
3101 Clifton Ave, Cincinnati, Ohio 45220 
 513.487.3000 

AmericanJewishArchives.org 

MS-831: Jack, Joseph and Morton Mandel Foundation Records, 1980–2008. 
Series D: Adam Gamoran Papers. 1991–2008. 

Subseries 4: The Jewish Indicators Project, 1996–2000. 

Box Folder 
 66   6 

Gamoran, Adam, et al. "CIJE Indicators Report: Jewish Identity 
1977-1996, How Strong Is One's Jewish Identity?" Overhead 

slides for presentation, 1998. 

For more information on this collection, please see the finding aid on the 
American Jewish Archives website. 



02/08/1998 00:11 4049980860 BILL ROBINSON - CIJE PAGE 01 

facsimile 
TRAN SM IT T A L -------- ------- --------
to: 
fax#: 
re: 

date: 
pages: 

Adam, 

f\[)Ai''-.. 1 CAM.ORAN (Mandel Institute) 
0 I 1-• 1 72-2-566·2837 
Ind ic ,tors - draft model 
Jan u;1ry 22, 1990 
6 . 1111 luding cover sheet. 

Please find follc)\\'i 1; l; five draft pages from a model indicators rc:port. They illustrate 
some of the typ,;, < 1 data we con obtain: 
• 1fa r ;1 ! , milar to our educators reports; 
• da · ;, , 1: educators we had not collected but connected to CIJE's view of 

ch.11w,· 
• 
• 
• 
• 

'. 
d:i ; :1 ~,~parated by type of Jewish day school; 
co•11p.-rative data to private and public schools; 
co 1n p .- r:u ive dat a to the non-Jewish population~ 
sdF,:t ,iata on Jewish college students; 

• .111 I · ,niparative data over time. for the same population . 

TI,ere were m:1n ,., he-r pieces of data that I could have reported , such as financial 
incentives for J> 'P'. •,sional development. tc:.a.ching and administrative experience of 
principals in d:1·; :., !lOols, comparison of current religion and religion raised. and 
college student ~ ,:· ·ndance at church. If any of these (or others) seem particularly 
interesting we o r :~1ake up another page. 

I am still editin ~ 1 h ·in for the look (i.e., size of 
wording in graph. ,•re.). But, I wanted to get it 
out to you alre;, t l·. 

Hope all is well ,r HaeJ, 
Bill 

Frcm the desk of ... 

Bill Robinson 
Staff Researcher 

CIJE 
I 525 Wocd Creek Trail 
Roswell, Georgia 3007 6 

(770) 552-0930 
Fax: (170) 998-0860 
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GOAL# I: ED·.,( 1\ TORS WHO ARE PJCHLY PRE.PARED AND COMMITTED 
TO ONGOING !x :·JFE5S/ONAL DEVELOPMENT 

HOW PREPARED J\RE DA¥ SCHOOL PRINCIPALS?1 

To be richly prepared for prof esslonal leadership of a Jewish day school, 
principals require formal training in education, Jewish studies, and 
admlnlstratton. d~AAed a& hnln& a-degree or certlflcatlon.ln .. thoseareas. 

Half of the pnnc1pa1 :- working in 
Jewish day schoo·r-; lack training 
in either educatiori ::,r Jewish 
studies. Eighty-f,\·f:' percent have 
a degree or cert,fh::,tion in 
education, and G0°~ have formal 
training in Jew,~·.h ! -' Jdies. Five 
percent do not t-,a,, , formal 
training in either !3r ~:a 

Agure l: E:ictent of Profemanal Training ol Ptindpala 
In General &iucatton aod Jewtab. Studlee 

---- . ----~ 
One-third of the pr •1cipals in 
Jewish day school·~ have training in 
administration Tt1 ·; 1s compared to 
60% in private ~.cti · ·:>Is throughout 
the United Sta te-·~ 

j, 

! 

.,.. 

~----------·--=t=--·· 
JEWISH DAY SCHOOLS AL1. PRIVATE SCHOOLS 

Figure 2: EXlCD.t of Pxofosdonal Training 

--- ·r v J I, 

of~-in Administration 

1 Data o~t a ,n :ri fi-om the Schools and Staffing Survey{ 1992. ~ .,.. 1 
,-Q/\ ~ i VV'-t c.tS UJ-, 
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GOAL# I: ED-~_it· 11 TORS WHO ARE RICHLY PREPARED AND COMMITTED 
TO ONGOING P'~'JFE5S/ONAL DEVELOPMENT 

HOW COMMITTED TO ONGOING PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ARE DAY 
SCHOOL TEACHERS?1 

PAGE 03 

Ongoing professional development for teachers Is essential to their renewal 
and grm.th as educational professionals. In addition to acquiring new 
teaching methods and awareness of new educational technologies, 
educators also nc~ed opportunities tor sustained, In-depth study of subJed 
matter. 

Ninety-percent of lP.achers in 
Jew ish day school participated in 
some type of profe:, sional 
development dur,nn the year. 
The overwhelmi'1Q rriajority (75%) 
of teachers learne~ about new 
methods for teach , ·:g Only 15% 
studied subject 1Nr 1,~r in-depth 
for 9 hours or m J:"1=: 

W hile only a small :--iinority of 
teachers (15%) 13ngaged in 
sustained, in-depth study of 
subject matter. alrrr:: st all of them 
(85%) reported lha, .t had a 
strong impact on tl"\F:m. In 
comparison, onl I t, ~ % of 
teachers who focused on 
teaching methods re•ported the 
same. 

- - - - - -·. ···--

F~ 3: Exte:at of Participation in Profcnional 
Development {)ppo(tunitiea 

1 Data-ohtai n~ d from the Schools and Staffing Survey 1992. 
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GOAL# I: EDi_,iC.~ TORS WHO ARE RJCHLY PREPARED AND COMMITTED 
TO ONGOING P~ '. '.)FESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

HOW ANANCIAIJ. Y SUPPORTIVE ARE THE DAY SCHOOLS?1 

To recruit and retain qualffled educators, Jewish day sdlools must cffer 
competttlve salaries and benefits. 

Table I : Teachers' Average Salaries 

PAGE 04 

The average teachers' salary in Jewish 
day schools ranges from $22,104 to 
$29,274. This is n,~1her than the average 
teacher salary for c, :: private schools -
$21 ,898. 

Type of School 
Hebrew Day 
Solomon Schecter 
Other Jewish 

Average Base Salary 
$22,104 
$29,274 
$26,939 

Total Private 
Total Public 

$21,898 
$34,189 

The percentages of teachers receiving medical and dental insurance in Jewish day 
schools is substantially less than in all private schools. Fifty-one percent of teachers in 
Solomon Scheoer Day 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:5 ' eceive pensions. 

Table 2: Teacher{ Benefits: Percentage of teachers who receive specific benefits 

Type of School Type of Benefit 
Medical Dental Pen:sion 

Hebrew Day 35.8% 7.7% 28.6% 
Solomon Scheerer 45.8% 21.4% 51.0% 
Other Jewish 33.5% 14. l¾ 27.2% 

TocaJ Privace 60.1% 35.7% 47.2% 
Total Public 87.3% 65.8% 62.7% 

- -- .-- ... 

1 Data obtamd from Schools and Staffing Survey 1992. 
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S8JCT INOCAT~ a: J~ u~ 
GOAL# 2: STRO.~J(; JEWISH IDENTITY 

HOW STRO~ ONE'S JEWISH IDENTITY?' 

Seeing one's Jewi~hness as central to one's llfe Is a denning feature of a 
thriving Jewish llf e.. 

Fifty percent of Jev.·:; reported their 
Jewish identity as -..e:ry strong. Forty 
percent indicate.j tri-:1t their Jewish 
identity is not very :~trong, and 10% 
stated that it is sorr i~\J\lh~t strong. 

flgure 5: Strength of Jewish ldentlty 

Among those Jews !"eporting a very strong Jewish identity, 40% indicated that they 
attend reljgious services at least twice a month. Another 40% attend about once a 
month. Among tho:7e Jews not reporting a strong Jewish identity, only 15% attend at 
least twice a mont~ and 50% reported attending only once or twice a year. In 
comparison, 65% ,:.f non-Jews who indicated a strong religious identity reported 
attending religiaul:, <;;ervices at least twice a month. 

L -e_.....d 

• ~;;._ ... :·~-:=--. ~ Jt . 
~ J A c '- -• .. • <>_,... • -.r.,•r •' 

, .... I -•-· ··---

StronM Jc,, 1 ,,h Tdontlty Not Strona St:ron. R..ellaloua 
.1ewiab 14-ntity Identtty - Non..J-

F.i,aiur~ 6 : Attendance at Rcliaious Services (Grouped by 
Stronglh ,, r ReUgioua Identity - J~ah and Non- Jc:wish) 

1 Data ob1a1ri.J from the General Social Survey 1992. 

PAGE 05 
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GOAL #4: CONC~RN WITH SOCIAL JUSTICE 

HOW IMPORTANT IS COMMUNITY SERVICE11 

Grounded In prophetic teachings, the c.oncern for soclal Justice Is so 
central to Judaism that It must be understood as a defining feal'tire of a 
thriving Jewish community. 

As college sophorno:-es in 1988, 
50% of Jews viewed -:-:ommunity 
service as very important. As 
seniors and two years after 
college, only 30% of these same 
Jews saw communI1·1.- service as 
important. 

As college sophomores, 30% of 
Jews partici ated in ,;ommunity 
service work at leasl once a week. 
As-coll~e seniors. 2§% aid­
community service work at least 
once a week. Two y~ars after 
college, only 10% of !~ese 
graduates engaged in community 
service at least or-ce a weak. 
While the importance- of 
community service r8rnains stable 
after college, partic1p8tion drops 
substantially. 

