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TRANSMIT L

e

to: ADANM GAMORAN (Mandel Institute)

fax #: 0l11-1172-2-566-2837 e P

re: Indicators - draft model / _‘-:1_-_-5::;  BEE——
date: Januarv 22, 1990 :H:j:j_——-;' Svas o |
pages: 6. in luding cover sheet. s ‘Ej %;{( ;

Adam.

Please find followiry five draft pages from a model indicators report. They illustrate
some of the tvp.~ ¢t data we con obtain:

. daras «imilar to our educators reports;

“ da‘': «1» educators we had not collected but connected to CIJE's view of
changr

. daia wrparated by type of Jewish day school;

. comy-rative data to private and public schools;

. romp: rative data to the non-Jewish population;

. sclect data on Jewish college students;

. an1 - mparative data over time for the same population.

There were mary «:her pieces of data that I could have reported. such as financial
incentives for p-or «sional development, teaching and administrative experience of
principals in da. « hools, comparison of current religion and religion raised. and
college students " 'ndance at church. If any of these (or others) scem particularly
interesting we car :iake up another page.

[ am still editiny t}»m for the look (i.e., size of
wording in grapl: ~rc.). But, I wanted to get it Frem the desk of...
out to vou alrez k.

Bill Robinson
Hope all is well ir. srael, Staff Researg;i;
. 1525 Wood Creek Trail

Roswell, Georgia 30076

(770) 552-0930
- Fax: (770) 998-0860
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SHLECT INDICATORS OF JWSH EDUCKTION

GOAL# |: ED-. ' ATORS WHQO ARE RICHLY PREPARED AND COMMITTED
TO ONGOING P=)FESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

HOW PREPARED ARE DAY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS?’

To be richly prepared for professional leadership of a Jewish day school,
principals require formal training in education, Jewish studles, and
administration, #efined as-having-a-degree or certification In those-areas:—

» WM?AEPMO?;N
— HAS PORMAL PREPARATIO GENERAL EDLCATION ONL
Half of the principals working in IN BOTH AREAS 35%

Jewish day schoo'= lack training
in either education »r Jewish
studies. Eighty-five: percent have
a degree or certificztion in
education, and 30% have formal
training in Jewish < udies. Five 2
percent do not hav: formal NEITHER AREA
training in either 3r«:a

Figure }: Extent of Professional of Principals
in General Education and Jewlsh Studles

One-third of the pr~cipals in
Jewish day schools have training in
administration Th 3 is compared to
60% in private sch-ols throughout
the United State <

a I:‘I."
JEWIEH DAY SCHOOLS ALL PRIVATE S8CHOOLS
Figure 2: Extent of Professional Training
of Principals in Administration

§ A )
i . J

' Data obtam -d from the Schools and Staffing Survey 1992.



82/@8/1998 ©8:11 48439580864 BILL ROBINSON - CIJE PAGE @3

SELECT INDICATORS OF JEWSH EDUCATION

GOAL# |: ED.# ATORS WHO ARE RICHLY PREPARED AND COMMITTED
TO ONGOING PEDFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

HOW COMMITTED TO ONGOING PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ARE DAY
SCHOOL TEACHERS?"

Ongoing professional development for teachers is essential to thelr renewal
and growth as educational professionals. In addition to acquiring naw
teaching methods and awareness of new educational technologies,
educators also nced opportunities for sustained, in-depth study of subject
matter.

Ninety-percent of teachers in
Jewish day schoo! participated in
some type of professional
development duriry) the year.
The averwhelming rajority (75%)
of teachers learnec about new
methods for teach irg Only 15%
studied subject inarer in-depth
for S hours or ms=

Figure 3: Extent of Participation in Professional
Development Opportunities

While only a small minority of
teachers (15%) 2ngaged in
sustained, in-depth study of
subject matter. alm=st all of them
(85%) reported tha: .t had a
strong impact ori theem. In
comparison, only - % of
teachers who focused on
teaching methods r=ported the
same.

Figure 4: Impact of Professional Development: Percentage of
educators who reported a strong impact (grouped
mofwufe;imddevdommﬁnwhm "

participated most ofien)

! Data obtaine«d from the Schools and Staffing Survey 1992.
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SHLECT INDICATORS OF WS- EDUCATION
GOAL# |: ED.i. ATORS WHO ARE RICHLY PREPARED AND COMMITTED
TO ONGOING P )FESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

HOW FINANCIALLY SUPPORTIVE ARE THE DAY SCHOOLS?'

To recruit and retain qualified educators, Jewish day schools must cffer
competitive salaries and benefits.

Table 1: T ! Average Salaries
The average teachers' salary in Jewish eachers’ Averag

day schools ranges from $22,104 to Type of School Average Base Salary

$29.274. This is higher than the average Hebrew Day $22 104
teacher salary for &:! private schools — Solagion Schecter $29’27 4
321,908, Other Jewish $26,939
Total Private 321,898
Total Public $34,189

The percentages of teachers receiving medical and dental insurance in Jewish day
schools is substant:ally less than in all private schools. Fifty-one percent of teachers in
Solomon Schecter [Yay Schools receive pension benefits compared to 47.2% in all
private schools In Hebrew Day Schools and other Jewish schools, approximately one-
quarter of teachar; ‘eceive pensions.

Table 2: Teachers Benefits: Percentage of teachers who receive specific benefits
Type of School Type of Benefit
Medical Dental Pension

Hebrew Day 35.8% 7.7% 28.6%
Solomon Schecter 45 8% 21.4% 51.0%
Other Jewish 33.5% 14.1% 27.2%
Total Privare 60.1% 35.7% 47.2%

Total Public 87.3% 65.8% 62.7%

—t

! Data obtain 1 from Schools and Staffing Survey 1992.
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SELECT INDICATORS OF JEwASH Lire

GOAL# 2: STROMG JEWISH IDENTITY _ 85
HOW STRONGLY IS ONE'S JEWISH IDENTITY?'

Seeing one's Jewishness as central to one's life is a defining feature of a
thriving Jewish life.

VERY STRONG
JEWIEH [DENTITY

Fifty percent of Jews reported their
Jewish identity as vary strong. Forty
percent indicated that their Jewish
identity is not very strong, and 10%
stated that it is sor-::what strong.

L/ Pigure 5: Strength of Jewish Idendity

Among those Jews ~eporting a very strong Jewish identity, 40% indicated that they
attend religious services at least twice a month. Another 40% attend about once a
month. Among those Jews not reporting a strong Jewish identity, only 15% attend at
least twice a mant and 50% reported attending only once or twice a year. In
comparison, 65% =f non-Jews who indicated a strong religious identity reported
attending religious services at least twice a month.

L g

| - O cum s Ao Yo

-
i

T v By Tlires & Moath T : ‘

{ ;‘Y L mas CIrvoe - s 1

Swong Jewiah Tdentity Kmﬁfozlt dry Bﬁvng

Figure 6: Attendance at Religious Services (Gro s red by

Strength I Religious Identity - chilh and Non-

! Data obtain | from the General Social Survey 1992,

PAGE
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SELECT INDICATORS OF JowSH i

GOAL #4: CONC-RN WITH SOCIAL JUSTICE

HOW IMPORTANT IS COMMUNITY SERVICE?'

Grounded In prophetic teachings, the concern for soclal Justice is so
central to Judaism that it must be understood as a defining feature of a
thriving Jewish community.

As college sophomores in 1988,
50% of Jews viewed zommunity
serviceé as very important. As
seniors and two years after
college, only 30% of these same
Jews saw communify: service as
important.

1508 - Sophomomne 1980 - Senlor 1*2
Figure 7: Importance of Community Service

— N ——

As college sophomeres, 30% of hw“"o: oo
Jews participated in -ommunity = (< A ey W
service work at least once a week. | (] MNever o Rarsly

As college seniors. 25% did T
community service work at least
once a week. Two years after
college, only 10% of :nese
graduates engaged in community
service at least orce 1 week.
While the importance of
community service rermains stable

after college, participation drops 1“; " : Ext 1mf-wu . o=
: igure 8: Extent of Participation in
substantially. Community Service Work

'Data obtained from the National Educational Longitudinal Study of 1988 and follow-up
studies.
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facsimgle

TRANSMITTAL

to: ADAM GAMORAN (Mandel Institute)
fax #: 011-972-2-566-2837

re: Pretend Indicators Report - REVISED
date: Fe:ruarv 10, 1998

pages: 6. incinding cover sheet.

Adam,

Here are the roviced pages.

Concemning strength of Jewish identity, the question is: "Would you call
yourself a strong 'PREFERENCE NAMED IN Q. 104) or not a very
strong (PREFI RT NCE NAMED IN Q. 104)?" Question 104 asks for
their religious prelerence?

Bill

Fror the desk of...

Bill Rovinson

Staff Researcher

CIE

| 525 Wood Creek Trall
Roswell, Georgia 30076

(770) 552-0930
Fax: (770) 998-0860
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SHACT INDICATORS OF W+ EDUCATON

GOAL# |: ED.ICATORS WHQO ARE RICHLY PREPARED AND COMMITTED
TO ONGOING PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

HOW PREPARED ARE DAY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS?'
To be richly prepared for professional leadership of a Jewish day school,

principais require formal training In education, Jewish studles, and
administration, defined as having a degree or certification In those areas.

Jewish day schoois
lacked training in ant:er
education or Jewish
studies. In 1993-34 this
figure rose to 65% I~
both periods, 859 cf
principals had a cegree
or certifcation in
education. Howee-
from 1991 to 1994 t-e
percentage of pricipals
with formal training i» 1991 1994

Jewish studies de:zlined
o 59, Figure 1: Extent of Professional Training of Principais
Srom AN Ia in General Education and Jewish Studles

990 : Legend i
Lr;iicapaa?dvﬁfrg .t: y Formal Fropartion in Educstion Ouly |
: Formal Preparstion in Both Areas |

|

Formal Preparation in Jewish Studies Oy
Formal Preparstion in Nelther Area

;—
|
|

In 1990-91, one-third of the 1991 J
principals in Jewish day schools | &

had training in administration.
In 1993-94, this figure rose to
50%. However, thase
percentages are <hll helow
those found in priate schools
throughout the |ir ‘e States.

Jewish Day Schools _ All Private Schools

Figure 2: Extent of Professional Training
e of Principais in Administration

! Data obta~d {rom the Schools and Staffing Surveys of 1990-91 and 1993-94.
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Mh\mmﬁ(]’-fém-l EDUCATION

GOAL# |I: EDi IC ATORS WHO ARE RICHLY PREPARED AND COMMITTED
TO ONGOING *ROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

HOW COMMITTED TO ONGOING PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AEE DAY
SCHOOL TEACHERS?'

