
afternoon classes, however, increases steadily with secular education, moving up from 21 
percent among those with high school diplomas to 39 percent among those with a 
bachelor's degree, and 47 percent for persons who went on to post-graduate work. 
Sunday school peaks among college graduates at 24 percent, but drops off to 21 percent 
among those who attended graduate school. 

Ironically, Jewish education achievements may be a major source of the long-terrn 
trends that are undermining Jewish continuity. As noted, attendance at higher educational 



52 

institutions is commonplace among young people. According to the Population Survey, 
more than five-sixths-87 percent--of religiously identified Jews who are 18 to 24 years 
of age have been to college. College attendance rates for Jews have remained constant 
since the 1970 NJPS.11 For all Jews, religious or secular, it is the same. But as is well 
known, higher education--particularly in the leading liberal arts colleges and research 
universities where Jews tend to be disproportionately represented-is the most 
universalistic institution in the country with respect to attitudes toward ethnic 
particularism and religious identification and practice. A basic belief in this environment 
is that students should not "discriminate" according to religious and/or ethnic criteria 
with respect to dating and mating. This norm is strongest among the more politically 
liberal segment of the population, one which disproportionally includes Jews. It may be 
hypothesized, and perhaps even assumed, therefore, that a major source of the extremely 
high rate of intermarriage is the pattern of attendance by Jews at colleges and 
universities. Education makes for higher income and status, more culture, and greater 
influence, but it is also associated ultimately with lesser involvement in the Jewish 
community, although low income may be an even greater barrier to participation. 

The college students exhibit a low resistance to intermarriage. Less than a quarter--22 
percent- indicate that they would oppose or strongly oppose a child of theirs marrying a 
non-Jew (seven percent strongly), while 62 percent would support or strongly support 
such an action ( 17 percent strongly). The remaining 15 percent say that they would 
"accept" intermarriage. Not surprisingly, the proportions accepting or supporting 
intermarriage increase when the question is posed in terms of a spouse who converts to 
Judaism. Although these figures are discouraging, they are similar to the 16 percent 
response pattern of all Jewish adults with regard to opposition to intermarriage. The 
whole sample, however, exhibits much less support--33 percent-than the students' 62 
percent. 

Table 43: Attitudes of College Students to lntermarria2e (Percent) 

If a Child Considers If the Potential Spouse 
Marrying a Non-Jew WilJ Convert 

Strongly Support 17 39 

Suor>ort 45 12 

Accept 15 38 

Oooose 15 IO 

Strongly Oppose 7 --
Do Not Know - --

Yet, as indicated in the multivariate analysis, "increasing secular education levels 
have a negligible effect on identity. These findings conflict with the frequently voiced 
impression and logical deduction that secularly educated Jewish youth are less attached 

17 Goldstein, "Profile of American Jewry," p. 111. 
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to Jewishness or to Israel than their elders. The evidence and logic are clearly 
contradictory. Since the Population Survey only included 88 students in its sample, 73 
undergraduates and 15 graduates, it is impossible to seek to resolve the contradictions 
through further analysis. Hopefully these questions will be dealt with by future 
researchers. 

On the positive side, three-quarters of students interviewed in the Population Survey 
reported a denominational affiliation: 31 percent Conservative, 36 percent Refonn, and 
eight percent Orthodox. The proportion identified, however, is 13 percent lower than that 
of their parental families, from 88 percent to 75. Or conversely, one-fourth of the 
students are secular compared to 11 percent of their parents. Slightly over half-53 
percent--had no Jewish education, compared to 64 percent among those over 25 who had 
been to college. In tenns of gender, this breaks down to 73 percent for males and 59 for 
females for all Jews who have been to college. Men were less likely to have had a 
confirmation ceremony--42 percent--than women--58 percent. The best indication of 
continued Jewish religiosity is that close to half of the students--42 percent--said they 
fast on Yorn Kippur. Thirty-six percent said that they have personally belonged to a 
synagogue. None believe that the "Bible is the actual word of God," while four percent 
refrain from handling money on the Sabbath. 

Table 44: Denomination of Students 
and Parents 

Students Parents 

Orthodox 8 10 

Conservative 31 41 

Reform 36 37 

Secular 25 11 

The campus is particularly important for the Jewish community. It is easier to reach 
Jews in the university environment to make them aware of the Jewish message, 
existence, and activities, than to find the unaffiHated anywhere else. Campus 
organizations can do this more easily than other organizations dealing with the general 
population. Students can be written to, personally contacted, leafletted, and the like. 
Hence, even the completely secular who have never partaken of any fonnal 
activity--educationaJ or other--will hear about HilJel or other Jewish groups. For the great 
majority, to take part in them or to attend services is physically easier than it has ever 
been before they came to college or ever will be after they leave. 