----------

~ 

• v.., ~ 
• SoneMlolll---
0 Net ,.,_ All 11:npor-.& 

' 111112 

Figure 7: Importance of Community Service 

Legw:id 

• Att.-OsxaaW.-
• 1.-.ThanOnc:eaW..k 
D l'w..rorfarely 

1981-~ 1CIG0-8enlor 19Q2 

Figure 8= Extent of Participation in 
Community Service Work 

PAGE 06 

1Data obtaint~ct f rr1m the National Educational Longitudinal Study of 1988 and follow-up 
studies. 
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facsimile 
TRAN SM I T 1 A L 
. ...... ~- .. 

fu#: 
re: 
date: 
pages: 

Adam, 

ADl\f\·1 GAMORAN (Mandel Institute) 
01 ! -972-2-566-2837 
Pn~ tend Indicators Report - REVISED 
Fe :> ru::trv 10, 1998 
6 . inc luding cover sheet. 

Here are the Pvi!-ed pages. 

Concerning str•:.·n~th of Jewish identity, the question is: "Would you call 
yourself a strong ' PREFERENCE NAMED IN Q. I 04) or not a very 
strong (PREfI: Rf 'JCE NAMED IN Q. 104)?'1 Question 104 asks for 
their religiolls I ) r i, rerence? 

Bill 

Fror. the desk of ... 

Bill Rooinson 
Staff Researcher 

CIJE 
I S25 Wood Creek Trail 
Roswell, Georgia 30076 

(770) 552-0930 
Fax: (770) 998-0860 
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GOAL# I: ED,. !(?:TORS WHO ARE RJCHLY PREPARED AND COMMITTED 
TO ONGOING ?R.OFE5SIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

HOW PREPARE O .I\RE DAY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS?1 

PAGE 02 

To be richly prepared for professional leadership of a Jewish day sdlGOI, 
prl;adpaJs i,equire formal training In edut.atlon, Jelrish studies, and 
admlnl§tra11on , d~flned as ha\ting a degree or certification In those areas. 

• Fermo! PNpanlloa ... UNallDa CWy 

• r..n.1rr1,, a11o111aa.d1Areaa 
!I Fernnal ,.,...._..In,_.... StNIN Oilfy 

D 

1991 1994 

In 1990-91 , half of the 
principals working 11 1 

Jewish day s~hoois 
lacked training in ,3nt:er 
education or Jewish 
studies. In 1993--CJ4 this 
figure rose to-65%. 1,, 
both periods, 85~': cf 
principals had a <~egrne 
or certifcation in 
education. Howe " e· 
from 1991 to 199-~ t:-:e 
percentage of prir,c1pals 
with formal trainir,g i(\ 
Jewish studies dt!dined 
from 60% to 45°1h Figure 1: Extent of Professional Training of Principals 

in General Education and Jewish Studies 

In 1990-91, one-tl11rd of the 
principals in Jewish day schools 
had training in ad11in,stration. 
In 1993-94. this fi,;iur~ rose to 
50%. However. tt1ese 
percentages are ~.t,11 below 
those found in pri·1.3te schools 
throughout the Ur :'e i~ States. 

------··--.. -

l. .. lRII 

• 1991 
fli 1994 

'-------,c--=--::-,,-----:---::-:~-=--~=---=---::-.£. 
ADPfflldeSdlools 

Figure 2: Extent of Profeuional Training 
of Principals in Administration 

1 Data obtai111:"d from the Schools and Staffing Surveys of 1990-91 and 1993-94. 
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GOAL# I: f ()t 1( A TnRS WHO ARE RJCHLY PREP/\n.I:.D AND COMMITTED 
TO ONGOING ?ROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

HOW COM.ITIED TO ONGOING PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AP.E DAV 
SCHOOL TEACHERS?1 

PAGE 03 

oneolng prc,fesslonal development for teadlers is essential to the:r renewal 
and growth .as educ.atlonal professionals. In addition to aa1ulrlng new 
teaching methods and awareness of new educ.atlonal tedlnologles, 
educators also n~ed opportunities for sustained, In-depth study of subject 
matter. 

Ninety-percent of teachers in 
Jewish day school participated in 
some type of profess,onal 
development duri'ig the academic 
year 1993-94. The overwhelming 
majority (75%) of teacners 
learned about ne\v m-?-thods for 
teaching. Only 1 !~% :-;tud1ed 
subject matter in-• :1-9ct 11 for 9 
hours or more. 

While only a small mi11ority of 
teachers (15%) engaged in 
sustained, in-deptt, study of 
subject matter, alrnost all of them 
(85%) reported th,?! it had a 
strong impact on t r:am In 
comparison, only 55~1,. of 
teachers who focuse1J on 
teach ing methods =-~ported the 

same. 

------·-····- ·-··-

/llllf'ftft TlmNIIPP 

Figure 3 : Extmt of Participation in Pro~ ional 
Ikvclopo:aent Opportunitia 

1 Data obtilir·d from the SchQOls and Staffing Survey 1993-94. 
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GOAL# I: ED/..,CA TORS WHO ARE RICHLY PREPARED AND COMMITTED 
TO ONGOING _i)ROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

HOW ANANCIAll l' SUPPORTIVE ARE THE DAY SCHOOLS?1 

To recruit and retain quallfted educators, Jewish day schools must orrer 
competitive ·salariP-s and benefits. 

In 1990-91 , the average 
teachers' salary in Jewish day 
schools rangeld fr0m $20,856 to 
$27,432. In 1993-94 the 

' ' 
average ranged from $22, 104 to 
$29,274. In both =1eriods, the 
average salari~s for .Jewish day 
school teachers was higher than 
the average salary for al I private 
school teache,:s - $2·: 898. 

Table 1: Teachers' Average S.alaries 

Type of School 

HebrewOay 
Solomon Schecter 
other Jewish 

Total Private 
Total Public 

Average Base Salary 
1981 1994 

$20,856 $22,104 
$27,432 $29,274 
$24,001 $28,939 

$19,432 
$32,1 12 

S21,aae 
$34,159 

The percentages of teachers receiving medical and dental insurance in Jewish day 
schools was subs1anr1ally less than in all private schools for the years 1990-91 and 
1993-94. In 1990 .. 91 3nd 1993-94, approximately half of the teachers in private 
schools received a pension. For the same periods, approximately one-quarter ot 
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 Sch,:,ols who receive pension benefits rose from 29.2% to 51 . 0% 

Table 2: Select Teache·~· B~nefrts: Percentage of tea,chers who receive the benefits 

Typa of School Type of Benefit 

PAGE 04 

Medical Dental Pension 
1991 199-t 1991 1894 1981 1994 

Hebrew Day 342% 35.8% &.4°-' 7.7% 26.6% 28.8% 
Solomon Schecter 39 8% 45.8% 18.4% 21 .4% 29.2% 51.0% 
Other Jewish ,33 l) OAJ 33.5% 11.5% 14.1% 25.8% 27.2% 

Total Private 58 3% 60.1°.4 31 .9% 35.7% 43.3% 47.2% 
Total Public 86 G% 87.3% 64.5% 85.8% 61.1% 62.7% 

-··- -,-
1 Data obtain::i:I r, .:)m Schools and Staffing Swvey 1990-91 and 199'.3 ~94. 
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GOAL# 2: STRONG JEWISH IDENTITY 

HOW STRONGL\' IS ONE'S JEWISH IDENTITY?1 

Seeing one's Jewishness as central to one's llfe Is a defining feature of a 
thriving Jewish llf f ~. 

In 1993 and 1997 fifty-five percent of 
Jews reported the,r Jewish identity as 
strong. Between 1 993 and 1997, the 
percentage of: Jews who, declared not 
having a very strong .Jewish identity 

. ..... = .. ....,, --~ 
• ww_,...,......,._.... ... Uts 
0 Nlll.aallal",...... 

----------

111a 1997 

PAGE 05 

dropped from 30% to 20%. 
Correspondingly, .Jews (by birth} who no 
longer identify thems~?lves as Jews 
increased during tbe same period from 
25% to 35%. (Thirty percent of these 
non-Jews reported having no religious 
identity and 50% report&d having a not 

Figure 5: Strength of Jewish ldentJty 

very stong Christic1~ identity. Only 20% reported having a strong Christain identity.) 

Among those Jews reporting a 
very strong Jewist1 identity, 
45% indicated l ha1 they attend 
religious servides ;3t least twice 
a month, and 30% attend about 
once a month. Among those 
Jews reporting a not very 
strong Jewish fdenNy. only 
10% attend at feast tw,ce a 
month, and 50% repor.ed 
attending only onci::1 or twice a 
year. In eomparisc,n. 65% of 
non-Jews who indi ~ated a 
strong identification with their 
current religion reporte-j 
attending religious services at 
least twice a montr 

------ --·---

----- ~-------~---------, 
L9C..-

• .saor....,.n.e.aMoa .. 
• OIIOea......_ 
O .U&AaatO.O.aY...-

0 Newer 

: : . 

Figure 6: AUcudance at Religious Services (grouped by 
strength ofroltgi0\11 idmtity- Jewiah amf non•Jcwiah) 

1 Data obtaind fr,-,m the General Social Survey 1993 and 1997. 
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GOAL # 4: COl'i( E.RN WITH SOCIAL JUSTICE 

HOW IMPORT4NT IS COMMUNITY SERVICE?1 

Grounded In prophetic teadllnp, the a,nurn for social Justice is so 
oentral to J•alsm that It must be understood as a defining feat1-re of a 
thriving Je~h ,.ommunlty. 

As college sophornores in 1988, 
50% of Jews ~iewed -:::ommunity 
service as very important. As 
seniors and two years after 
college, only 40% of these same 
Jews saw com mu 'iity service as 
important. 

As college so~omores, 30% of 
Jews participated in community 
service work at least C1nce a week. 
As college seniors, 25¾ did 
community service work at least 
once a week. Twc• years after 
college, only 10% Jf these 
graduates engaged ir · community 
service at leasf on1::e a week. 
While the importar ce 1:,f 
community sef"lice :ema,ns stable 
after college, partiu oa:1on drop,s 
substantially. 

------ - ----

Figure 7: Importance of Community Service 

~ 

• At t.-One. a W..it 
• 1-TbmaOacesW-k 
O ,._ or :Rarelzr 

Figure 8: Extent of Participation in 
Community Service Work 

PAGE 06 

1Data obtained fi-c,m the National Educational Longitudinal Study of 1988 and follow-up 
studies in 1990 and J t.,.-:,: 
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facsimile 
TRAN SM ITT A L 

to: 
fax#: 
re: 
date: 
pages: 

Adam, 

AD.A.l\-1 GAMORAN (Mandel Institute) 
0 I l _()72-2-566-2837 
Pri~tend Indicators Report 
Fe!'i rnary 14, 1998 
6 . i~\r!uding cover sheet. 