Ongoing professional development for teachers is essential to thelr renewa!
and growth as educational professionals. In addition to acquiring new
teaching methods and awareness of new educational technologles,
educaters also need opportunities for sustained, in-depth study of subject
matter.

Ninety-percent of teachers in
Jewish day schoo! participated in
some type of profess.onal
development during the academic
year 1993-94. Ttz averwhelming
majority (75%) of teachers
learned about nev: m=athods for
teaching. Only 1£9% tudied

: g : =
subject matter in-1ag 1for 9 AU TYPE  TECHNGLDEY METWOOS SURIECT MATTER  OTMER

nhours or more. Figure 3: Extent of Participation in Professional
Development Opportunities

While only a small minority of .

teachers (15%) engaged in

sustained, in-depth study of s rvos

subject matter, airnost all of them

(85%) reported th:2! it had a , il |
oTER

strong impact on them  In
comparison, only 55% of
teachers who focusea on

tseaarnc:lng methods reported the Figure 4: Impact of:::ofum Devdgpmm{ Percentage ;f}"
. educators reported a strong
f professional development in m

morpmpuednm often)

I Data obtair«d from the Schools and Staffing Survey 1993-94.
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GOAL# |: EDI.CATORS WHO ARE RICHLY PREPARED AND COMMITT
ED

TO ONGOING PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

HOW FINANCIAL LY SUPPORTIVE ARE THE DAY SCHOOLS?"

To recruit and retain qualified educators, Jewish day schools musi offer
competitive salaries and benefits.

In 1990-91, the average

teachers' salary in Jewish day Table 1: Teachers' Average Salaries
schools ranged from 320,856 to T

' of School A Ba
$27,432. In 1993-94 the el e ot i
average ranged from $22 104 to Hebrew Day $20,856 $22,104
$29,274. In both oeriods, the Solomon Schecter  $27.432 $29,274
average salaries for Jawish day s Jmuel Sed e
school teachers was higher than | Total Private $19.432 $21.838
the average salar- for all private Total Public $32,112 $34,189

school teachars - $2 898.

The percentages of teachers receiving medical and dental insurance in Jewish day
schools was substant:ally less than in all private schools for the years 1990-81 and
1893-94. In 1990-91 and 1893-94, approximately half of the teachers in private
schools received a pension. For the same periods, approximately one-quarter of
teachers in Hebrew Day Schools and other Jewish schools received a pension.
However, between 1990-91 and 1993-94, the percentage of teachers in Solomon
Schecter Day Schxols who receive pension benefits rose from 29.2% to 51.0%

Table 2: Select Teache~' Banefits: Percentage of teachers who receive the benefits
Typa of School Type of Bensefit
Medical Dental Pension

1991 1994 1991 1884 1991 1984
Hebrew Day 34 2% 35.8% 8.4% 7.7% 266% 288%
Solomon Schecter IS E% 45.8% 18.4% 21.4% 292% 51.0%
Othear Jewish 33 0% 33.5% 11.5% 14.1% 25.8% 27.2%
Total Private 58 3% 60.1% 31.9% 35.7% 43 3% 47.2%
Total Public 86 (1% 87.3% 64.5% 85.8% 81.1% 62.7%

! Data obtain: fiom Schools and Staffing Survey 1990-91 and 1993-94.
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SELECT INDICATORS OF Jowtes L

GOAL# 2: STRONG JEWISH IDENTITY

HOW STRONGLY IS ONE'S JEWISH IDENTITY?"

Seeing one's Jewishness as central to one's life Is a defining featura of a
thriving Jewish life.

In 1993 and 1997 fifty-five percent of
Jews reported their Jewish identity as
strong. Between 1593 and 1997, the
percentage of Jews who declared not
having a very strong Jewish identity
dropped from 30%: to 20%.
Correspondingly. Jews (by birth) who no
longer identify themseives as Jews
increased during the same period from T
25% to 35%. (Thirty percent of these 1993 1997
non-Jews reparted having no religious .

identity and $0% reported having a not RO Sengt ot demeh: Kently
very stong Christian identity. Only 20% reported having a strong Christain identity.)

Among those Jews reporting a
very strong Jewish identity,
45% indicated that they attend |

religious services at least twice | =

amonth, and 30% attend about | [7] At Lemst Once a Year
once a month. Among those | O

Jews reporting a not very
strong Jewish ident:ity. only
10% attend at Jeast twice a
month, and 50% reported
attending only onc:z or twice a
year. In compariscn. £5% of ) <

non-Jews who indizated a '

strong identificatior with their mh\mh Jewish m m
current religion reported ) o _

attending religous serices at - FHE Gy S o ety - Jowish snd om- vt
ea ice 2 mon

! Data obtaine«! fr-om the General Social Survey 1993 and 1997.
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GOAL #4: COMCERN WITH SOCIAL JUSTICE

HOW IMPORTANT IS COMMUNITY SERVICE?'

Grounded in prophetic teachings, the concern for social justice is so

central to Judaism that It must be understood as a deflning feature of a

thriving Jewish community.

As college sophomores in 1988,
50% of Jews viewed community
service as very important. As
seniors and two years after
college, only 30% of these same
Jews saw commu~ity service as
important.

As college sophomores, 30% of
Jews participated in community

service work at leaist once a week.

As college seniors, 25% did
community service work at least
once a week. Twa years after
college, only 10% of these
graduates engagei ir community
service at least one 2 week.
While the importar ce of
community service -emains stable
after college, partic:pa‘ion drops
substantially.

1890 - Benlor 1892
Figure 8: Extent of Participatio

1088 - Sophomore
n in

Community Service Work

PAGE

'Data obtaine;i from the National Educational Longitudinal Study of 1988 and follow-up

studies in 1990 and 197

86
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acsimile
TRANSMITTAL
e e
to: ADAM GAMORAN (Mandel Institute)
fax #: 011-972-2-566-2837
re: Pretend Indicators Report
date: Fehruary 14, 1998
pages: 6, including cover sheet.
Adam,

Here's the rev -el. revised pretend Indicators Report pages.
I plan to do them in color for Karen.

Bill

From the desk of...

Bill Robinson

Staff Researcher

ClJE

1525 Wecod Creek Trail
Roswell, Georgia 30076

(770) 552-0930
Fax: (770) 998-0860
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¥ (T INDICATORS OF JEWSH EDUCATION

GOAL# |: ED!!CATORS WHO ARE RICHLY PREPARED AND COMMITTED
TO ONGOING PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

HOW PREPARED ARE DAY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS?'
To be richly prepared for professional leadership of a Jewish day school,

principals require formal training In education, Jewish studies, and
administration deflned as having a degree or certification in those areas.

In 1990-91, 32% of day
school principals had
formal training ir doih
education and Jewish
studies. By 1993-94, that
figure had risen "0 36%.
At the same time tre
proportion withou:
training in either area
dropped from 10" 1¢: 6%.

Figure 1: Extent of Professional Training of Principals
in General Education and Jewish Studies

In 1990-91, ane-third of

the principals in .Jeawish day
schools had trairing in
administration. |~ 1993-84, this
figure rose to 50%. However,
these percentages are still
below those four:d i~ private
schools throughc: it the United
States.

Figure 2: Extent of Professional Training
- of Principals in Administration

! Data obtaine:! from the Schools and Staffing Surveys of 1990-91 and 1993-94.
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SELFCT INDICATORS OF JEWSH Exucamon

GOAL# I: ED.'CATORS WHO ARE RICHLY PREPARED AND COMMITTED
TO ONGOING °FOFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

HOW COMMITTED TO ONGOING PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ARE DAY
SCHOOL TEACHERS?’

Ongolng professional development for teachers is essential to thelr renewal
and growth as educational professionals. In addition to acquiring new
teaching methods and awareness of new educational technologles,
educators als¢ need opportunities for sustained, in-depth study of subject
matter.

Ninety parcent of teachers in
Jewish day schoci participated in
some type of professional
development during the academic
year 1993-94, The cverwhelming
majority (75%) o* teachers
learned about new methods for
teaching. Only 12% studied

subject matter in-leg:th for 9 e e e SR e

hours or more. Figure 3: Extent of Participation in Professional
Development Opportunities

While anly a small minority of o
teachers (15%) engaged in

sustained, in-depth study of ERan—
subject matter, aimost all of them

(85%) reported that t had a N—
strong impact on them In

comparison, only 55% of

teachers whao focused on __—

teaching methods reported the 4:mpact o £ Profesional Development: Percentage g

same. who reported a strong mpwl
of p:ofaulond development in the
participated most often)

! Data obtamed from the Schools and Staffing Survey 1993-94.

a3
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SELECT INDYCATORS OF PWeH Bucamon

GOAL# |: ED.ICATORS WHO ARE RICHLY PREPARED AND COMMITTED
TO ONGOING °FFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

HOW FINANCIALLY SUPPORTIVE ARE THE DAY SCHOOLS?'

To recruit and retain qualified educators, Jewish day schools must offer
competitive salaries and benefits.

In 1980-91, the average : ' _
teachers' salary n Jewish day Table 1: Teachers’ Average Salaries
schools ranged from $20,856to | ¢

; ’ ype of School Average Base Sals
$27.432. In 1993-S4 the 19919. 19?4
average ranged ‘rom $22,104 to gabrew Day gg:ﬁg $22,104
$29,274. In bott periods, the olomon Schecter 43 $29,274
average salaries for Jewish day V= i $20.93%
school teachers ‘»~as higher than Total Private $19,432 $21.898
the average salary ‘or all private Total Public $32,112 $34,189
school teachers

The percentages of teachers receiving medical insurance in Jewish day schools was
substantially less than in all private schools for the years 1990-91 and 1993-94. In
1990-91 and 1993-94, approximately half of the teachers in private schools received a
pension. For the same periods, approximately one-quarter of teachers in Hebrew Day
Schools and other Jewish schools received a pension. However, between 1990-91
and 1993-84, the percentage of teachers in Solomon Schecter Day Schools who
receive pension cenafits rose from 29.2% to 51.0%

Table 2: Selet T=achers' Benefits: Percentage of teachers who receive the benefiis
Type of School Medical Pension

1991 1994 1991 1984
Hebrew Day 34.2% 35.8% 26.6% 2868%
Solomon Schecte’ 38.8% 45.8% 29.2% 51.0%
Other Jewish 33.0% 33.5% 25.8% 27.2%
Total Private 58.3% 60.1% 43.3% 47.2%
Total Public 86.0% 87.3% 61.1% 62.7%

-

' Data obtained from Schools and Staffing Survey 1990-91 and 1993-94.
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SELECT INDICATORS O JPWISH UrE

GOAL# 2: STEING JEWISH IDENTITY

HOW STRONG IS ONE'S JEWISH IDENTITY?'