Therefore, Hillel and other Jewish campus organizations are potentially one of the 
most important forces for Jewish continuity. Yet the findings of this study indicate that 
they have only been effective for a small minority, that most students are not deeply 
involved in Jewish activities, and that on average, they are less committed than their 
parents. Only 21 percent of the 88 students in the Population Survey reported that they 
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had taken part in any Jewish educational program during the past year. A more limited 
survey conducted by Israel Gallup in 1989 sampled identified American Jews and found 
that 21 percent of college-aged children took part in Hillel programs, while an 
overlapping 15 percent belonged to other Jewish student groups. Twenty-two percent of 
those interviewed reported belonging to at least one Jewish organization. Less than one 
in ten--eight percent--volunteered during the past 12 months for a Jewish organization. 
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Vll. CONCLUSION 

Concern over the state of religious education and its relationship to the conti nuity of 
the community is not a new phenomenon. Jewish immigrants of the nineteenth century 
were unable to replicate the extensive system of religious schools that existed in Europe. 
Referring to the Northeast in particular, Glazer writes: "The established American Jewish 
community offered no model for Jewish education. Following the collapse of the 
synagogue schools of the 1850s under competition from the public schools, the 
established synagogues of New York had limited themselves to Sunday or Sabbath 
schools .... " 13 The weakness of Jewish education was a persistent worry for later 
generations of Gennan Jews. And as Irving Howe points out, "The Yiddish press during 
the early years of the [twentieth) century constantly laments the condition of Jewish 
education." 19 Headlines such as "Jews Neglect Jewish Education and Blame America" 
were not uncommon in publications such as Tageblatt. Following up on similar findings 
by Mordecai Kaplan eight years earlier, a 1919 survey by Alexander Dushkin found that 
"only 65,000 out of an estimated 275,000 Jewish children of school age were receiving 
Jewish instruction at any given time .... " io In the early 1900s, much as today, the focus of 
criticism was on the quality of the Jewish training that the young were receiving, as well 
as the limited numbers receiving it. With many living in poverty and possessing limited 
community resources, Jews in America were still struggling to break through the barriers 
of anti-Semitism to enter the ranks of the middle class and beyond. In 1993, their affluent 
descendants are concerned about the numbers who are not involved in any fonn of 
Jewish education and are defecting from the community-particularly through 
intennarriage. 

Ironically, contemporary Jews have to worry whether their community will survive, 
not because of its enemies, but because the larger environment is too friendly, not 
sufficiently hostile. The walls of anti-Semitism, which once held Jews within the fold, 
have largely crumbled.21 There is nothing to stop them from walking out. The status 
barriers which identify marriage with a Jew as a step down for a non-Jew no longer exist. 
Many non-Jews. particularly the well-educated among them, often view Jews as part of a 
superior culture. defined in educational and intellectual terms. In Europe, when Jews 
married non-Jews, the Jew almost invariably converted to Christianity, or at any rate, 
dropped all his or her affiliations to Judaism. Here, the opposite is true. Intermarried 
Jews on the whole remain identified as Jews, although with less commitment to the 
re ligion and the community, while, as noted, a minority of non-Jews convert and another 
considerable portion of them identify their family as Jewish. These developments have 

18 Nathan Glazer, American Judaism (Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 1957), p. 71. 

19 Howe. World of Our Fathers. p. 202. See also, Waxman. America's Jews in Tra11sition, pp. 52-3 and Charles E. 
Silberman. A Certain People: America11 Jews and Their Lives Today {New York: Summit Books, 1985). pp. 173-174. 

20 Howe, World of Our Fmhus, p. 202. For New York City, there was a modest rise in panicipalioo between the 
mid-1930s when 25 percent or Jewish children of elementary schoo.l age auendcd Jewish schools and 1955 when the 
figure had increased to 3 1 percent. According to Glazer, the increase was atlribut:ible to the increased activity of the 

21 See Gregory Manire and Ruth Clark, Anti-Semitism in the United States (New York: Praeger, 1982). pp. 113-19 and 
Lipsct, "A Unique People in 11n Exceptional Country," pp. 16-18. 
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led the so called "optimists" within the Jewish community to argue that intermarriage 
results in an increase of the number of self-identified Jews in the country. There is some 
evidence that this may be true in the short-run, but in the long run, it is not. The children 
of the intermarried are very loosely affiliated, if at all, uneducated Jewishly, and even 
more likely to marry non-Jews than birth-right Jews, so their children--while perhaps 
aware of their background--will have no communal commitment. As Sidney Goldstein 
notes, of the children of intermarried couples, only 25 percent were being raised as Jews, 
while the remaining cohort was either being raised in another faith or without any 
religion at all. 22 The membership and financial problems faced by the American Jewish 
Committee, the American Jewish Congress, B' nai Brith and ADL attest to the effects of 
these developments. 