Here's the rt'.,r: -:rd . revised pretend Indicators Report pages. 

I plan to do tb-rn in color for Karen. 

Bill 

From the desk of ... 

Bill Robinson 
Staff Researcher 

. CIJE 
I 525 Wcoo Creek Trail 
Roswell, 1::;eorgia 30076 

(770) 552-0930 
Fax: (770) 998-0860 
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GOAL# I: ED! !CA TORS WHO ARE RICHLY PREPARED AND COMMITTED 
TO ONGOING ,)RC)FESS/ONAL DEVELOPMENT 

HOW PREPARED ~RE DAY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS?1 

To be rldaly prepared for professional leadership of a Jelrish d y s I, 

PAGE 02 

prlndpals tequlre formal tralnlna& In education, Jewish studies, and 
administration , d~flned as ha\'lna& a degree or urtlflcatlon In th se eas . 

In 1990-91, 32% of <lay 
school principal~ ha•j 
formal training ir :Jolh 
education and Jewish 
studies. By 1993-94. that 
figure had risen ~o 313%. 
At the same time tt"-1'! 
proportion witho1 J.t 
training in either ~-ire ;,, 
dropped from 10 % tc:-6%. 

...--------------- -

• • 11 Fornd ........... , • .,...... ... ,..u o.ty 

D r..... Prep• allN .. Nellller ~ ..__ __________ _____ , , __ _ 

1191 1994 

Figure 1: Extent of Profesaional Training of Prlndpals 
in General Education and Jewish S dies 

In 1990-91, one-third of 
the principals in .Jewish day 
schools had train. ng in 
administration. I '1 1993-94, this 
figure rose to 50%. Ho\Wver, 
these percentag~~s are still 
below those tourd r·· private 
schools through< PJ1 tl")e United 
States. 

...-------.-- --------&.eaen4 
• 1991 
ffl 199, 

Figure 2: Extent of Professional Training 
of Principals In Administration 

1 Data obta ined from the Schools and Staffing Surveys of 1990-91 and 1993-94. 
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GOAL# I: ED1 .. 1C./~ TORS WHO ARE RICHLY PRE.PARED AND COMMITTED 
TO ONGOING ;)~'OFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

HOW COMMITTED TO ONGOING PROFESSIONAL DE\IELOPMENT ARE DAV 
SCHOOL TEACHERS?1 

PAGE 03 

Ongoing profe.sslonal development for teachers Is essential to their renewal 
and .,-CMth as ~ucatlonal professionals. In addition to acqulrlna naw 
teadllnll methods and awareness of new educational technologles, 
educators als(II need opportunities for sustained, 11111epth study of subJed: 
matter. 

Ninety percent o·f teachers in 
Jewish day school participated in 
some type of. professional 
development dur 1 ng the academic 
year 1993-94, Tr1e overwhelming 
majority (75%) 0 1

= teachers 
learned about ne,w 1nethods for 
teaching. Only 1 .:;% studied 
subject matter in -:jepth for 9 
hours or more. 

While only a small rrunority of 
teachers ( 15%) t!ngagect in 
sustained, in-depth study of 
subject matter, almost all of them 
(85%) reported t!~at t had a 
strong impact on th~rn. In 
comparison, only 55% of 
teachers who focus~d on 
teaching method~; reported the 
same. 

Figure 3: E:m:nt of Participation in Profesaiooal 
Development Oppartuniliea 

1 Data obt2 t!1ed from the Schools and Staffing Survey l 993-94. 
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GOAL# I: ED-'..i( ATORS WHO ARE. RICHLY PREPARED AND COMMITTED 
TO ONGOING !)F\ )FESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

HOW RN4N!C1Al.L \' SUPPORTIVE ARE THE DAY S1CHOOLS?1 

To recruit -tnd retain quallfted educators, Jewish day schools must offer 
00111petlttve salaries and benefits. 

In 1990-91 , tt,e average 
teachers' sal4ary :n Jewish day 
schools ranged trorn $20,856 to 
$27.432. In 199.3-94 the 
average ranged frorri $22,104 to 
$29,274. In botr pe.-,ods, the 
average salaries for Jewish day 
school teachers ·.vas higher than 
the average salar-.,, ~or all private 
school teachers 

Table 1: Teachers' Average Salaries 

Type of School 

Hebrew Day 
Solomon Schecter 
OtherJewtsh 

Total Private 
Total Public 

Average Base salary 
1991 1994 

$20 ,858 $22,104 
$27,432 $29,274 
$2-4,901 $26,939 

$19,432 
$32,112 

$21 ,898 
$34,189 

PAGE 04 

The percentages of teachers receiving medical insurance in Jewish day schools was 
substantially les~: than in all private schools for the years 1990-91 and 1993-94. In 
1990-91 and 1993-9d. approximately half of the teachers in private schools received a 
pension. For the· sarne periods, approximately one-quarter of teachers in Hebrew Day 
Schools and othm Jewish schools received a pension. However, between 1990-91 
and 1993-94, the· percentage of teachers in Solomon Schecter Day Schools who 
receive pension ·:,enefits rose from 29.2% to 51.0% 

Table 2: Sel~t ,.."iactier1' &eneffll: Percentage of teachers who reeelYe the benefit$ 

Type of School Medical Pension 
1991 1984 1991 11M 

HebrewC>ay 3-4.2% 35.9% 25.8% 28.6% 
Solomo" Sch~d~: 39.,80;4 45.8% 292% 51.0% 
Other Jewtsh 33.,0°A 33.S~ 25.8~ 27.2~ 

Total Private S8.3% 60.1% 43.3% 47.2% 
Total Public 88.0% 87.3% 61 .1% 62.7% 

l Data obtai,~d from Schools and Staffing Survey 1990-91 and 1993-94. 
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GOAL# 2: STF:ONG JEWISH IDENT/Tf 

HOW STROt.G IS ONE'S JEWISH IDENTin'?1 

Seeing one-S Jett'iPihness as eientral to one's llfe Is a deflnln• feature of a 
thrl'1n& Jewish Hf e. 

PAGE 05 

Over the past tw:i decades, the 
proportion of'borr- Jews who did not 
become Jewish Hdu Its has increased 
dramatically. In i 97D. only 10% of born 
Jews were not Jewish adults. By 1997, 
that figure had reached 34%. At the 
same time, the p ·opc1rtion of bom Jews 
who refer to themselves as "strong 
Jews" has dechnf:d 

1=-r----.--=--~-~-~-~-~-!-:=:.._~ .. --J 
~ c:1 - ............. ---·--- -- --· 
~ --·-·- ---

Among adult Jews reporting a 
very strong Jew,~h identity, 
45% indicated that they attend 
religious sentiice~ at least twice 
a month, and.30% attend about 
once a month. A mong adult 
Jews reporting a rim very 
strong Jewish identity. only 
10% attend at least t ..vice a 
month, and 50% r13ported 
attending only or c:e or twice a 
year. In compari~.Jr . 65% of 
non-Jews who in.j,c~ted a 
strong identificaticn with their 
current religion rnported 
attending religioL:: SP-l'Vices at 
least twice a mor 1, 

------····- --

50"9 

~ 

~ 

~ -+-t -E-~-::;:::i-c:;._i::_i:.::-::;:::~~:?"::..i::_c_0J::J...-=T.:l 
1o,(, 

~ .......__ _ _ I I 
1178 1978 1980 111M 1988 1H I 1887 

Figure 5: Strength of Jewish Identity 
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Figure 6 : Attendance at Religious Services (grouped by 
atrensth of religious identity - Jewish and non-}ewiah) 

1 Data obtained from the General Social Surveys 1972 through 1997. 
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GOAL #4: CONC~.RN WITH SOCIALJUST/CE 

HOW IMPORTA~T IS COMMUNllY SERVICE?1 

Grounded In prophetic teachings, the liOllcern for sodal Justice Is so 
central to Judaism that It must be understood as a defining feature of a 
thrMng J.ash e,ommunlty. 

As college sophomores in 1988, 
50% of Jews viewed community 
service as very i 11portant. As 
seniors and two years after 
college, only 30% of these same 
Jews saw comm.m•tv service as 
important. 

As college sophc,mores, 30% of 
Jews participated ir. community 
service work .at l~ast once a week. 
As college senio' s, 25% did 
community service work at least 
once a week. T'4vO years after 
college, only 10% of these 
graduates engaGe.d ,n community 
service at least c <1ce a week. 
While the import.3'1C):! of 
community servu:H , ema1ns stable 
after college. part c1~,ation drops 
substantially. 

Lepad 

• v-, laipol1cac 
• S-...Jimportmit 
0 N«At AIU111F-

Figure 7: Importance of Community Service 

l.epDd 

• JJ laaat 0.,.,,. aWeec 

• 1-l'hllDC>!lceaiWe.t 

D ~ ar!al'llly 

Flgure 8: Enent of Participation in 
Communlt)• SeIVice Work 

f-'Ao!:. tlb 

'Data obtair.ed from the National Educational Longitudinal Study of 1988 and follow-up 
studies jn 1990 anc1 I ( 1t 1 '.! 
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GOAL# I : STRONG JEWISH IDENTITY 
I 
! 

H S RO G IS ONE'S JEWISH IDENTITY?1 
' : 

i 
' 

· S ·ng o e's ~ewishness as central to one's life is a deflnin f "' ture 
thr·v·n ~wish life. 

l 
I 

Over the past twehty years, the 
proportion pf Jew~ who refer to 
themselves as 11Stfong Jews" has 
declin?d st1bstant~ally. In the year 
1976. 36%. of adults reported having a 
strong Jewish ider)tity. By 1993, that 
figure had declineti to 29%. 
Simultaneously, t~~ proportion of Jews 
who refer to them~elves as "not very 
strong Jews" has if1Creased from 51 % 
to 57%. D~ring thp same period, the 
proportio of born !Jews who as adults 
reported no longei being Jewish has 
remained close to l14%. 

! 