Seeing one's Jewishness as central to one's life is a defining feature of a
thriving Jewish life.

1:: _j Lagond
Over the past tw2 decades, the 507 = MOt Vory Strews jowms iemesty
proportion of borr Jews who did not PN ] G I Vv Jewan "
become Jewish adults has increased i -

dramatically. In 3972, only 10% of born o
Jews were not Jewish adults. By 1997, 0%

that figure had re:ached 34%. At the 20% e R
same time, the p-apartion of born Jews 10% e - _
who refer to theniselves as "strong T T 1T T
Jews" has declined 1972 1976 1980 1984 1988 1993 1987

Figure 5: Strength of Jewish Identity

Among adult Jews reporting a
very strong Jewish identity, " _— —

45% indicated that they attend Eageme }
religious services at least twice = e a3 }
a month, and 20% attend about [_] AtLoast Once a Year |

once a month. Among adult
Jews reporting a nor very
strong Jewish identity. only
10% attend at ieast twice a
month, and 50% reported
attending only or«e or twice a
year. In comparisor. 65% of
non-Jews who indiczted a
strong identificaticn with their

current religian reported - o - feanit 4
; vt . igure 6: mﬂmatkehgmusscﬂm
'aenaes':d'ngere;'g:g: :’Hsemces at strength of religious jdentity - Jewish and non-Jewish)

! Data obtained from the General Social Surveys 1972 through 1997.
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SELECT INDICATORS OF Jewisy e

GOAL #4: CONCERN WITH SOCIAL JUSTICE

HOW IMPORTANT IS COMMUNITY SERVICE?'

Grounded in prophetic teachings, the concern for social justice is so
central to Judaism that it must be understood as a defining feature of a
thriving Jewish community.

Lageed Ty
As college sophomares in 1988, r B Vory importaat
50% of Jews viewed community L [l Seewbatbsportat ——
service as very inportant. As | BN |
seniors and two years after I/“—— ——1
college, only 30% of these same

Jews saw comm.inity service as

important.
1988 - Sophomore 1980 - Senior 1882
Figure 7: Importance of Community Service
As college sophomores, 30% of d Legeod e

[ Aileca Oos oWesk
B leseThmOnceaWoek —-——
D Newer or Rarely

Jews participate: in community
service work at [=as! once a week.
As college senio’s, 25% did
community service work at least
once a week. Two years after
college, only 10% of these
graduates engacad in community
service at least cce a week.
While the importanc.: of
community service iemains stable
after college, part cipation drops

1988 - Sophomomn 1890 - Benior 1@
substantially. Figure 8: Extent of Participation in

Community Service Work

'Data obtaired from the National Educational Longitudinal Study of 1988 and follow-up
studies in 1990 anc' 1642
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SELECT INDICATORS OF w1

GOAL# I: STRONG JEWISH IDENTITY
HOW STRONG IS ONE'S JEWISH IDENTITY?'

Seeing one's Jewishness as central to one’s life is a defining feature
of a thriving Jewish life.

100%
Over the past twenty years, the - Legend " |
proportion of Jews who refer to SN Bl stovg Jewish ldentity f
themselves as "strong Jews" has 20% BEE  Wotbery Strong jewish loexcity |
declined substantially. In the year =. BB Molonger Jevish i

1976, 36% of aduits reported having a
strong Jewish identity. By 1993, that
figure had declined to 29%.
Simultaneausly, the proportion of Jews
who refer to themselves as "not very
strong Jews" has increased from 51% L .y Bem—— a——
to §7%. During the same period, the 1977 | 1980 | 1983 | 1985 | 1987 | 1989 | 1991 |
proportion of born Jews who as adults 1976 1978 1982 1984 1986 1988 41950 1993
reported no longer being Jewish has Figure 1: Strength of Jewish Identity
remained close {0:14%.

Over the last two decades, 25% of
married Jews were married to a non-
Jewish spouse. The highest rate of
intermarriage is found among those
Jews born in 1950 or later. However,
the proportion of born Jews who as
adults reported no!longer being Jewish
is similar in all three age groups.

While intermarried Jews tended
previously to become non-Jewish, two-

thirds of iniermarried Jews born in Bomn Before 1924 Bom 1950 or Later

1950 or iater have remained Jewish Bom 1925 - 1949

(though most reported having a not

very strong Jewish identity.) Figure 2: Rates of Intemarriage by Year of Birth
and Jewish Identity

! Data obtained from the General Social Surveys 1977 through 1996.



FROM:  Bill Robinson. [74104.3335]

TO: Adam Gamoran, AGamoran

CC: Ellen Goldring. INTERNET ellen.goldring@vanderbilt.edu
DATE:  5/29/98 12:54 AM

Re: update

Adam,

A few things to update you on:

|. | faxed you a complete list of local federation surveys vesterday. Did you receive this?

2. I'm going to fax you and Ellen a revised Indicators mock-up, based on your comments and some
work poking around in & massaging the data. The mock-up is a draft... | will re-work the format so
it is more readable, probably putting it on two pages.

The idea of breaking it down by age in the first figure seemed to confound what was being
said... since the change observed in strength of Jewish identity over the years is a product
(prlmanlv) of more younger people coming into the survey. This is illustrated in the second figure,
using three age groups (cohorts).

The interesting finding on intermarriage rales and their relation to Jewish identity, when
looking at the three age groups separately, 15 (a) thal while the youngest cohort has a higher
intermarriage rale. the rates of drop-out (no longer being Jewish) are similar. yet (b) the higher
intermarriage rate among the youngesl cohorl (born after 1949) resulls in a higher percentage of
"not very strong Jews." My conclusion: Reform oulreach is al least keeping Jews in the fold.

FYI: 1 have selected the data lo included all Jews (those born Jewish and those who
converted), not only those born Jewish.

If you want a social explanation for the drop in strenglh of Jewish identity (a intermarriage
coould be a much effect as cause), then the Intifada... the drop lakes place in 1989.

2. I'm still trying too get hold oof Columbus and Chicago

3. On Jewish data sets, | did not reach Benthamie.... bul. both Barry Kosmin and Leora Isaacs
confirm that there is nothing else out there Though Leora mentioned that Sergio Delapergala

(mispelled) at Hebrew U. hm been attempling lo collecl data oon day schools with a low response
rate (250).

That's it for right now,
Bill
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facsim §I

TRANS MI

to: Ac.am (Gamoran (Mandel Institute)
fax #: Ol 1.972-2-5662837

re: Indticators Mock-up - GSS

date: Mav 11, 1998

pages: 2. nciuding cover sheet.

Adam,

The following mu:ck-up for the Indicators Project uses actual GSS data.
Note that the hotom talks about intermarriage rates in relation to Jewish

identity, insteil f attendance at synagogue (which is what the fake
mock-up discussid). So far, there is nothing that interesting about
attendance.. £t 'l keep massaging that data (as well as other items, such

as amount of ' praying, parents' identity and synagogue attendance,
etc.).

Bill

From the desk of,..

Bill Robinson

770-552-0930
Fax: 770-998-0860
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SELECT INDICATORS OF JEWASH Lire

GOAL# 1: 5737 "NG JEWISH IDENTITY

HOW STRONG 'S ONE'S JEWISH IDENTITY?'

Seeing one's Jewishness as central to one's life Is a defining feature of a
thriving Jewish lifs,

ot

Over the past twnty-six years, the
proportion of Jev.s who refer to
themselves as 's'vorg Jews" has
declined substar :al!y In the years
1977-1981, 39% ~f adults reported
having a strong .l2wish identity. By
1892-1996, that - 3112 had declined to
30%. Simultane:usly. the proportion
of Jews who refe tc: Ihemsalves as
"not very strong .lews" has increased
from 49% to 55% Also, the proportion
of born Jews wha: as adults reported
no longer being .. 2w =h increased from Figure 1: Strength of Jewish |dentity
12% t0 15%.

1977-81 1982-88 1987-82 1692-8¢

From 1973 to 1924 30% of married
Jews reported marrying someone
who was not rais«C lewish. Fourteen
percent of marrie:: taws who refer
to themselves as stiong Jews" are
intermarried. Amang married Jews
who refer to then se'ves as "not very
strong Jews " 32" ae intermarried.
Among born Jew: w ¢ report no
longer being Jew 3 1% are
intermarried.

Figure 2: Jewish [dentity by Intermarriage

' Data obta ¢! trom the General Social Surveys 1977 through 1996.

? The GSS 1 did not ask about the spouse's religion.
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Goal 1. Centrality of Jewish learning
Indicator: Rates of participation in formal and informal educational institutions
Availability:  NJPS; institutional rosters A o
Indicator: Jewish literacy " e
Availability:  DEVELOPMENT NEEDED. "} Re utury
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Goal 2. Jewish identity R o8 J -
Indicator: Identity survey
Availability:  Available measures NEED MODIFICATION. % e;
A A up i Hovost T2
Goal 3. Involvement in Jewish life Bo yturtn ! M (ol
Indicator: Participation survey.
Availability: Measures are available.
Goal 4. Concern with social justice
Indicator: Participation in volunteer work (Jewish and non-Jewish)
Availability: Measures are available.
Indicator: Charitable giving (Jewish and non-Jewish)
Awvailability: Measures are available.
Goal 5. Strong leadership
Indicator: Preparation of agency leaders
Availability:  Available measures NEED MODIFICATION.
Indicator: Salaries of agency leaders
Availability: Measures are available. . —
Indicator:  Preparation of lay leaders D &= EE.
Availability: DEVELOPMENT NEEDED.
Indicator: Diffusion of lay leadership
Availability: DEVELOPMENT NEEDED.
Indicator: Satisfaction of lay leaders
Availability: DEVELOPMENT NEEDED. .
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JEWISH EDUCATION

Goal 1. Prepared educators

Indicator: For leaders of Jewish schools, formal training in education, Jewish studies,
and administration/leadership; classroom experience, time for professional
growth; salaries and benefits
Availability: Measures are available.