Beyond the impact of anti-Semitism, the changing relationship of American Jewry to 
Israel is important. Clearly, hundreds of thousands, if not more, have become deeply 
involved in communal activities because of their interest and commitment to the Jewish 
state. Much of the activity of the community bas been related to Israel. This has been 
true for the so called "defense organizations," the American Jewish Committee, the AOL, 
and the American Jewish Congress, as well as the local Jewish communal federations. 
Hillel, the main organization on campus, devotes a great deal of its activity to Israel. 
Synagogue and temple-affiliated groups are Israel oriented. The link to Israel, however, 
has been declining, especially among younger Jews. As with anti-Semitism, what has 
kept many Jews involved in Israel-oriented activities is concern about security, about the 
fact that the state has remained for so long a pariah nation, facing a military threat. But as 
of now, there is some reason to believe that this situation will end. Israel's Arab 
neighbors and the Palestinians are revealing a willingness to accept the Jewish state, to 
end the conflict by trading land for peace. Clearly this chapter of history is not written 
yet, but possible reactions of the American Jewry to something resembling a real peace 
might entail lessened interest in the Jewish state, reduced financial contributions, lesser 
participation in communal activities designed to help Israel in welfare, economic and 
political terms, and as a consequence less identification with Judaism. The discussion 
about a possible merger of the U.J.A. and the C.J.F. reflect a concern on the part of their 
leadership about decline. 

The problems of Jewry in the former Soviet Union still offer a cause to rally around. 
A great deal of activity and money has been dedicated, collected to help Soviet Jews 
resettle in Israel or elsewhere. There is foreboding about the future of the Jews left in the 
former Soviet areas. But stHI, their prospects there are reasonably good. In any case, the 
evidence suggests that t.his cause is not at all comparable to those of anti-Semitism or 
Israeli security as motives to take part in Jewish activities. 

Beyond the conditions which affect the commitment of Jews to their community, it is 
necessary to emphasize the consequences of demographic factors. Jews have a very low 
birth rate, even less than most other extremely educated and well-to-do urban groups. 
Jews s imply are not reproducing themselves. The one major exception, which also does 
not adhere to the generalization about high intermarriage rates is, of course, the 
Orthodox. But they constitute somewhere around seven percent of the total American 
Jewish population, that is about 300,000 people. They have very large families, but those 

22 Goldscein. "Profile of Amuictm Jewry,· p. 127. 
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who rely on them to reproduce or expand Jewry forget that in America, as in days gone 
by in eastern Europe, a significant minority of Orthodox young people do not stay 
Orthodox. The estimates for drop-outs by youth from Orthodoxy, though not from 
Judaism, run as high as one-third. All the indicators suggest the economic and social 
integration of Jews will continue. 

In the future, as in the past, the great majority of Jews will be born into the faith. The 
basic problem for the community is and will be to hold them, to keep them Jewish. The 
most important means to do this is education. The findings reported here indicate that the 
longer and more intensive the Jewish training, the more likely people are to be 
committed to and practice Judaism." But many drop out. In any case, as documented 
here, the main factors which determine school exposure are linked to family background. 
We obviously should try to develop better educational techniques, recruit more 
sophisticated educators and provide a more meaningful social and physical environment 
for Jewish youth. We should also recognize that such improvements will not stop the 
decline. For all except the Orthodox, improving the content of Jewish education--what is 
taught--is more important than the technical factors which can be improved with more 
money. And here most of the Jewish community is at a loss. They, themselves, are not 
religiously observant, much less so than most Christians. They do not believe in the 
Torah. Yet, the schools are expected to teach the children what their parents basically 
reject by their actions. Beyond religion, America's universalistic openness undennines 
the message of ethnic particularism. The intennarriage rate will grow. Hence, while we 
must do what we can to reach out to those weakly committ.ed, we must concentrate on 
the dedicated "remnant." There is, of course, the alternative of formulating a new 
secularized curriculum which corresponds to the way of life of most Jewish parents. But 
that is another topic, a different agenda. 

23 For earlier results, see Harold S. Himmelfarb. ~ Impact of Religious Schooling: The Effects of Jewish Education 
upon Adult Religious Involvement (Ph.D. dissertation. Department of Sociology, University of Chicago. 197S). 
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