Over the last two qecades, 25% of 
married Jews were married to a non-

• I• 

Jewish spo: se. The highest rate of 

100% 

90o/o 
Legend 

• SinDgjwisli ldairiry 

!jj Nat Very Stnnz Jewish loewty 

• No~Jtwiih 
70"' 

60% 
~ 

~ 

-
so"' 

0% I I I ' I I I i I I I . : 
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1976 197B 1982 1984 1986 1988 1. 90 1993 

Figure 1 : Strength of Jewish Identity 
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intermarriagE? is fo~nd amon9 those 
Jews born in 1950j or later. However, 
the proportion of b~rn Jews who as 
adults reported no: longer being Jewish 
is sim ·tar in" all three age groups. 
While ·nterrnarriedJ Jews tended ~ ~:r = 
previously to becorna non-Jewish, two· =' 
thirds of intermarried Jews born in Som Before 1924 Born 1950 or Later 
1950 or later havel remained Jewish 
(though most repo~ed having a not 
very strong·Jewis~ identity.) 

Born 1925-1949 

Figure 2: Rates of Inteman1age by Year of Birth 
and Jewish Identity 

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



FROM: Bill Robinson. [74104.:33:15) 
TO: Adam Gamoran. ACa1noran 
CC: Ellen Goldring. INTERNET:el len.,goldri ng((I•\ ilndcrbil l.edu 
DATE: 5/29/98 12:54 AM 

Re: update 

Adam. 

A few things lo updale you on 

l. l faxed you a complete !isl of local rrderal io11 surveys yt>slerday. Did you receive this? 

2. l'm going lo fax you and Ellen a rerised l11d1ralors mock-up. based on your commenls and some 
work poking around in e mas. aging lhe dala. Thr mock-up is a drafl... I wil l re- work the format so 
il is more readable. probably pulling il 011 lwo pagrs. 

The idea of breaking il down b\ ae:r ill lhe f1rsl figure seemed lo confound what was being 
said ... since lhe change obser\'ed 111 :::lrfngth of ,lpw1sh idenlily over the years is a product 
{primarily) of more younger people coming rnlo the survev This 1s il lustrated in lhe second figure. 
using lhree age groups (rohorl s) 

The in lere~Ling rind111!! Oil 1nlcrrnc11T1i1!H' r ales a11d lheir relalron lo ,Jewish identity, when 
looking al lhe lhn•e age groups -wparalcl\. 1s {a) lhal 11h1le lhe voungesl rohorl has a higher 
intermarriage rale. Llw ralrs of drop 0111 (no lo11!!cr brrng lew1sh) an, similar. yel (b) the higher 
intermarriage rale among llw youngtsl < ollor I (!Jo i fl afle1 19-19) re:--11l ls in a higher percentage of 
"nol very strong Jews." ~ly roncl11s1011 Rt'forrrt 0111 rt'ach 1:-: al leas! kt'eping Jews in the fold. 

FY]: I have selfClf'd llie <lnla lo 1ncl11dPd r1ll .lews (lhose horn Jewish and those who 
converled). nol only lhose horn ,Jewish. 

If you wanl a social explanation for lhe drop in slrenglh of Jewish identity (a intermarriage 
coould be a much efferl as cause). lhe11 lhe lnl 1fada .. lhr drop lahes place in 1989. 

2. I'm sti ll trying loo grl hold oof Col11111b11::; ,trHI C'h1cc.1!!0 

3. On Jewish dala sels. I did 110\ reRd1 Ben I h11rn1e bul. boi h Barrv l\osmrn and Leora Isaacs 
confi rm lhal Lhere 1s nolh1ng else 0111 I ht>rr Though Leora me 111lo11ed lhal :·ergio Delapergala 
(rnispelled) at Hebrrw U. has been Htlr111pl111g lo t ollecl dal<t 0011 di!) schools wilh a low response 
rate (250). 

That's il for righl now. 
Bill 
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facsiimile 
T RANS ITT AL 

to: 

fax#: 
re: 
date: 
pages: 

Ad.1m Gamoran (Mandel Institute) 
() l I _()72-2-5662837 
lnd,citors Mock-up - GSS 
~1.;; \' :~ I, l 998 
2 , : 1h·i11ding cover sheet. 

Adam, 

PAGE 01 

The following rn, ~ck-up for the Indicators Project uses actual GSS data. 
Note that the h«T tom talks about intermarriage rates in relation to Jewish 
identity, ins11:·;!t l ,f attendance at synagogue (which .its what the fake 
1nock-up disn: ,~, ,.i ) . So far, there is nothing that interesting about 
attendance ... l:': 1,r I'll keep 1nassaging that data (as well as other items, such 
~s an1ol11H of , ·,rn , · praying, parents' identity and S)1\agogue attendance, 
etc.). 

Bill 

From the desk of ... 

Bill Robinson 

770-5 52-0930 
Fax: 770-998-0860 
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SELECT INDICATORS OF J8MSH LIit 

GOAL# I: 5·;· /~t:··NG JEWISH IDENTITY 

HOW STRON6 n~ O~E'S JEWISH IDENTilY?1 

Seeing one's ,Jewishness as untral to one's llfe Is a defining feature ar a 
thriving Jewlst1 Uf·~~. 

brl' 
Over the pas tw~nt1-six years, the 
proportion of /Jev,-s •.,vho refer to 
themselves as ··s·/or·!J Jews" has 
declined substar t:a l l\ In the years 
1977-1981, 39°1,, ·1f .:J•jults reported 
having a strong .li:!wr:-h identity. By 
1992·1996, that ·= Jtr ~ had declined to 
30%. Simultane.:;usJ·y·. the proportion 
of Jews who refe,· tr:, themselves as 
"not very strong ._iev.'<.:-" has increased 
from 49% to 55c;1,, Also, the proportion 
of born Jews \Nt1o as adults reported 
no longer being .. i~v,, :;t, increased from 
12% to 15%. 

From 1973 to 19 :44 :· :30% ot married 
Jews reported marrying someone 
who Vvas not rars~:d .Jewish. Fourteen 
percent of marr ie:1:1 J·:~vVS who refer 

ao,-, 

~ 

1o,(, 

L----·-

'-·-

°" 
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E Nl,t\let)' ............. , •• j,.,. 
D ................ 

- ·-

----~ 
··-- - ..... ---· ·- . 
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Figure 1: Strength of Jewish ldantfty 

~------~------------· a.aea-...... -.. .,...... ···-~---........ 

' 

to themselves .a~ st;·ong Jews" are 
intermarried. An· ·:.:iri~J married Jews 
who refer to then-, 5P '•.:es as "not very 
strong Jews." 321' ... , ;~re intermarried. 
Among born Je\, ·:, w·· o report no 
longer being Je·, , ,3 ·~ 71 % are 
intermarried. 

'-----'-------~t:::=:'::__::=::· --·-------- - ::t; 1 ~j...... =-:...-r:.-:- No LllnCarlewtsh 

Figure 2 : Jewish [dentity by Intermarriage 

-------· ······-- -
1 Data of:\w -11~: ,:l from the General Social Surveys 1977 through 1996. 

2 The GS~ o- l · did not ask about the :spouse's religion. 



SUMMARY OF PROPOSED INDICATORS 

JEWISH LIFE 

Goal 1. Centrality of Jewish learning 
Indicator: Rates of participation in formal and informal educational institutions 

Indicator: 

Goal 2. 

Availability: NJPS; institutional rosters A JL,, ~ 
Jewish literacy .ll- ... d"-. 

Availability: DEVELOPMENT NEEDED. "J· ~ IA t wt-i 

vJp., ~ ~ ~ ~'\- \I\ ·vt \ ---\ VQ . Jct 
Jewish identity 

Indicator: Identity survey 
Availability: Available measures NEED MODIFICATION. f-

Goal 3. Involvement in Jewish life 
A,.A l-in ~ 

~ v' ., """' : 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) 

Availability: Measures are available. 

Goal 5. Strong leadership 
Indicator: Preparation of agency leaders 

Indicator: 

Indicator: 

Indicator: 

Indicator: 

Availability: Available measures NEED MODIFICATION. 
Salaries of agency leaders 
Availability: Measures are available. 
Preparation of lay leaders 
Availability: DEVELOPMENT NEEDED. 
Diffusion of lay leadership 
Availability: DEVELOPMENT NEEDED. 
Satisfaction of lay leaders 
Availability: DEVELOPMENT NEEDED. 

O~ 





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 

Indicator: 

Indicator: 

Availability: Measures are available. 
For teachers in Jewish schoolsm formal training in education and Jewish 
studies; time for professional growth; salaries and benefits 
Availability: Measures are available 
For leaders of informal Jewish education, Judaic background; ongoing 7 Jewish learning; professional training; salaries and benefits v-. ....J 

1 
Availability: Available measures NEED MODIFICATION. :r ')c_t;; o.J) cc.f / 

C .;,.r-A '\' I -t f/'A. 
Goal 2. Community support ., o O 

Indicator: Percentage of Federation allocation to education 
Availability: Measures are available. 
Other philanthropic contributions to education ~ 
Availability: DEVELOPMENT NEEDED. ,

1
{ J, I. 

Per capita congregational allocation to education 4' ~ · ~ :\ t 
Availability: DEVELOPMENT NEEDED. ~ -t , ~ 1 

-

Indicator: 

Indicator: 

Goal 3. High quality institutions ~~~<;~ ,,AH /1·~~ Indicator: High rates of attendance per institution 

Indicator: 

Indicator: 

Indicator: 

Indicator: 

Indicator: 

Indicator: 

Indicator: 

Availability: Measures are available. 
A compelling institutional vision 
Availability: DEVELOPMENT NEEDED. 
Quality of content is rich and deep 
Availability: DEVELOPMENT NEEDED. 

Participants report they gain knowledge 
Availability: DEVELOPMENT NEEDED. 
Coherent system of in-service education for educator 
Availability: Measures are available. 
Proportion of full-time school directors 
Availability: Measures are available. 
Community satisfaction survey 
Availability: DEVELOPMENT NEEDED. 
Community survey on knowledge of options available 
Availability: DEVELOPMENT NEEDED. 