Indicator: For teachers in Jewish schoolsm formal training in education and Jewish
studies; time for professional growth; salaries and benefits
Availability: Measures are available

Indicator: For leaders of informal Jewish education, Judaic background; ongoing -
Jewish learning; professional training; salaries and benefits Getn AL
Availability: Available measures NEED MODIFICATION. ... .." C: 9
— AN . ,f_ MMV
Goal 2. Community support A00 "
Indicator: Percentage of Federation allocation to education
Availability: Measures are available.
Indicator: Other philanthropic contributions to education .
Availability: DEVELOPMENT NEEDED. a5l
Indicator: Per capita congregational allocation to education P St a
Availability: DEVELOPMENT NEEDED. Rk ne =
W $%0 /r'c:*h' B . T
Goal 3. High quality institutions AGS" T =~ A" o
Indicator: High rates of attendance per institution A =¥ . )
Availability: Measures are available. [ - N N2 ‘
Indicator: A compelling institutional vision SVt 2 0
Availability: DEVELOPMENT NEEDED. e ot T Y
Indicator: Quality of content is rich and deep - SN e ) 5 3
Availability: DEVELOPMENT NEEDED. | o QS 1A \
Indicator: Participants report they gain knowledge | N
Availability: DEVELOPMENT NEEDED. | -
Indicator: Coherent system of in-service education for educatori A oo
Availabilit Measures are available. - s . {'i
y: a , \Q
Indicator: Proportion of full-time school directors ' e b
Availability:  Measures are available. | & O% Y
Indicator: Community satisfaction survey _ WA e o k\
Availability: DEVELOPMENT NEEDED. } % @
Indicator: Community survey on knowledge of options available o
Availability: DEVELOPMENT NEEDED. l} - /““f
\\'}—"“ gl [ &
Goal 4. Rabbis involved in education s Y o) J
Indicator: Formal training in education A ) \
Availability: Measures are available. o k& \ -
Indicator: Time spent in educational activities l}:n‘-?: o~ =
A
'.\:'.‘?J Ve \ e



Availability: DEVELOPMENT NEEDED.



SUMMARY OF PROPOSED INDICATORS

Goals

Indicators

Availability

T como |
“ Jewish 1if
1. Centrality of Jewish learning

2. Jewish identity
3. Involvement in Jewish life

4. Concern with social justice

5. Strong leadership

Lot

ion
1. Prepared educators

Rates of participation in formal and informal
educational institutions
Jewish literacy

Identity survey
Participation survey.

Participation in volunteer work (Jewish and non-Jewish)
Charitable giving (Jewish and non-Jewish)

Preparation of agency leaders

Salaries of agency leaders
Preparation of lay leaders
Diffusion of lay leadership
Satisfaction of lay leaders

Leaders of Jewish schools: formal training in education,
Jewish studies, and administration/leadership; classroom
experience, time for professional growth; salaries and
benefits

NIJPS; institutional
rosters
Development needed

Widely used measures
are problematic
Measures are available

Measures are available
Measures are available

Available measures
need modification.
Measures are available
Development needed.
_Development needed.

Development needed.

Measures are available



2. Community support

3. High quality institutions

available
needed

4. Rabbis involved in education

Teachers in Jewish schools: formal training in education
and Jewish studies; time for professional growth; salaries

and benefits

Leaders of informal Jewish education: Judaic background,;
ongoing Jewish learning; professional training; salaries

and benefits

Percentage of Federation allocation to education
Other philanthropic contributions to education
Per capita congregational allocation to education

High rates of attendance per institution
A compelling institutional vision

Quality of content is rich and deep

Participants report they gain knowledge

Coherent system of in-service education for educators
Proportion of full-time school directors

Community satisfaction survey

Community survey on knowledge of options available

Formal training in education
Time spent in educational activities

Measures are available

Available measures
need modification.

Measures are available

Measures are
Development

Development needed
Development needed
Measures are avaitable
Measures are available

_Development needed

'Development needed

Measures available

/Qg\cdnpmentnqued
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FROM:  Bill Robinson, [74104.3335]

T0: Adam Gamoran, AGamoran

CC: Ellen Goldring, INTERNET:ellen.goldring@vanderbilt.edu
DATE: 5/22/98 2:04 PM

Re: Jewish Data Sets

To: Adam Gamoran and Ellen Goldring
From: Bill Robinson

Re: Jewish data sets (Jewish community studies and American Jewish Committee surveys)

Overview of Jewish Community Data Sets

Two types of information are presented below about a sample of Jewish community self-studies
(commissioned by local Federations): methodology and items covered. In sum, almost every
community used a combination of methods in surveying their population. For the larger
communities. this most often involved random digit dialing supplemented by the use of distinctive
Jewish names and/or the Federation donor list. In smaller communities, Federation donor lists or
distinctive Jewish names becomes the preferred method. When random digit dialing was used, this

represented slightly more than half or less than half of the completed surveys. The percentage of
the Jewish population in the smaller communities made random digit dialing unfeasible.

METHODOLOGY
Larger Federations
New York: Random digit dialing (only community to rely solely on RDD)

MetroWest. Random digit dialing with supplementary use of distinctive Jewish names in areas of
sparse Jewish population

Baltimore: Random digit dialing with supplementary use of distinctive Jewish names in areas of
sparse Jewish population

Boston: Random digit dialing and distinctive Jewish names
Atlanta: Random digit dialing (404) and distinctive Jewish names (283)
St. Louis: Random digit dialing, distinctive Jewish names. and the Federation donor list

Detroit: Random digit dialing (462 interviews). Federation donor list (534), and Federation "high
givers” (100)

Other Federations



Washington: Random digit dialing (436 interviews), Federation donor list (773). distinctive Jewish
name (67), and Federation Board of Directors (38)

Columbus: Random digit dialing (757 interviews) and Federation donor list (604)

New Haven: Distinctive Jewish names (along with Federation donor list to estimate population
size)

Nashville: Federation donor list (along with distinctive Jewish names to estimated population
size)

Richmond: Federation donor list and other organizational lists

Houston: Jewish Community Council list

Jewish Community Data Sets (cont'd)
ITEMS COVERED (Larger Federations only)

" Jewish identity: All studies asked about the current religious identity of household members and
the religious identity with which they were born or raised.

= Affiliation: All studies asked about synagogue affiliation and affiliation with other Jewish
organizations (though sometimes only i regard to the JCC)

" Practice: All studies asked about ritual practices and attendance al synagogue.

“ Volunteering: All studies asked about the extent of volunteer work preformed.

 Jewish education: All studies asked about the type of Jewish education adults received as children,
their children have received, and current adull educational activities (with the exception that Atlanta
did not ask about the last item) '

" Israel: All studies asked if the respondent(s) have visited Israel.

" Donations; All studies asked about the amount of money donated to Jewish and non-Jewish
organizations.

* Services: All studies asked about community service use and opinion (except that Atlanta asked
about community service familiarity and opimon).

" Costs of Jewish Involvement: Only New York and Baltimore asked about the costs of Jewish
involvement.

NOTE: The NJPS 1990 included all of the above mentioned items.

American Jewish Committee Data Sets

Prior to 1989, the American Jewish Committee had conducted two different surveys on a bi-annual
basis:, covering attitudes toward Israel and political/social attitudes (in general). Starting in 1989,
only the former survey was continued on a yearly basis. However, while this survey focuses on
Israel. it still retains some questions on general political/social attitudes and on Jewish identity. In
regard to the latter, the most recent survey (1997) queries respondents in regard to those qualities



(i.e.. religious observance, support for Israel. a commitment to social justice, ete.) and those
activities (i.e., Jewish study, travel to Israel, celebration of Jewish holidays. etc.) that are most
important to their Jewish identity.

The latest American Jewish Commitiee survey was conducted using Market Facts, Inc. consumer mail
panel. The sample was demographically representative of the United States adult Jewish population
in terms of age. household income, gender, and geographic region.



FROM: STEVEN COHEN, INTERNET:STEVEN@vms.huji.ac.il
T0: Adam Gamoran. AGamoran
DATE: 5/24/98 4:17 PM

Re: Re: Jewish Data Sets

Sender: STEVEN@vms.huji.ac.il
Received: from VMSHUJLAC.IL (vms.huji.ac.il [128.139.4.12])
by dub-img-1.compuserve.com (8.8.6/8.8.6/2.10) with SMTP id JAA25292
for <AGamoran@compuserve.com>;, Sun, 24 May 1998 09:17:51 -0400 (EDT)
Received: by HUJIVMS (HUyMail-V7c); Sun, 24 May 1998 16:17:52 +0300
Received: by HUJIVMS via SMTP(128.139.4.12) (HUyMail-V7c);
Sun, 24 May 1998 16:17:23 +0300
Date: Sun, 24 May 1998 16:17:23 +0200 (IST)
From: STEVEN COHEN <STEVEN@vms.huji.ac.il>
Subject: Re: Jewish Data Sets
To: Adam Gamoran <AGamoran@compuserve.com>
In-Reply-To: <199805240537_MC2-3E03-6A21@compuserve.com>
Message-1D: <Pine.3.89.1.2-VMS-10.980524 1639.4675984459-0100000@vms.huji.ac.il>
MIME-Version: 1.0
Content-Type: TEXT/PLAIN; charset=US-ASCII

Dear Adam,

| read the memo. It's accurate. | am not at all put off by the

inter-study variations in sampling methodology. For tracking purposes, we
might be able to measure over-time change within communities as they do
surveys on a fairly regular basis. Thus. we can lake the published

studies and check on changes in key indicators by community, assuming
reasonable intra-community consistency in sampling. For example, I'd love
to know how Boston has been changing since 1965 (studies conducted in 75
85 95). If we saw similar trends in several cities. we could be confidnet
about they're occurring across the country. | guess I'm arguing for a
poor-man'’s meta analysis.

Otherwise, | agree with your inferences. Yes, I'm planning a trip to
Milwaukee in July, and hope to live up to your complimentary remarks
about my research with aArnie.

Take care,

Steven



FROM:  Bill Robinson, [74104.3335]

TO: Adam Gamoran, AGamoran
DATE: 5/24/98 9:51 PM

Re: Jewish Data Sels

Adam,

The years vary greatly from 1995 to 1980. There is no coordination between cities as to when
surveys are done... it depends upon local community awareness of the need and the availability of a
donor to fund it. Thus. (I should have mentioned) there is no guarantee when cities will embark on
their next study. The larger cities typically do them every 10 years OR SO, though.