Goal 4. Rabbis involved in education 
Indicator: 

Indicator: 

Formal training in education 
Availability: Measures are available. ~ 

Time spent in educational activities ...f,\~ r-v-v o • 
""'l-~ 

t \\.,,, \ t 
\:; ., \ \. ~ (\.a.V-

o- ... _J\J 
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Availability: DEVELOPMENT NEEDE D. 



SUMMARY OF PROPOSED INDICATORS 

Goals 
Ci,i f ( 01/k1...Cl f 

c-. Jewish life-
1. Centrality of Jewish learning 

2. Jewish identity 

3. Involvement in Jewish life 

4 . Concern with social justice 

5. Strong leadership 

~ ':&C:d~ 
l . Prepared educators 

Indicators 

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 

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

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

Availabili!!_ 

NJPS; 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. 

_Devela~aeo-:­
Development neecfed, ----
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 
Ifevelopment neeaed 
Measures are avaitable­
Measures are available 
Development needed 
.Q._eve(Qpme_nl..n.e~d 

Measures available 

~ lof)men~ed 
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FROM: Bill Robinson. [74J04.3335] 
TO: Adam Gamoran. AGamoran 
CC: Ellen Goldring, INTERNET:ellen.goldring@vanderbil l.edu 
DATE: 5/ 22/ 98 2:04 PM 

Re: Jewish Dala Sets 

To: Adam Gamoran and Ellen Goldring 
From: Bill Robinson 

Re: Jewish data sels (Jewish communily sludies and American Jewish Commillee surveys) 

Overview of Jewish Community Data Sels 

Two types of information are presenled below aboul a sample of Jewish communily self-sludies 
(commissioned by local Federations): melhodology and items covered. ln sum, almost every 
community used a combinalion of methods m surveying lheir population. For the larger 
communities, this rnosl often involved random digit dialing supplemented by lhe use of distinctive 
Jewish names and/ or lhe Federation donor !isl. In smaller com mum lies, Feder a lion donor lists or 
distinctive Jewish names becomes the pref erred melhod. When random digit dialing was used. this 
represented slightly more than half or less lhan half of lhe completed surveys. The percentage of 
lhe Jewish population in the smaller communities made random digil dialing unfeasible. 

METHODOLOGY 

Larger Federalions 

New York. Random digit dialing (only commurnly lo rely solely on RDD) 

MetroWesl: Random digil dialing wilh supplemenlary use of d1slinclive Jewish names in areas of 
sparse Jewish population 

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

Boston: Random digil dialing and dislinclive Jewish names 

Allanta: Random digit dialing (404) and dislindive Jewish names (283) 

Sl. Louis: Random digil dialing, dislinclive Jewish names. and lhe Pederalion donor !isl 

DelroiL Random digit dialing ( 462 i nlerviews). Ped era lion donor !isl (534 ). and Ped era lion "high 
givers" ( 100) 

Other Federations 



Washinglon: Random digil dja]ing (436 inlerviews). Federalion donor ]isl {773). distinctive Jewish 
name (67). and Federalion Board of Directors (38) 

Columbus: 

New Haven: 
size) 

Nashville: 
size) 

Richmond: 

Houston: 

Random digil dialing (757 interviews) and Federalion donor list (604) 

Dislinclive Jewish names (along wilh Pederalion donor !isl to estimate population 

Federalion donor ]isl (along wilh dislinclive Jewish names lo estimated population 

Federation donor lisl and other organizalional lisls 

Jewish Communily Council !isl 

Jewish Community Data Sels (conl'd) 

ITEMS COVERED (Larger Federations only) 

.. Jewish idenUly: All sludies asked aboul lhe currenl religious idenlily of household members and 
the religious idenli Ly wilh which lhey were born or raised. 
·· Affiliation: All studies asked about synagogue affilialion and affiliation wilh olher Jewish 
organizations (lhough sometimes only m regard lo lhe JCC) 
·· Practice: All sludies asked aboul rilual praclices and allendance al synagogue. 
·· Volunteering: All studies asked aboul lhe extent of volunteer work preformed. 
·· Jewish education: All studies asked aboul lhe type of Jewish education adulls received as children, 
their children have received. and currenl adull educational aclivilies (with lhe exception that Atlanta 
did not ask aboul lhe lasl item). 
·· Israel: AJl studies asked if lhe respondenl(s) have visited Israel. 
·· Donations: All studies asked aboul lhe amounl of money donaled lo Jewish and non-Jewish 
organizalions. 
·· Services: All studies asked aboul communily service use and opinion (except lhal Allanla asked 
about community service familiarity and opinion}. 
·· Costs of Jewish lnvolvemenl: Only ew York and Ballimore asked aboul the costs of Jewish 
involvement. 

NOTE: The NJPS 1990 includrd all of lhe above menlioned ilerns. 

American Jewish Commillee Data Sels 

Prior lo 1989. lhe American ,lew1sh Comm 1ll.ee had cond11cled lwo differenl surveys on a bi- annual 
basis:. covering atlitudes toward Israel and poli tical / social atlitudes (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 polilical/social attitudes and on Jewish identity. In 
regard lo the laller. the most recenl s11rvey ( l 997) queries respondenls in regard lo those qualities 



(i.e .. religious observance. supporl for Israel. a commilmenl lo social justice. etc.) and those 
aclivilies (i.e .. Jewish study. travel lo Israel. celebration of Jewish holidays. elc.) that are most 
important Lo lheir Jewish identity. 

The latest American Jewish Committee survey was conducled using Market F'acls. Inc. consumer mail 
panel. The sample was demographically represenlal1ve of lhe Uniled Slates adull Jewish populalion 
in terms of age. household income. gender. and geographic region. 



FROM: STEVE COHEN. INTER ET:STEVEN@vmshuji.ac.il 
TO: Adam Gamoran. AGamoran 
DATE: 5/24/98 4: 17 PM 

Re: Re: Jewish Dala Sels 

Sender: STEVEN@vms.huji.ac.il 
Received: from VMS.HUJI.AC.IL (vms.hujLac.il [ 128.139.4.12]) 

by dub-img-1.compuservc.com (8.8.6/8.8.6/ 2.10) wilh SMTP id JAA25292 
for <AGamoran@compuserve.com , Sun. 24 May 1998 09: 17:51 -0400 (EDT) 

Received: by HUJIVMS (HUyMail-V7c); "'un. 24 May 1998 16:17:52 -0300 
Recejved: by HUJIVMS via SMTP( 128.139.4 .12) (HUyMail-V7c). 

Sun. 24 May 1998 16:1 7:23 .i.0300 
Dale: Sun. 24 May I 998 16: I 7.23 + 0200 (1ST) 
From: STEVEN COHEN STEVE @vms.huji.ac.il> 
Subject: Re: Jewish Dala Sels 
To: Adam Gamoran AGamorang:compuserve.com 
In- Reply-To: < l 99805240537_\1('2-3E03-6A2 l #compuserve.com 
Message- ID. <Pine.3.89. 1.2-VMS- I 0.9805241639A675984459-0100000.g,vrns.huji.ac.1! > 
MIME-Version: 1.0 
Contenl-Type: TEXT/PLllN. char.'el-l'.'-ASCII 

Dear Adam, 

I read lhe memo. ]l's accurate. I am not al all pul off by lhe 
inler-sludy variations m sampling melhodology. F'or tracking purposes. we 
mighl be able lo measure over-lime change within communities as they do 
surveys on a fairly regular basis. Thus. we can lake lhe published 
studies and check on changes m key indicalors by communily. assuming 
reasonable inlra-communily ronsis lencv in sampling for example. I'd love 
lo know how Boston has been changing smC'e 1965 (slud1es c·ondurled m 75 
85 95). If we saw similar lrends 1n se\eral ril1es we could be conf1dnel 
aboul they're occurring arross lhe <:ounlry. I guess I'm arguing for a 
poor- man's mela analysis. 

Otherwise. I agree wilh your inferences Yes. I'm planning a lrip lo 
Milwaukee in July. and hope lo live up lo your complimentary remarks 
aboul my research wilh aArnie 

Take care. 

Steven 



FROM: Bill Robinson. [74 I 04.3335] 
TO: Adam Gamoran. ACamoran 
DATE: 5/24/98 9:51 PM 

Re: Jewjsh Dala Sels 

Adam. 

The years vary greatly from 1995 to 1980. There is no coordinalion belween cities as lo when 
surveys are done ... il depends upon local community awareness of lhe need and the availability of a 
donor lo fund il. Thus. (l should have mentioned) Lhere is no guaranlee when cities will embark on 
their next study. The larger cities typically do lhem every JO years OR SO. lhough. 

Bill 



PROM: Bill Robinson. [74101.33'15] 
TO: Adam Gamoran. AGamoran 
CC: Ellen Goldring. INTER ET:ellen.goldring@vanderbill.edu 
DATE: 5/ 22/ 98 l 0:40 AM 

Re: Updale 

Adam. 

A few things: 

1. I faxed you several hours ago al lhe Mandel Cenler. a drafl of an lndicalors page using aclual 
GSS dala. 

2. Concerning use of lhe Manual by olher cilies. I'm in lhe process of checking up on Chicago and 
Columbus. though I'm prelly cerlain lhal Chicago implemenLed a survey for pre-school educalors. 
held a couple of meetings lo discuss lhe data. results. but never published anything. 

ll lurns oul lhal Kansas City ne\'er implemented the survey Thev're funder didn 'l wanl Lo spend lhe 
lime necessary lo do lhe sludy, he wanted lo gel right down lo programmalic work. They're slill 
hoping lo gel funding through the conlinrnly comm1ss1on for lhe study. 

3. Concerning mapping Jewish surveys ... I have descriptions of lhe available survey material from CJF. 
local federalions. and lhe American Jewish Commillee According lo Sylvia Barak Fishman. lhere is 
nothing else out there lhal is done on a regular , repealing basis I'm planning on calJjng Benthamie 
(in Israel) nexl week and I ha\'e an e-mail in to Barry Kosmm (m England). The following e-mail 
conlains whal a descnplion of what I know 1s out lhere (so far). 

4. Concerning lhe lndiralors pro1ecl (again). I got lhe 'JELS data off I heir web site. bul I havn'l lried 
using il yel. I FedExed lo Karen (al Uw rnd of la:-:! \H'<'k) the materials for lhe reslricled dala sile 
license .. wilh inslrucl1ons lo s1~n where needed and :-end off lo ~ms 
Thal's it for now, 
Bill 



. ! 

L"' ·c. ._.. ( f e.cl t ~ t-,' 0 "" 

5 f.,._~ ,'e.r
1 

C omf Ir. rh /;,rl 
! 
I 

i 
i 
!' 



I I 
._.,, . """'' ....... ... --- - ... ·-

JEWISH POPULATION STtJDY LIST 

Atticb.ecl is a li.sting ot: the cnmmnnitics which have conducfed Jewish population Tesear~ in die United 
StateS and-Canada from 197S to.the pi:escni (cady 1998). Along wiCb Ille community, we have listed 
year of repsarch, year 'of pub~cation, a.ad .~rincip.u iDYesug&&Ot 9ii.th tbcir affiJwton. . · 

The studi~ arc (liverse, i.e. , many are the result of full.blown Jcwi!h demographic research r~olting 
in a comprenc.mive report while Othen .are more narrowly focused ~a. e.g .. planwn,g, marketing, 
phUantbrc,PY O( needs ua~e~. We caution ~ the ~toiies and mwis for a.cquiring tnc 
sample rati1e from random digit diaJing to llat samples or use of dutincuve Jewwi narncs, as well u · 
any combfll&tioD of metllods. Since some teclmiquea lend themselves ro a more scie~ or ac~te 
~pro~, incliision on this Ii!t docs not neceaaarily indicate CJP's endorsement of 1he study .Pr of Jis 
methodol~gy. 

' 
I 

For Cana~ cammunides. it is important to note tbai the Govt~ 'of Canada in it.s decennial 
c:ensus asks question., which identify Jews ·in tenns of religioo md cthuiclty. As a result, a brge . 
oumber of derooar~phic variables are a=iraCbly known about Canadian Jewish iw.;iseholds. and in 
approxim~y eight' Ca~an 'eo1nm\lllkies .data fto~ Qle two most xcccnt census have ~ in local 
Jewish population reports. · · · 

Fimlly, the NoJth American J~ish Data Bank srores the cWa. tapes and other materials fron1 ~ ly 50 comm~ scudies and tbese'coIJUDUllitics ate indicated 011 the llltchm list wilh an uteri.sic.(•). 
AcqUisitio,n af m~e scud)' material& or the cr05S.·tabulatioo af dam from the.m can be made available to 
Fedeiatio~. their. co.llitituent agencic:5-1nd to acadnua. To find.Olli mor-e about how to obrAin these 
itmlS and Jservi~. please call Jeff Schcckou; Administrator, Nonh 'Americ.tn JeW?sb Data Bank. :a.i 

lhe CUNY Graduate c~. (212) 64.l..-Zl78 or ~he Cowlell of Jowbh Fcd.cr:a.tiom·Researcb 
Depam:neht at (212) 
598-3576~ 

! 
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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 CJeveland 
(whkh jncluded Cleveland College of J. Studies). However, as far as 1 know. Gail never met wilh 
Cleve]and 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 - 55 
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 dala would be: 
Before 1925: 

Strong J. Identity - 41.5% 
Nol Strong J. - 49.7% 
No Longer J. - 8.7% 

1925- 1949: 
Strong J. Identity - 32.3% 
Not Strong J. - 48.7% 
No Longer J. - 19.0% 

1950 and Later: 
Strong J. ldentity - 25.5% 
Not Strong J. - 52.9% 
No Longer J. - 21.6% 



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

COHORT 1: Strong J identity begins al 38.4. rises to 60.8 (1986) and drops lo 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 32%; 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 lo upper 20's to about 2'0%; 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. l'm eyeing the data some more and trying to clarify exactly what's up .... will e-mail my opinion 
soon (l hope). 

BilJ 



FROM: Adam Gamoran, J 13313,33 
TO: bill r. 74104,3335 
CC: eJJen. lNTERNET:eJlen.goldring@vanderbill.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 CORRECTJON: THJS 1NCLUDES ONLY 
PERSONS WHO SAJD THEY WERE RAISED JEWlSH, CORRECT? 

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

3) Figure 3. edit text begjnning line 5 to: "Pigure 1) can be attributed to differences among Jews 
born in different years." 

4) Figure 3. caption lo figure. add the word "survey": "in Each Survey Year" 

5) Figure 4: change tille lo "Do lnlermarrfage Rates Differ for Different Age Groups?" 

6) Figure 5: l found this page confusing. because the changes in NOT VERY STRONG JEWS leaped out al 
me, whereas the text emphasied NO LONGER JEWJSH. 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 JEWJSH? 

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

7) Methods: l had understood previously that there was a question about "religion born". Now 1 see 
that the question is "religion raised". That's fine. but 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: l would say "All respondents to the GSS who reported bejng 
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" nol "draw" 

11) Methods: Need to explain lhal Figure 1 uses 5-year moving averages. that's why it stops al 1993. 
ln fact, l would consider pulling lhis out lo 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 lhal: 92, 93, 94, 95, 96?) 

]2) The report needs a more substantive inlroduclion. I had previously proposed something and 



have now gone back to it and modified il. Here's my latest. l am proposing this as the cover page. 
instead of the one you faxed. Please try to give it your usual nice formatting. lf we use my 
proposaJ. then instead of "SELECT lNDJCATORS OF JEWlSH LlF'E" on each page. it would say CIJE 
lndkators Report: Jewish ldentity, 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 (Unjversily of Wisconsin. Madison). El1en 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: 

CJJE Indicators Report: Jewish Identity. 1977-1996 

lN A BOX AT THE TOP OR OTHERWlSE SET OFF: The Council for lnitialives in Jewfah Education (CIJE) is 
committed to revitalizing Jewish ]if e in North America through Jewish Education. The ClJE lndicators 
Project is monitoring the educational system and its outcomes. This report focuses on lhe strength 
of Jewish identity. an outcome of Jewish education and a key indicator of a thriving Jewish 
community. 

How Strong ls One's Jewish ldentity? 

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 adu]ts every year. asks respondents about the religion in 
which they were raised. their current religion. and the strength of their religious idenWication. How 
strong is the Jewjsh identity of American Jewish adults. and how has Jewish identity changed in 
recent years? 

13) ls ii supposed to be "a thriving Jewish life" or "a thriving Jewish community" - - please check 
the earlier documents. 

14) ln conclusion. 1 think (a) basica11y the cover and figure 5 need lo be revised. otherwise it is 
really GOOD and practically READY lo share with our CJJE colleagues; and it ALREADY GlVES ME 
ENOUGH TO USE AT MY PRESENTATlON 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. bui delete the answers. Please make ihe figures the size of ihe whole page if possible but 
don't knock yourself out enlarging them. If leaving the ClJE logo on the page is feasible. that would 
be a bonus. Perhaps il would be best to fax me the pages before you take them in to be made into 
slides. so l can have one more look. Al that lime ]'II give you an address lo send them to (not 
here.) 

Looking forward lo wrapping up this phase. 

Adam 
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SB.Ea lta'.A Tat<; CJ JE'MSH UJ:E CJE~ 

HAS THE STRf NGTH OF JEWISH IDENTITY CHANGED OVER TIME? 

Yes. Over the 
past twenty yea rs 
the proportion of 
Jews who refer to 
themselves as 
''strong Jews" has 
declined. In the 
years from 1976 tc: 
1985, between 
35% and 40% o·f 
adults reported 
having a strong 

,oorr..----""T-"------ - -----
~ -
80% - ---1 

.3()% 

II SoqJewidt letlf 

II 
II 

Net Y-, Str1111 Jtwisb 141,itity 

NelapJewih 

Jewish identity. B:, 2°" 
1993, that figure 
had deciined to 
29%. 
Simultaneously. 
the proportion of 
Jews who refer tc 
themselves as "no· 
very strong Jews" 

°" 1111 --~~11~-1 ·1; ·11~ -l 1~111~1 · 
1171 1178 1182 1184 1111 1111 1NO 1113 

has increased fror · 
Figure 1: Strength of Jewish Identity 

51% to 57%. 
During the same perio(1. the proportion of born Jews who as adults reported no longer 
being Jewish has ri:•rr1-Hned close to 14%. 

1 
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CIJE~ 

DOES THE STRE~GTH OF JEWISH IDENTnY DIFFER FOR DIFFERENT 
AGE GROUPS:' 

Yes. If we examine the strength of Jewish identity by year of birth, then a similar 
pattern emerges ti::· th ~t shown in Figure 1. The proportion of adult Jews who reported 
having a strong J£,w1sh identity is smaller among younger Jews. Forty perc~nt of Jews 
born before 1925 ,:mef 
52% of Jews born 
between 1925 ancl 
1949 refer to 
themselves as ''str::in£ 
Jews." Only 24% ct 
Jews born in 195,: •:>: 

after refer to 
themselves as "strt ,ng 
Jews." 
Correspondingly. 1 •·1e 
proportion of Jew~ 
who refer to 
themselves as "noi 
very strong Jews·· 1'.,, 

greater among t h,J:;;t ! 

born in 1950 or i~rl·:~r 
The proportion of !)arr 
Jews who as adult:=, 
reported no longe, 
being Jewish has 
remained the sarr1,:· 

, ............................. . 

i 11" 

• II 
Nat Vwy StrOl'lf JIIWlsh Wentlty 

Ne len1W Jewish 

'[_ ________ _ 
Born Before 1925 

Born 1925-1949 
Born 1950 or M• 

Figure 2: Strength of Jewish Identity by Year of Birth 

2 
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CIJE~ 

ARE CHANGES IN JEWISH IDENTllY OVER THE \'EARS REUTED TO 
GENERATIONA.t CHANGES? 

Yes. Much of the 
decline in the 
strength of Jewisr 
identity ( as 
highlighted in 
Figure 1) can be 
attributed to birtr 
and death. JeW$ 
born in 1950 or 
after were a 
greater proportion 
of the Jewish 
population in 199: ­
than in 1976. In 
1976, 13% were 
born in 1950 or 
after. In 1993, 
44% were born in 
1950 or after. 
Correspondingly 
the proportion of 

20% • ... 1 ..... • a..1181 I 1N5a1e4e 

• -. ..... 1e2s 

1177 1180 1113 1115 1187 1111 11t1 
1171 1178 1112 11M 1• 1981 1HO 1"3 

Figure 3: Proportion of Birth Cohorts in Each Year 

Jews born before ·192~ has decreased. For the same period, the proportion of Jews 
born between 192!:: ar 1j 1949 has remained about 40%. 