Bill



FROM:  Bill Robinson, [74104.3335]

T0: Adam Gamoran. AGamoran

CC: Ellen Goldring, INTERNET:ellen.goldring@vanderbilt.edu
DATE:  5/22/98 10:40 AM

Re: Update
Adam,
A few things:

1. 1 faxed you several hours ago at the Mandel Center. a draft of an Indicators page using actual
GSS data.

2. Concerning use of the Manual by other cities, I'm in the process of checking up on Chicago and
Columbus, though I'm pretty certain that Chicago implemented a survey for pre-school educators,
held a couple of meetings to discuss the data/results. but never published anything.

It turns out that Kansas City never implemented the survey They're funder didn't want to spend the
time necessary to do the study, he wanted {o get right down to programmatic work. They're still
hoping to get funding through the continuily commission for the study.

3. Concerning mapping Jewish surveys... | have descriptions of the available survey material from CJF.
local federations, and the American Jewish Committee. According to Sylvia Barak Fishman, there is
nothing else out there that is done on a regular . repeating basis. I'm planning on calling Benthamie
(in Israel) next week and | have an e-mail in to Barry Kosmin (in England). The following e-mail
contains what a description of what | know is out there (so far).

4. Concerning the Indicators project (again). 1 gol the NELS data off their web site, but | havn't tried
using it yet. | FedExed to Karen (at the end of last week) the materials for the restricted data site
license... with instructions to sign where needed and send off lo NCES.

That's it for now,
Bill
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JEWISH POPULATION STUDY LIST

Attached is a listing of the communities which lmn condmdeemshpopulmonresearch @ the United
States and Canada from 1975 1o the prescat (early 1998). Along with the commimity, we have listed
year of research, year of publication, and principal investigator with their affiiation.

The smd.u:s are diverse, i.e., many are the result of full-blown Jewish demographic research resulting
in a comprebensive report while others are more nazrowly focused studics, e.g., planning, marketing,
philanthropy or necds assessment.  We caution that the methodologics and means for acquiring the
sample range from random digit dialing 10 list samples or use of distinctive Jewish narues, as well as
any combination of methods. Since some techniques lend themselves to a more scieitific or accurate
approaches, inclusion on this list does not necessarily indicate CJF’s endbrsement of the study or of lis
methodology.

For Canadian communities, it is important 10 note that the Government of Canada ia its decennial
census asks questions which identify Jews in terms of religion and ethnicity. As a result, a large .
number of deynographic variables are accurately known about Canadian Jewish households, and in
appmx}mndy eight Canadian commuaities data from the two most recent census have resulted in local

Jewish population reports.

Finally, the North American Jewish Dm Bank stores the data tapes and other maierials from nearly 50
community studies and these communitics are indicated on the attached list with an asterisk (%).
Acquisition of these saady materials or the cross-tabulation of data from them can be made available o
Federatiops, their constiruent agencies and 10 academia. To find out more about how to obtain these
items and services, please call Jeff Scheckner, Administrator, North American Jewish Data Bank, at
the CUNY Graduate Center, (212) 642-2178 or the Councll of Jewish Fedcrations Research
Department at (212)

598-3576.
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FIELD WORK
ary | CONDUCTED [N HE_ISBED.IE - W
Alasla ; 1994 1995 . B-um Reisman (Bmdeu u.)
Allentown | 1976. 1977 Martin B. Millison
Amarillo 1951 1992 Myrna Raffkind
*Adants ’_ 1983 © 198§ _Jay Weinstein
. ; 1996 1997 ‘Ira Sheskin
Atsatic County, NJ 1976 1977 /Alan Mallach
" » ¢ . 1985 1986 ‘Gary Tobin
Aastn, TX | 1987 1988 Pamela Nachamie (U. of Texas)
*Baltimore ' 1985 1986 Gary Tubin
*Boston | 1975 1977 Floyd J. Fowler.
Sl { 1985 1987 Floyd ], Fowler and Sherry Iscael
Iy 1995 1987 Floyd J. Fowler and Sherry Israel
Broward County, FL 1997 1997 Ira Sheskin
Buffalo : 1983 1984 Kenueth Rogers (SUNY Buffalo)
= : 1995 1995 Goldhaber Research Associales
Canicn 1997 1997 Rahmut Tavallali
*Chicago i 1981/1982 1985 Peter Fricdman and Eve Weinberg
¥ 1990 U Peter Priedman — Market Facts & ICR
Charlotte, NC | 1996 1998 Ira Sheskin
Cincinnati i 1987 1988 " Connie Hinitz
*Cleveland i 1981 1582 Anq Schorr
e 1987 1988. Ann Schorr
ol 1995 - 1998 :
*Colurnbus, CH 1989 1991 Frank Mot {Ohio State Ugiv.)
*Dallas "1987 1989 Jocelyn Goldbesg — (Rochsstsr Research Group)
Dayton | 1985 1987 Dayton Federation
.» '1 1997 11997 -
Delawaie - 1981 1981 Robert A. Wilson et-al (Univ. of Delawars)
- : 1995 1996 Jack Ukeles and Jra Sheskin
»Denver | "1981 1982 Bruce Phillips and Eleanor Judd
- : 1996 - 1998 Jack Ukeles and Ron Miller
*Detron 1989 1991 Jack Ukeles and Steven Cohen
Eric j 1977 1978 Alan Mallach
Fi. Weyne 1981 1982 Sushil K. Usman
Hacrisourg 1983 1983 Avtam Fox ;
g 0 i 19954 1995 Ira Sheskin (U. Of Miami)
*Harrford '; 1982 1983 Mark Abrahamson
Housron | 1975 1976 . Sam Schulman and Bruce Phillips
= , 1985 - 1988 Bruce Phillips
Kansas City 1976 1977 Albert J. Mayer
o 1985 1986 Gary Tobin
CAWPS\POP.STU\Page 2 of 4
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CITY

Las Vegas
Long Island, NY
*Los Angeles

*Mancheszer, NH
\demp.h.ls

*MetroWest NJ
Middlesex County, NJ
*Miami

*Milwaukes

a4 o

*Minneapolis

L

Mobile

Monmouth Coumy NI

Montreal
Nashville

"now

New Bedford
New Haven
*New Orleans

*New York

® W "

Oklahoma City

Omaha -
*QOrlando i
*Palm Beach, FL
*Palm Springs, CA.
*Philadelphia |

*Phoenix
Pinelias Co., |
(St. Pet:rsburg) FL
*Pittsburgh
Portland. OR
Raritan Valley, NJ
(New Brunswick) !

J8/f

FIELD WORK

CONDUCTED IN PUBLISHEDIN PRIMARY CONSULTANT(S)

1956 U Midwest Reseacch Instinute
1982 1983 Bruce_Phillips

. 1994 1996 Gary Tobin
1986 1988 Steve Coben and Paul Rmerband \CU‘N'Y)
1980 1982 Bruce Phillips
1996 1958
1983 1983 Jeffrey B. Schwamm

1976/77 1977 Richard K. Thowmas and Michael P. Kiby
1950 1990 (Southern Consulting Services) '
1985 1987 Gary Tobin
1990 1991 Madan Kapoor (Middlesex Co. College)
1982 1983 Ira Sheskin
1994 1995 ra Sheskin
1983 1984 . Bruce Phillips
1995 1997 " Ira Sheskin
1981 1982 Lois Geer
1994 1994 Gary Tobin
1981 1983 Southern Consulting Services
1997 P U Ira Sheskin .
1978 1979 Morton Weinfeld and William W. Eatcn
1982 1982 Nancy Hendrix -(Demographic Data Coas.)
1987 1588 S I S
1587 1988 Jocelyn Goldberg-(Rochesier Reseazch Ceanter)
1987 1988 Steven M. Cohen
1986 1988 Gary Tobmn
1981 1984 Steven M. Cohen & Paul Ritterband (CUNY)
1990 1993 Bethamie Horowitz & ICR Survey Research
1982 ’1982 Sally Caldwell
1987 1987 Garth Patts .
1975 1977 Murmay Frost
1934 1935 Gary Tobin
1992 1993 Ira Sheskin
1987 1988 Ira Sheskin
1986 1987 Eve Fielder & Rosinz Bacerra
1983 1985 Willlam Yancey
1995 1998 Egon Mayer & ICR Survey Research & Jjack Ukck
1983 1934 Bruce Phillips ‘
1993 1994 [ra Sheskin
1584 1985 Ann Schorr (Cleveland Federation)
1594 1995 Jewish Healih Care Foundation
1978 1978 Martha Oleinick & Jim Weiss
1980 1980 . R. L. Associates

C\WP\POR STU\Page 3 of 4
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FIELD WORK

g ' CONDUCTED IN PUBLISHED IN  PRIMARY CONSULTANT(S)
*Rhode Island (Providence) 1987 1988 Sidney Goldstein & Calvin Goldscheide
: (Brown U.) . '
*Richmond, VA 1983 1984 Ann Schorr (Cleveland Federation)
L - 1995 © 1998 Ira Sheskin '
*Rochester, NY 1980 - 1981 Peter Regenstreif
oo 1986 1987 _ Gary Tobin and Sylvia B. Fishman
Sacramento 1993 1994 - Tntelliquest
*San Antonlo 1990 1991 Promark Research
*St. Louis 1981 1982 Gary Tobin
. 1993 1996 Gary Tobin
St. Paul : 1581 1982 Lois Geer
we » 1992 1993 Gary Tobin
=San Francisco Bay Area 1986 - 1988 Gary Tobin
=Sarasota ] 1981 1982 - Raymond Wheeler
*Sarasota 1992 1993 Ira Sheskin
Scrantot 1983 198¢ Charles Miller
Seantle 1978 1979 James McCanma
W | 1990 . 2992 University of Washingion
*South Broward, FL 1990 : 1992 Gary Tobin and Ira Sheskin
*Southera N.J. 1991 1993  Jack Ukeles
*South Palm Beach Co., FL 1995 . 1996 Ira Sheskin
Tampa 1980 1981 Raymond Wheeler
% 1995 U Ira Sheskin
*Tidewatesr (Norfolk), VA © 1982 ‘ 1982 - Paul Schollaert and Len Ruchelman
= . | 1988 1989 Len Ruchelman
*Toledo’ 1982 1982 Alan Flaschoer
- 1995 1995 .
Toroneo 1990 1951 Jay Brodbar, Gary Tobia & Alan Reitzes
Trenton, NT | 1975 1975 Alan Mallach
*Washingion, DC | 1983 1985 ~ Gary Tobin
*Worcester _ 1986 1987 Gary Tobin
Youngstown ! 1993 U -
*NIPS . ; 1990 1991 - ICR Survey Research Group

Canada-Census | _ 1981 ) 1983 Government of Canada

U = not published as of March 1598
* = materials stoted with the North American Jewish Data Bank

I8/ - o R C:\WPGIPOP.STUPsge 4 of &



FROM:  Bill Robinson, [74104.3335]
TO: Adam Gamoran, AGamoran
DATE:  6/4/98 4:08 PM

Re: Indicators
Adam,

First, regarding activities for this year... I completed the expanded map of prof. dev. in Cleveland
(which included Cleveland College of J. Studies). However, as far as | know, Gail never met with
Cleveland or provided them with any of the info.