3 
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ilfCr INDr.AT~ CJ JPMSH UR: CIJE~ 

DOES INTERM4RRL\GE RATES ALSO DIFFER FOR DIFFERENT AGE 
GROUPS? 

Yes. The 
proportion of 
intermarried Jews ·~ 
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 
reported being 
married to a non­
Jewish spouse. 
The figure for Jew:, 
bom between 192:: 
and 1949 is 22<r.: 

[] s,.. .. Not Jewish 
• Sp DUN Jewish 

Bom Before 1925 Born 1950 er After 
Born 1925 -1949 

Figure 4: Intermarriage Rate by Year of Birth 

4 
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CIJEbt. 

ARE INTERMARRIED JEWS STAYING JEWISH? 

Yes. As highlightt?d 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 adu1ts reported being no longer Jewish. Figure 5 illustrates the 
relationship of inte·rrnc=-riage to Jewish identity for all three birth cohorts. 

I .... ~ 

CJ .. _..J_..... Spau­

- J.wtah s....., .. --------------........................................ . 

Born 1925 .. 1849 

---- -,'9lh "-' ~ 
~ ..... ..... 

Born 1950 or After 

Figure- 5: Rata oflntemaJTiace and Strensth 
of .Jewish Identity by Birth Cohort 

About half of the Jem t>orn 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 e.arlter most (65%) intermarried Jews born in 1950 or after have 
retained their Jewis·· •df:'!ntity {though not a very strong Jewish identity.) 
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ruCT INDIC~T~ a: J~ u1t CIJE~ 

METHODS 

The data for the o receding analyses was obtained from the General Social Survey 
(GSS) for the yea rs 1977 through 1996, which was conducted under the auspices of 
the National Opin ·on ~esearch center (NORC) at the University of Chicago. (Surveys 
were not conducted ,n 1979, 1981, 1992, and 1995.) Each GSS involves an 
independently draw random sample of English-speaking persons 18 years of age or 
over, living in non .. 1ns~1tutional arrangements within the United States. The GSS yields 
a wide range of dt?mographic, behavioral, and opinion data on a variety of social, 
political, and relig ou~ issues. 

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

• Current R•ligious Identity: What is your religious preference? Is it Protestant, 
Catholic, JE! .vr; \ some other religion, or no religion? 

• Strength o f (Current) Religious Identity: Would you call yourself a strong 
(give prefer~n:::1:J indicated in preceding question) or not a very strong (give 
preference ,1?d1,:ated in preceding question)? 

• Religion R::'i ised In what religion were you raised? 

• Spouse's Current Religion: In what religion was your (husband/Wife) 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. Thi~; yielded a total of 739 respondents who were bom Jewish. of which 
431 were married :3t ttie time of the survey. After excluding cases with mi&sing data, 
the total number o I resoondents on the question of Jewish identity was 670 and on the 
question of interm;nrnage was 372. In the final analysis, which examined both the 
strength of Jewish •de-My and interma"iage, the total number of respondents was 338. 
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To: Adam C,ar •orrn, Mandel Institute 

From: Bill Robin -.on 

Re: lndicatorc; i.>roject Mock-Up ofGSS Data 

Date: June 17. ! :19~ 

Adam, 

These are actuall:: in COLOR. 

Bill 

7 pages, includ. cover 

PAGE 01 



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

Re: fax revised 

Adam. 

l'm faxing you the revised lndicators Report. Please take especial note of the fo1lowing changes: 

1. Use of the phrase "raised as Jews" in Figure I. 

2. The whole text in Figure 5. BUT, I LEIT THE QUESilON AS JS. Did you want it changed? 

3. The cover - l 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, l didn 't put the CJJE 
description in a "see- able" box. 

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

5. LASTLY. lhe quote is " .. a thriving Jewish life." BUT, l think that " ... a thriving Jewish 
community" is better. So, I switched it. 

Bill 
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The Council for Initiatives i · le-..::h Education (CIJE) is committed to miulizing Jewish life 
in North Americ. througl\ J! .,,.,p ,~dumion. The CIJE Indicators Project is monitoring the 
educational system and 1t1 :111 11.:1 r·e~. This report focuru on the strength of Jewi.sh identity. 
an outcome of Jewish edu(,.' ) f' . ·· j a key indicator of a thriving Jewish community. CIJE~ 

OJ( 1*'5 • aii Identity 1977-1006 

How Strong is One's Jewish Identity:» 

- n's am I mml to n's lt is 
a - fa~ I tnig iii ca!ily 

There are man_v ways to measure changes in Jewish identity. The 
General Sociaf s urvey, 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 cu"ent religion, and tha s trongth 
of their religious- ;dentity. How strong is the Jewish identity of 
American Jewish adults. and how has Jewish identity changed in 
recent years? 
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C lnllliiltlWC5 
In E~ 
~ 

8T f NGTH OF JEWISH DENTITY CHANGED OVE T E? 

Yes. Over the pc15t 
twenty years. the 
proportion of Je~ ·: 
who r fer to 

100%...---~---------,---, 

themselves as ''s·:~o,~~; 70%1------1 Mtt Vsy Stra&JMb lerity 

lie lqtr Jtnh Je " has eclw11:1d 
In 1976, 35% of 
adults reported 
h ving a s rong 
Jewis i ntity. f:: 1 
1993, tha figure · ar:I 
declin d o 29% 
s ·mu tan ousty , thci 
proportion of Je ..­
who refer to 
th mselves as "n :·, t 
very strong Jews•· h8 '.: 
increased. In the 
years from 1976 1 ·_. 

19 5, between 4 ~· ·:1,;. 

to 50% of ad Its 

10% 

0% = T -·· ·1 · · - ·· i • ·: · r I ··· r I : I 

: 19n I 1980 1983 j 1915 j 1987 I 1919 j 1 1 I 

1971 1978 1982 1114 1118 1188 1IIO 1 3 

Figure 1: Strength of Jewish Identity 
reported not having~ i 
very s rong Jewisb identity. 1993, this figure had risen to 55%. During the s me 
period, the propo·t iori of persons raised as Jews who as adults reported no longer 
b ing Jewish has ··~ose-to-4S% ~ thee ;Ception f1 e ea ~. 

• I 

~ ,~ d 
C, C, 5" ) .!. I °""' I '{ p;f'1 ' Yo 
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CIJE~ 

DOES THE STRENGTH OF JEWISH IDENTffY DIFFER FOR DIFFE."iENT 
AGE GROUPS:> 

Yes. The pro,por:,on of adult Jews who reported having a strong Jewish identity is 
smaller among ye: 1.m~~er Jews. Forty·two percent of Jews born before 1925 refer to 
themselves a~ ''sl.ron~1 Jews." Among Jews born between 1925 and 1949, the figure 
is 32%. Only 26':·~ 01· 
Jews born in 1950 D' 

after reported ha·.·-n~;1 
a strong Jewish 
identity. 
Correspondin_g1y, rhf : 
proportion of Jew::. 
who refer to 
themselves as "nn t 
very strong Jews is. 
greatest among thos,:=: 
born in 1950 or a"tr:- r 
While only a smc ! 
proportion of tho~; f! 
persons born befo't· 
1925 who were r;,: s..:..:- ·· 
as Jews no longE· 
consider themsel•1es 
Jewish, about 20:'.··1 ·;) I 
Jews born after 1 ~2 ~ 
have assimilated 

............................. . 

• II 

Born Before 1925 

Nee Yer, 5trw11 Jewish Identity 

•• Lena- .)ftlsh 

Born 1950 or After 
Born 1925-1949 

Figure 2: Strength of Jewish Identity by Year of B!rth 
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CIJE~ 

ARE CHANGES I~ JEWISH IDENTIT\' OVER THE YEARS REIATED TO 
GENERATIONAL. CHANGES? 

Yes. Much of the 100% 
decljne in the 

90% 
strength of Jewisl 
identity ( as amft 
highlighted in F191 ;r~ 7«* 
1) can be attribut,i ·~ 
to differences ~ 

among Jews borr r• 
50% 

different years. 
~ Jews born in 185 

or after were a 
greater proportio1· or • 
the Jewish 20% -·-----population in 199 10% • ---1115t:1N9 

than in 1976. lri °" .......... •-----r----.---.... .--..,...,_125
.....--.--_---.-11-.... 

1976, 13% were 
born in 1950 or 
after. In 1993. 4.t. -~i 

were born in 195( 
or after. 
Correspondingly. 

1177 1180 1113 1HS 1917 1• 1H1 
1171 1178 1182 11M 1181 1111 1HO 11C3 

Figure 3: Proportion of Birth Cohorts in Each Survey Year 

the proportion of. ew~- born before 1925 has decreased. For the same period, the 
proportion of Je,._.:, t:,~~-n between 1925 and 1949 has remained about 40%. 

3 
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CIJE[;: 

DO INTEHMARRII\GE RATES ALSO DIFFER FOR DIFFERENT AGE 
GROUPS? 

Yes. The 
proportion of 
intermarried Jewii ·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 spoui~~ 
Only 16% of Jew.: 
born before 1925 
reported being 
married to a non­
Jewish spouse. 
The figure for Jews 
born between· 19:;, 5 
and 1949 is 22% 

\ II Spouse Not Jewish 

II s,. .. Jewish _________ .....__ _________ __, 

Bom Before 1925 Bom 1950 or AA.er 
Born 1925-1949 

Figure 4: lntermaniage Rate by Year of Birth 
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CIJEE: 

ARE INTERMARRIED JEWS STAYING JEWISH? 

Recently, yes. 
About three­
quarters of 
intermarried Jew:· 
born in 1950 or 
after have retaine·J 
their Jewish 
identity, though 
most see 
themselves as ··r ,:;t 
very strong Jews 
Among Jews borr· 
before 1950, ant·,. 
half of those w hc, 
intermarried 
remained Jewish 
While the 
intermarriage rat,, 
is higher for ,4ew:. 
born in 1950 or 

e ••••• .................................... 
- Nen4 J ...... h Spi91a•• 
• J.-e-hsP9"-I-

................................... - - - - - -----································ .......... . 

sn.at - ,_ ,... y_, '-"' 
~ ...... ..... 