Second, the frequencies for the years (of those born Jews) in the GSS data is:
1973 - 43
1974 - 49
1975 - 25
1976 - 33
1977 - 37
1978 - 31
1980 - 32
1982 - 44
1983 - 50
1984 - 30
1985 - 32
1986 - 33
1987 - 22
1988 - 31
1989 - 28
1990 - 27
1991 - 34
1993 - 35
1994 - 95
1996 - 68
(The survey was not conducted in the missing years: 1979, 1981, 1992, and 1995.)

THIRD, if the first figure was done by cohorts, then the data would be:
Before 1925:
Strong J. ldentity - 41.57

Not Strong . - 49.7%

No Longer . - 8.7%
1925-1949:

Strong J. ldentity - 32.3%

Not Strong J. - 48.7%

No Longer J. - 19.0%

1950 and Later:
Strong J. Identity - 25.57%
Not Strong J. - 52.9%
No Longer J. - 21.6%



Fourth, HOWEVER, when | examine the percentages of J. identity by both year SEPARATELY for each
cohort, there are no clear patterns and a lot of fluctuations EVEN WHEN doing the 5-year averages.

COHORT 1: Strong J identity begins at 38.4. rises to 60.8 (1986) and drops to 25.5. while Not Very
strong J identity does the opposite and No longer J stays fairly steady at 10% (though there are some
fluctuations)

COHORT 2: Strong J identity stay even at about 327%; Not very strong J identity rises from mid to
upper 40's to mid to lower 50's; and No longer J drops from about 20% to 15% (with some
fluctuations)

COHORT 3: Strong J identity go from mid to upper 20's to about 20%; Not very strong J identity rises
from mid 40's to mid 50's and back down to about 50%; while no longer J drops from mid 20's to
about 20% and then back to mid 20's.

So. I'm eyeing the data some more and irying to clarify exactly what's up.... will e-mail my opinion
soon (I hope).

Bill



FROM: Adam Gamoran, 11331333

T0: bill r, 74104,3335

CC: ellen, INTERNET:ellen.goldring@vanderbilt.edu
DATE.  6/17/98 11:11 AM

Re: Copy of: fax
Got it. Looks great!
Here are my questions and comments:

1) Figure 1: this now includes only born Jews, correct? LATER CORRECTION: THIS INCLUDES ONLY
PERSONS WHO SAID THEY WERE RAISED JEWISH, CORRECT?

2) Figure 2: text line three says "forty percent” and line 5 says "52%" but figures look like 42% and
37%, respectively.

3) Figure 3, edit text beginning line 5 to: "Figure 1) can be atiributed to differences among Jews
born in different years.”

4) Figure 3, caption to figure, add the word “survey”: “in Each Survey Year”
5) Figure 4: change title to "Do Intermarriage Rates Differ for Different Age Groups?”

6) Figure 5: | found this page confusing, because the changes in NOT VERY STRONG JEWS leaped out at
me, whereas the text emphasied NO LONGER JEWISH. Can you refocus the text to talk first about the
change in NOT VERY STRONG JEWS, then point out the lack of change in NO LONGER JEWISH?

This suggested change will make it unecessary to refer back to figures 4 and 2. That was confusing.
And you can get it from figure 5 anyway.

7) Methods: 1 had understood previously that there was a question about "religion born”. Now | see
that the question is "religion raised”. That's fine. bul you need to clarify this language throughout
-— get rid of "born”.

8) Methods, bottom paragraph, line 2, change "of which” to "of whom" (also "born” to "raised")
9) Methods, bottom para, first line: 1 would say “All respondents to the GSS who reported being
raised Jewish” instead of "Only those respondents”. Otherwise it isn't clear that those who were
raised Jewish but are not currently Jewish are included.

10) Methods, top para, line 5, "drawn” not "draw”

11) Methods: Need to explain that Figure | uses 5-year moving averages, that's why it stops at 1993.
In fact, 1 would consider pulling this out to 1996, then saying in the methods section that Figure 1
uses 5-year moving averages but 4 yrs for 1995, 3 yrs for 1996. (Hey. why isn't there a 1994 in
Figure 1, you have 5 years for that: 92, 93, 94, 95, 96?)

12) The report needs a more substantive introduction. 1 had previously proposed something and



have now gone back to it and modified it. Here's my latest. 1 am proposing this as the cover page,
instead of the one you faxed. Please try to give it your usual nice formatting. If we use my
proposal, then instead of "SELECT INDICATORS OF JEWISH LIFE" on each page, it would say CIJE
Indicators Report: Jewish Identity, 1977-1996" (or some fraction if that doesn't fit). 1 would leave
our names off the cover and instead add to the methods page: "This report was prepared by the ClJE
Research and Evaluation team: Adam Gamoran (University of Wisconsin, Madison), Ellen Goldring
(Vanderbilt University). and Bill Robinson (CIJE Staff Researcher).” (I know I'm giving you more for
the methods page, you can use a smaller font so it will all fit on one page.)

My proposed cover:
ClJE Indicators Report: Jewish ldentity, 1977-1996

IN A BOX AT THE TOP OR OTHERWISE SET OFF: The Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education (CIJE) is
committed to revitalizing Jewish life in North America through Jewish Education. The CHE Indicators
Project is monitoring the educational system and its outcomes. This report focuses on the strength
of Jewish identity, an outcome of Jewish education and a key indicator of a thriving Jewish
community.

How Strong Is One’s Jewish Identity?
Seeing one's Jewishness as central to one's life is a defining feature of a thriving Jewish life.

There are many ways to measure changes in Jewish identity. The General Social Survey, which
questions a random sample of American adults every year, asks respondents about the religion in
which they were raised, their current religion, and the strength of their religious identification. How
strong is the Jewish identity of American Jewish adults, and how has Jewish identity changed in
recent years?

13) Is it supposed to be "a thriving Jewish life” or "a thriving Jewish community” -- please check
the earlier documents.

14) In conclusion, 1 think (a) basically the cover and figure 5 need to be revised, otherwise it is
really GOOD and practically READY to share with our CIJE colleagues; and it ALREADY GIVES ME
ENOUGH TO USE AT MY PRESENTATION AT THE WORLD CONGRESS OF SOCIOLOGY! Hurray!

15) For that purpose. will you please make me color slides of just the figures, without the text. You
can leave the questions in CAPS as they are (with a revised question for Figure 5), that would be
cool, but delete the answers. Please make the figures the size of the whole page if possible but
don't knock yourself out enlarging them. If leaving the CJE logo on the page is feasible, that would
be a bonus. Perhaps it would be best to fax me the pages before you take them in to be made into
slides, so | can have one more Jook. At that time I'll give you an address to send them to (not

here.)
Looking forward to wrapping up this phase,

Adam
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HAS THE STRENGTH OF JEWISH IDENTITY CHANGED OVER TIME?

Yes. Over the

100%
past twenty years r [
the proportion of A —[ Legend |

Jews who refer to . Strang Jewish Identity

themselves as

"strong Jews" has 0%

declined. Inthe

years from 1976 1« 0%

1985, between 50%
40%

BB Yoy Smagovish lenciy
B elogjovish

35% and 40% of
aduits reported
having a strong
Jewish identity. B.
1993, that figure
had declined to
29%.
Simultaneously, o% CEe Ay F ’ o p A

the proportion of 1877 1680 | 1883 \ 1985 | 1987 | 1989 | 1991

Jews who refer tc 1976 1878 1882 1984 1988 1988 1890 1063
themselves as "no”

very strong Jews" Figure 1: Strength of Jewish Identity

has increased fror-

51% to 57%.

During the same period. the proportion of born Jews who as adults reported no longer
being Jewish has r=m.1ned close to 14%.
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DOES THE STRENGTH OF JEWISH IDENTITY DIFFER FOR DIFFERENT
AGE GROUPS?

Yes. If we examine the strength of Jewish identity by year of birth, then a similar
paftern emerges t: that shown in Figure 1. The proportion of adult Jews who reported
having a strong Jewish identity is smaller among younger Jews. Forty percent of Jews
born before 1925 and
52% of Jews born
between 1925 an Legend

1949 refer to 7] B streng Jewish Identicy
themselves as "stiong B Mot Very Strong Jewish Identity

Jews." Only 24% !

Jews born in 1952 o . Nolenger Jewlsh | S——
after refer to
themselves as "strng
et e e I | e o
Correspondingly. ine

proportion of Jews

who refer to

themselves as "no!

very strong Jews' 1«

greater among thasie

born in 18950 or aftr I _

The proportion of l;orr Bom Before 1925 Born 1950 or Aftet

Jews who as aduit Born 1925 - 1949
reported no longe!

being Jewish a5 Figure 2: Strength of Jewish Identity by Year of Birth

remained the sam
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ARE CHANGES IN JEWISH IDENTITY OVER THE YEARS RELATED TO
GENERATIONAL CHANGES?

Yes. Much of the
decline in the 1
strength of Jewist
identity (as

highlighted in

Figure 1) can be
attributed to birtr

and death. Jews

born in 1950 or

after were a

greater proportion

of the Jewish
population in 1892
than in 1976. In [ oors Betwecs 1925 2 1849
1976, 13% were ' B Sern Betere 1928

born in 1950 or e | ; 1
after. In 1993, L1977 l 1980 1 1983 l 1985
44% were born in 1976 1978 1982 1964 1986 1968 1000 1003

1950 or after. . .

Comespondingly Figure 3: Proportion of Birth Coherts in Each Year
the proportion of

Jews born before 1925 has decreased. For the same period, the proportion of Jews
born between 182 ar 1949 has remained about 40%.

§88 58334588

3
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DOES INTERMARRIAGE RATES ALSO DIFFER FOR DIFFERENT AGE
GROUPS?

Yes. The
proportion of
intermarried Jews s
greater among
Jews born in 195C
or after. Fifty-four
percent of adult
Jews born in 1950
or after reported
being married to a
non-Jewish spous:
Only 17% of Jews

born before 1925 Legend

reported being —

madiad da s Do L_l Spouse Not jewish D 0 e |
Jewish spouse. B Spouse jewish o
The figure for Jew:

e e o es.  Bom Before 1925 Born 1950 or After
and 1949 is 22% Born 1925 - 1849

Figure 4: Intermarriage Rate by Year of Birth
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ARE INTERMARRIED JEWS STAYING JEWISH?

Yes. As highlighted in Figure 4, Jews born in 1950 or after have the highest proportion
of intermarriages. However, as indicated in Figure 2, they have the same proportion of
born Jews who as aduits reported being no longer Jewish. Figure 5 illustrates the
relationship of intermz-riage to Jewish identity for all three birth cohorts.

o Strang (¥ Strong Net Ne
SR S mL iy
Born Befora 1925 Born 1850 or After

Born 1825 - 1849

Figure 5: Rates of Intemarriage and Strength
of Jewish Identity by Birth Cohort

About half of the Jews vorn before 1950 who intermarried reported being no longer
Jewish. Only abou: one-quarter of Jews born in 1950 or after were no longer Jewish.
Unlike those born earlier most (65%) intermarried Jews born in 18950 or after have
retained their Jewis - (dentity (though not a very strong Jewish identity.)
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METHODS

The data for the preceding analyses was obtained from the General Social Survey
(GSS) for the years %77 through 1996, which was conducted under the auspices of
the National Opin'on Research center (NORC) at the University of Chicago. (Surveys
were not conducted \n 1979, 1981, 1992, and 1995.) Each GSS involves an
independently drs w random sample of English-speaking persons 18 years of age or
over, living in non-institutional arrangements within the United States. The GSS yields
a wide range of demoagraphic, behavioral, and opinion data on a variety of social,
political, and relig ous issues.

The following questions from the GSS were the source of the data on Jewish identity
and intermarriage

. Current Religious Identity: What is your religious preference? |s it Protestant,
Catholic, Je: vis*:. some other religion, or no religion?

. Strength of (Current) Religious Identity: Would you call yourself a strong
(give preference indicated in preceding question) or not a very strong (give
preference ndicated in preceding question)?

. Religlon Raised In what religion were you raised?

. Spousa's Current Religion: /n what religion was your (husband/Mwifs) raised?
(This quest »n was not asked in 1996.)

Only those respondents to the GSS who reported being raised Jewish were included in
the analyses. This yieided a total of 739 respondents who were born Jewish, of which
431 were married at the time of the survey. After excluding cases with missing data,
the total number o! resoondents on the question of Jewish identity was 670 and on the
question of intermiirnage was 372. In the final analysis, which examined both the
strength of Jewish ‘de~tity and intermarriage, the total number of respondents was 338.

6
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To: Adam Garorin, Mandel Institute
From: Bill Robin:on
Re: Indicators roject Mock-Up of GSS Data

Date: June 17, 199

7 pages, includ. cover
Adam,
These are actuall. in COLOR.

Bill



FROM:  Bill Robinson, [74104,3335]
TO: Adam Gamoran, AGamoran
DATE: 6/18/98 1:38 AM

Re: fax revised

Adam,

I'm faxing you the revised Indicators Report. Please take especial note of the following changes:
1. Use of the phrase "raised as Jews" in Figure 1.

2. The whole text in Figure 5. BUT, I LEFT THE QUESTION AS IS. Did you want it changed?

3. The cover - | changed your text in one place to read: “... in which they were raised, their AND
THEIR SPOUSE'S current religion, and the strength of their religious .." And, I didn't put the CIJE

description in a "see-able” box.

4. Methods -- | made your requested changes, but please note the slight change in the last
sentence (before the authorship).

9. LASTLY, the quote is ".. a thriving Jewish life.” BUT, ] think that "... a thriving Jewish
community” is better. So. I switched it.

Bill
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The Coundil for Initiatives i- |ew: 1 Education (CIJE) is committed to revitalizing Jewish life E}?U"C“
in North America through J¢ w137 education. The CIJE Indicators Project is monitoring the inliatves
educational system amd /%5 tuten res, This report focuses on the strength of Jewish identity, ewish

an outcome of Jewish educi » -1 a key indicator of a thriving jewish community. N0

CLE Iictoe Renor: Jowih entity 10771006

How Strong is One's Jewish ldentity?

Secing one's ewishiness as ceniral fo on¢'s Ee i
& Gefning feature of a thiving Jewish commmeny

There are many ways to measure changes in Jewish identity. The
General Sacia! Survey, which questions a random sample of American
adults every year asks respondents about the religion in which they
were raised, their and their spouse's current religion, and the strength
of their religicus identity. How strong is the Jewish identity of
American Jewist: adults, and how has Jewish identity changed in
recent years?
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HAS THE STRFNGTH OF JEWISH IDENTITY CHANGED OVER TIME?

Yes. Over the past 100%
twenty years, the Legend

80%

proportion of Jew : g 4 |dent

who refer to 80% . trongJevish ﬁ“l’i _
0% . Not Very Streng Jewish Identity
60%

themselves as "s: o
B Nolonge Jevsh

Jews" has decline

In 1876, 35% of

adu}ts reported 50%
having a strong

Jewish identity. Fiy 40% -
1993, that figure - 2
declined to 29% =
Simultaneously, the 20%
proportion of Jew: 10%
who refer to

themssalves as "n:t 0% g e '['—‘ 1 i N I } ® i | : |

S M o oy 11977 1 1980 | 1983 | 1985 ' 1987 | 1989 | 1991
WICTRRNGE.. 11 the 1976 1978 1982 1984 1986 1983 1090 1963
years from 1976 | .

1985, between 47 : " : .

0 50% of adults Figure 1: Strength of Jewish Identity

reported not havirg z :

very strong Jewist identity. In1993, this figure had risen to 55%. During the same
period, the propo tior: of persons raised as Jews who as aduits reported no longer
being Jewish has e:ained-close to-15%, (with the exception of the year 1981):
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DOES THE STRENGTH OF JEWISH IDENTITY DIFFER FOR DIFFERENT
AGE GROUPS»

Yes. The propor:on nf adult Jews who reported having a strong Jewish identity is
smaller among ycunger Jews. Forty-two percent of Jews born before 1925 refer to
themselves as "si-on: Jews.” Among Jews born between 1925 and 1949, the figure
is 32%. Only 26

Jews born in 18501 o : |

afterreported havng | P ——
a strong Jewish B strong Jewish Identity
identity. B Mot Very Strong jewish Identity

Correspondingly, ths
proportion of Jew:
who refer to
themselves as "naot
very strong Jews s
greatest among thos:
born in 1850 or ater
While only a smz!
proportion of thos«
persons born befi-e
1925 who were ri: g4
as Jews no longe:

consider themselves -
Jewish, about 20" 4! Born Before 1825 Bom 1925 - 1949 Born 1850 or After

Jews born after 1492=

have assimilated Figure 2: Strength of Jewish Identity by Year of Birth
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ARE CHANGES IN JEWISH IDENTITY OVER THE YEARS RELATED TO
GENERATIONAL CHANGES?

Yes. Much of the 100%
decline in the

strength of Jew:s! e
identity (as 80%
highlighted m‘F s THLCI——
1) can be attribut:

to differences 80%
among Jews borr 50%
different years.

Jews born in 195 40%
or after were a 30%
greater proportior of

the Jewish 0%
population in 193 10%
than in 1976. In %

ot R Sy 1077 | 1980 | 198 | 1985 | 1907 | 1989 | 1081

after. In 1993 4< 1976 1978 1982 1984 1988 1088 1990 1883

\;?;;::m In 1950 rigure 3: Proportion of Birth Cohorts in Each Survey Year

Correspondingly,
the proportion of . ews born before 1925 has decreased. For the same period, the
proportion of Jew: h<-n between 1925 and 1949 has remainad about 40%.

B Gors Botvess 1025 & 1949
B Sern Before 1028
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DO INTERMARRIAGE RATES ALSO DIFFER FOR DIFFERENT AGE

GROUPS?

Yes. The
proportion of
intermarried Jews s
greater among
Jews born in 195!
or after. Fifty-foui
percent of adult
Jews born in 195.
or after reported
being married to -
non-Jewish spou:e
Only 16% of Jew:
born before 1825
reported being
married to a nen-
Jewish spouse.
The figure for Jews
born between 1925
and 1949 is 22%

Logend

B spouse Not Jewish

—_—

Born Before 1925

Born 1925 - 1849

Born 1850 or After

Figure 4: Intermarriage Rate by Year of Birth



85/18/1998 B1:29 48499808648 BILL ROBINSON - CIJE PAGE 87

oo
s ot i ety 107710 e

0ae's dovishness 2 cosiral b ome's £
& efing leste of (g Jowich oopsly

ARE INTERMARRIED JEWS STAYING JEWISH?

Recently, yes.
About three-
quarters of
intermarried Jew:
born in 1950 or
after have retained
their Jewish
identity, though
most see
themselves as "r:*
very strong Jews |
Among Jews borr ;’:’."‘ N
before 1950, ont, s s::_' 'j:‘!'
half of those whc -

intermarried Born Before 1925 Born 1950 or ARer
remained Jewish Born 1925 - 1849

ekt Figure 5: Rates of Intemarriage and Strength

:ztgg?‘ae rr";gi 2} ) of Jewish Identity by Birth Cohort

bornin 1850 or
after, this has no’ ren:ulted in a corresponding high rate of assimilation.
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METHODS

The data for the preceding analyses was obtained from the General Social Survey (GSS) for the
years 1977 through 1394, which was conducted under the auspices of the National Opinion
Research center (N.)RC: at the University of Chicago. (Surveys were not conducted in 1878,
1881, 1892, and 19557 Each GSS involves an independently drawn random sample of English-
speaking persons 1+ verars of age or over, living in non-institutional arrangements within the
United States.

The following questinns, from the GSS were the source of the data on Jewish identity and
intermarriage.

. Current Religious Identity: What is your religious preference? Is it Protestent, Catholic,
Jewish, sura: 2*er religion, or no religion?

. Strongth of {Current) Religlous Identity: Would you call yourself a strong (give
preference indicated in preceding question) or not a very strong (give preference
indicated in j:ren=ding question)?

. Religion Raised 'n whal religion were you raised?
. Spouse’s Current Rellglon: /n what religion was your (husband/wife) raised?

All respondents to the GSS who reported being raised Jewish were included in the analyses.
This yielded a total of 723 respondents who were raised as Jews, of whom 431 were married at
the time of the surve::  After excluding cases with missing data, the total number of respondents
on the question of Jiwish identity was 670 and on the question of intermarriage was 372. In the
final analysis, which 2xa™ined both the strength of Jewish identity and intermarriage, the total
number of respondents was 338, In calculating the percentages used in Figures 1 and 3, 5-year
moving averages we' e @mployed.

This report was prepared by the CIE Research and Evaluation team:
Adam Gamoran (University of Wisconsin, Madison), Ellen Golrdring
(Vanderbilt University), and Bill Robinson (CIJE Statf Researcher).



FROM:  Bill Robinson, [74104.,3335]
TO: Adam Gamoran, AGamoran
DATE:  6/18/98 9:27 AM

Re: on new fax
Adam,

I'm faxing you the revised-revised set of pages for the Indicators project. All my prior comments
on the earlier e-mail hold.

In addition, figure 2 has received major alterations!!! (I had used the data for married Jews before.)
This is now correct, but it makes the story harder to tell, since it shows a marked increase in the
“no longer Jewish” category between the 1st and 2nd cohorts.

However, | still think the story-line works!

1. Strong J. identity is decreasing and Not very strong J. identity is increasing, while assimilation
(no longer J.) is holding.

2. The changes observed in years are primarily due to the incoming of a younger cohort (born 1950
or after), with a similar rate of assimialtion to the middle cohort.

3. This younger cohort has a high intermarriage rate (as also described in NJPS90). YET, this does
NOT result in correspondingly high levels of assimilation. Rather, intermarried Jews are maintaing
their Jewish identity, albeit it not a strong one.

PLEASE READ THE NEW PAGES WITH AN EAR FOR CLARIFYING THE STORY-LINE.

Please note also minor chnages to the data levels in fgures 1, 4, and 5. Lastly, | decided NOT to
include a '94 and '96 data point in figures 1 and 3, because it muddles the observed pattern (which
it may not when the next GSS series is completed and 1 could do a 5-year average).

Bill



TO: Bill Robinson, [74104,3335]
Re: on new fax

Here are my comments on the latest version (the one sent after you discovered the error in figure
2):

General: 1 agree the story line still works. | have a slight change for the text on Figure 1 which will
help. In the latest fax | can't tell any difference among the categories on the bar graphs, but 1
assume it is all perfectly clear in color. Any place in my comments below where | have given a
specific percentage, | have estimated. Please check all of my estimates —- | can't really distinguish
the points on the graphs very well.

Cover page -- Looks good.

Figure 1 —- Rewrite last three sentences as follows:

“In 1976, 50% of adults reported not having a very strong Jewish identity. By 1993, that figure had
risen to 55%. Meanwhile, the proportion of persons raised as Jews who as adults reported no longer
being Jewish drifted slightly upward from about 147 to 16%."

—————————— alternate for last sentence: "Meanwhile, the proportion of persons raised as Jews who
as adults reported no longer being Jewish has remained relatively stable at around 157 in most
survey years."

Figure 2 —- looks good -- make sure legend colors match the figure -- looks off to me but who
can tell from a black and white fax?

Figure 3 -- looks good
Figure 4 —- looks good -- again | can't read the colors but assume it looks good in color

Figure 5 -- 1 like the figure, but would totally revise the text. beginning with the question. Here is
my proposal:

"IS THE STRENGTH OF JEWISH IDENTITY RELATED TO INTERMARRIAGE RATES?

Yes. For all three cohorts, very few of those who described themselves as “strong Jews" were
married to a non-Jewish spouse. Intermarriage rates are higher among those less strongly
identified. In the most recent cohort (those born in 1950 or later). in particular, about half of those
who describe themeselves as "not very strong Jews” were intermarried, and almost all of those who
were no longer Jewish were married to non-Jews.

Of course, these data do not reveal whether a weakened Jewish identity leads to intermarriage, or
vice versa. But they show that the GSS question about religious identity is useful indicator of Jewish
life, in that it is closely related to a key mechanism of continuity.

Methods page -- looks good
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How Strong is One's Jewish Identity?
Seeis one's Jewishness 25 oentral to on's Be s
2 definng feature of  thriving Jowish comssimy

There are many ways to measure changes in Jewish identity. The
General Social Survey, which questions a random sample of American
adults every year. asks respondents about the religion in which they
were raised, their,and their spouse's current religion, and the strength
of their religious’identity. How strong is the Jewish identity of
American Jewish adults, and how has Jewish identity changed in
recent yearsr?
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HAS THE STRFNGTH OF JEWISH IDENTITY CHANGED OVER TIME?

Yes. Over the pas! 1
twenty years, the
proportion of Jews
who refer to
themselves as “strong
Jews" has decline:!

In 1976, 35% of
adults reported
having a strong
Jewish identity. B
1993, that figure h 1d
declined to 29%
Simultaneously, tr
proportion of Jews
who refer to .

themselves as "n¢ W | e e [ pemme o

bt sl i 1977 | 1980 | 1983 | 1985 ' 1987 | 1989 | 1991
50% of adults 1976 1978 1982 1984 1986 1988 1980 1983
reported not having a : ; - :

o o Joneish Figure 1: Strength of Jewish Identity

identity. By 1993,

that figure had risen 10 55%. Meanwhile, the proportion of persons raised as Jews who
as adults reported "o nnger being Jewish has remained relatively stable at around
15% in most surve - years.
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DOES THE STRENGTH OF JEWISH IDENTITY DIFFER FOR DIFFERENT
AGE GROUPS?

Yes. The proport:on of adult Jews who reported having a strong Jewish identity is
smaller among younger Jews. Forty-two percent of Jews born before 1925 refer to
themselves as "st-ong Jews.”" Among Jews born between 1925 and 1949, the figure is
32%. Only 26% o°
Jews born in 1950 or

after reported havi~¢ | LR N

o o Yol (i . iy | [

ié-'entity. ’ [ ot Very Streng jewish identity
orrespondingly. e , ewish

et s | B Yolengerjewsh | .

who refer to -

themselves as "nz!

very strong Jews”
greatest among thuse
born in 1930 or aftar
While only a smal
proportion of those
persons born befo|«
1925 who were ra g
as Jews no longer :
consider themselves BOm BBfOI'e 1925 mm 1950 or Aﬁer

Jewish, about 20%. of Bom 1925 - 1849
Jews born after 1£./5

have assimiatee . Figure 2: Strength of Jewish Identity by Year of Birth
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ARE CHANGES IN JEWISH IDENTITY OVER THE YEARS RELATED TO
GENERATIONAL CHANGES?

Yes. Much of the 100% —
decline in the
strength of Jewish
identity (as
highlighted in Figu-e
1) can be aftribute:-
to differences
among Jews borr
different years.
Jews born in 1950
or after were a
greater proportion -*
the Jewish
population in 1992
than in 1976. In
1976, 13% were
born in 1950 or
after. In 1993, 44¢
were born in 1950 Figure 3: Proportion of Birth Cohorts in Each Survey Year
Correspondingly.

the proportion of J>ws born before 1925 has decreased. For the same period, the
proportion of Jews horn between 1925 and 1949 has remained about 40%.

" SEERERERE

197¢ 1978 1982 1984 19868 1888 1990 1983
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DO INTERMARRIAGE RATES ALSO DIFFER FOR DIFFERENT AGE
GROUPS?

Yes. The
proportion of
intermarried Jews
greater among N .
Jews born in 1950
or after. Fifty-four
percent of adult
Jews born in 1950
or after reported
being married tc 5
non-Jewish spous:
Only 16% of Jews

born before 1925 Bl SpouseNotjewish .. ...
ﬁs?rirézdt:‘::nngon— - AENE J _
Tl L
born between 192:

Pl ety e Figure 4: Intermarriage Rate by Year of Birth

86
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IS THE STRENGTH OF JEWISH IDENTITY RELATED TO
INTERMARRIAGE RATES?

Yes. For all three |
of those who i

described themse ves
as "strong Jews"
were married to a
non-Jewish spous::
Intermarriage rate:
are higher among
those less strongl.

Nen-jewish Spouse
Jowish Speusa

identified. In irong

particular, for Jew: Streng Net Streng Net  Ne
born in 1950 or after - %b—w - ?u':n': - ;:y-;s.m."
about half of those: dows aa

who describe Born Before 1925 Born 1925 - 1 Bomn 1850 or After
themselves as "no: n 1825 - 1949

very strong Jews"

were intermarried Figure 5: Rates of Intemarriage and Strength

and almost all of of Jewish Idontlty by Birth Cohort

those who were n¢

longer Jewish wer= married to non-Jews.

Of course, these data 4o not reveal whether a weakened Jewish identity leads to
intermarriage or vice versa. Nevertheless, they show that the General Social Survey
question about rel gious identity is useful indicator of Jewish life, in that it is closely
related to a key mizchianism of continuity.
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METHODS

were
The data for the preceding analyses was obtained from the General Social Survey (GSS) for the
years 1977 through ‘996, which was conducted under the auspices of the National Opinion
Research center (N)RC: at the University of Chicago. (Surveys were not conducted in 1978,
1981, 1992, and 19¢% ) Each GSS involves an independently drawn random sample of English-
speaking persons 1 ye:s-s of age or over, living in non-institutional arrangements within the
United States.

The following questinns from the GSS were the source of the data on Jewish identity and
intermarriage.

. Current Religious Identity: What is your religious preference? Is it Protestant, Catholic,
Jewish, som:: othar religion, or no religion?

. Strength of (Current) Religious Identity: Would you call yourself a strong (give
preference ir.:Jicated in preceding question) or not a very strong (give preference
indicated it v eceing question)?

. Religion Raised /n what religion were you raised?
. Spouse's Current Religion: /n what religion was your (husband/wife) raised?

All respondents 1o the GSS who reported being raised Jewish were included in the analyses.
This yielded a tota! of 739 respondents who were raised as Jews, of whom 431 were married at
the time of the surve: After excluding cases with missing data, the total number of respondents
on the question of Jewish identity was 670 and on the question of intermarriage was 372. In the
final analysis, which rxamined both the strength of Jewish identity and Intermarriage, the total
number of responderis was 338. In calculating the percentages used in Figures 1 and 3, 5-year
moving averages we' > riiployed.

This report was prepared by the CIJE Research and Evaluation team:
Adam Gamoran (University of Wisconsin, Madison), Ellen Golrdring
(Vanderhilt University), and Blll Robinson (CIJE Staff Rasearcher).