Born Before 1925 
Born 1925 - 1949 

~- .... ...,, v-, =r : .. 
Born 1950 or After 

Figure S: Rates oflntemaniage and Strength 
of Jewish Identity by Birth Cohort 

after, this has nc~ re!,Ulted in a corresponding high rate of assimilation. 
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CIJE~ 

ME1110DS 

The data for t~ pre~eding analyses was obtained from the General Social Survey (GSS) for the 
years 1977 through 19~.:-. whic::h was conducted under the auspices of the National Opinion 
Research center (N·:)R( :· at the University of Chicago. (Surveys were not conducted in 1979, 
1981, 1992, and "l995.~, Each GSS involves an independently drawn random sample of Englistr 
speaking persons. 1.:, y~i.~1rs of age or over, living in non-institutional arrangements within the 
United States. 

The following questi0n~ from the GSS were the source of the data on Jewish identity and 
intermarriage. 

• CurrantiReUgious Identity: What is your religious preference? Is it Protestant, Catholic, 
Jewish, sor.'l•:· o~. ·1er religion, or no r&ligion? 

• Stn;ngffi of (Currant) Rellgloua Identity: Would you call yourself a strong (give 
praferen'ce indk::,1ted in preceding question) or not a very strong (give preference 
indicated in ,:,r!~Y::.ding question)? 

• Rallglori Rai:&e<t 1n what religion were you raised? 

• Spouse's Current ReElglon: In what religion was your (husband/wife) raised? 

All respondents to th~ GSS who reported being raised Jewish were included in the analyses. 
This yielded a total of 72-9 respondents who were raised as Jews, of whom 431 were married at 
the time of the SUf'VE!': . After excluding cases with missing data, the total number of respondent& 
on the question of J•:~w1st1 identity was 670 and on the question of intermarriage was 372. In the 
final analysis. which r~xa!"'l1ned 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 wE1re ernployed. 

Thia report was prepared by the CIJE Reaearch and Evaluation tum: 
Adim Gamoran (University of W&cansin. MlldNn), Ellen Golrdrlng 
(Vanc:Jerl.>i/1 University), and Bill Robinson (CIJE Stat/ Researcher). 
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FROM: Bill Robinson, [74104.3335] 
TO: Adam Gamoran. AGarnoran 
DATE: 6/ 18/ 98 9:27 AM 

Re: on new fax 

Adam. 

J'm faxing you the revised- revised set of pages for the Indicators project. All my pr1or comments 
on the earber e-mail hold. 

ln addition. figure 2 has received major aJterations!!! (] had used lhe data for married Jews before.) 
Thjs is now correct. but it makes the story harder lo tell. since it shows a marked increase in the 
"no longer Jewish" category between the 1st and 2nd cohorls. 

However, I still think the story-line works!! 
l. 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 lo 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 WlTH AN EAR FOR CLARIFYJNG THE STORY- LlNE. 

Please note also minor chnages to the data levels in fgures 1. 4. and 5. Lastly. I decided NOT to 
include a '94 and '96 data point in figures 1 and 3. because it muddles the observed pattern (which 
it may nol when the next GSS series is completed and 1 cot.Id 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: l agree the story line stm works. I have a slight change for the text on Figure l which wil1 
help. ln the latest fax l can't te11 any difference among the categories on the bar graphs. but I 
assume il is all perfectly clear in color. Any place in my comments below where l have given a 
specific percentage. l have estimated. Please check all of my estimates -- l can't really distinguish 
the points on the graphs very well . 

Cover page - - Looks good. 

Figure 1 -- Rewrite last three sentences as follows: 
"ln 1976, 50% of adults reported not having a very strong Jewish identity. By 1993. that figure had 
risen lo 55%. Meanwhile. the proportion of persons raised as Jews who as adults reported no longer 
being Jewish drifted slightly upward from about 14% 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 al around 15% 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 I can't read the colors bu: assume it looks good in color 

Figure 5 -- l like the figure. but would totally revise the lexl. beginning with the question. Here is 
my proposal: 

"JS THE STRENGTH OF JEW1SH JDENTITY RELATED TO INTERMARRIAGE RATES? 

Yes. For all three cohorts. very few of those who described themselves as "strong Jews" were 
married to a non -Jewfah spouse. lntermarriage rates are higher among those less strongly 
identified. Jn 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 aJmost aJ1 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 religjous identity js 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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!he Council fo~ lnitiuives i,; 1,""1'.h Education (CljE) is committed to revitilizing Jewish life 
an No~h Amrrtel through J:w1sh •dumion. The CIJE lndin1011 Project is monitoring the 
educ.uonal :system and :B : Jrc,rritt This report focuses on me struigth of Jewish identity. 
an outcome of Jewish ed11rn·'1'= ~,'.I a key indic.tor of a thri>ting jewish community. CIJE~ 

OJ[ litafls lleilt: Jeii Identity 1977-1006 

How Strong is One's Jewish Identity? 

- as Jliilss as mti II lls lien 
l-flm i I - 8111 Cliility 

There are manv ways to measure changes in Jewish identity. The 
General Social Survey, which questlo:ns a random sample of American 
adults every yE,ar .. asks respondents about the religion in which they 
were raised. thei~~nd their spouse's current religion, and the strength 
of their religious ii:Jentity. How strong is the Jewish identity of 
American Jewish adults, and how has Jewish identity changed in 
recent years? 



06/19/1998 06: 57 4049980860 BILL ROBINSON - CI JE PAGE 03 

CIJE~ 

HAS THE STRfl\il6TH OF JEWISH IDENTm' CHANGED OVER TIME? 

Yes. Over the par,! 
twenty years, the 
proportion of Jew.: 
who refer to II Stnnc JMli laity 

themselves as "stri:H't la% ...__ _ _..,. 
Jews·· has decline, i 
In 1976, 35% of 
adults reported 
having a strong 
Jewish identity. B:!' 
1993, that figure h -~d 
declined to 29%. 
Simultaneously, tr,~1 
proportion of Jew~ 

- Na Ye,y itrqjtwih laidty 

II ••Jtwih 

wtno refer to 
themselves as "nc·: 
very strong Jews" :--ia!~ 
increased. In 197:-
50% of adults 
reported not havinf.~ a 
very strong Jew1st1 
identity. By 1993, 

'40% 

30%1------ ---- -----' 

Figure 1: Strength d JewiSh Identity 

that figure had risE!n to 55%. Meanwhile, the proportion of persons raised as Jews who 
as adults reported 'VJ ·,mger being Jewish has remained relatively stable at around 
15% in most sufll~ ~ ytars. 

1 
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CIJE~ 

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···:)"~: Jews." Among Jews born between 1925 and 1949, the figure is 
32%. Only 26% o· 
Jews born in 1'95(1 or 
after reported havi·1g 
a strong Jewish 
identity. 
Correspondingly, ·J1e 
proportion of Jew!, 
who refer to 
themselves as "nc i 
very strong Jews" ~ 
greatest among thnse 
born in 1950 or af1'f•r 
While only a smal 
proportion of thost: 
persons born betc1 i!~ 

1925 who were ra, :: ed 
as Jews no longer 

............................ . 

• • 
IIIGt v-, Strens J..tsh hllnd&y 

Nel.enpJewlsh 

consider themselves Bom Before 1925 Born 1950 or After 
Jewish, about 20(}1: 01 Born 1925-1949 
Jews born after 1 ~ :is 
have assi~~ tel"t-. 
~ { ,_ -.h O" t ~ ' Figure 2: Strength of Jewish Identity by Year of Birth 
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CIJE~ 

ARE CHANGES IN JEWISH IDENTIIY OVER THE \'EARS RELATED TO 
GENERATIONA.L CHANGES? 

Yes. Much of the 
decline in the 
strength of Jewisti 
identity ( as 
highlighted in FigLr e 
1) can be attribute·: 
to differences 
among Jews born n 
different years. 
Jews born in 1950 
or after were a 
greater proportion ··:· 
the Jewish 20% 

population in 1992 
than in 1976. In 
1976, 13% were 
born in 1950 or 
after. In 1993, 44c;. 

t- t- ,__ 
~ ~ t- - - - - t- I-"" -- -

- t- ,-.. - - - t- r-- - - - -- - -
- t- t- - - t- ..... t- - - - - - -
- ..... ..... - - - - - - - t- - - -
- t-

""""" - - - - - - - - - - -
t- - ..... - - - t- ...... - - t- - - -
- ._ - - - - - -...... - - ..... 

iT -
D ... , ..... - - - t- - -• ....... -1nsa1 .. - - - ..... - -• ......... 1 .. 

I 1~11 I 1~ I 1~ I 1~ I 
-- - - ._ ._ 

1117 1111 1111 
1871 1171 1912 1114 1111 1• 1IIO 1"3 

were born in 1950 
or after. 
Correspondingly. 

Figure 3: Proportion of Birth Cohorts in Each Survey Year 

the proportion of J ?.-ws born before 1925 has decreased. For the same period, the 
proportion of Jews !io1 ri between 1925 and 1949 has remained about 40%. 
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CIJE~ 

DO INTERMARRl4GE RATES ALSO DIFFER FOR DIFFERENT AGE 
GROUPS? 

Yes. The 
proportion of 
intermarried Jews ;·:; 
greater among 
Jews born in 1950 
or after. Fifty-four 
percent of adult 
Jews born in 1950 
or after reported 
being married tc a 
non-Jewish spous1:: 

Only 16% of Jews 
born before 192 5 
reported being 
married to a non­
Jewish spouse. 
The figure for Jew.:, 
born between 192::: 
and 1949 is 22% 

• s,-e Not Jewllh 

Ill SpouN Jewish 

Born Before 1925 Born 1950 or After 
Born 1925-1949 

Figure 4: lnterm1arrlage Rate by Year of Birth 
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CJE~ 

IS THE STRENGTH OF JEWISH IDENTll\' RElATED TO 
INTERMARRIAGE. RATES? 

Yes. For all t~re(: 
age groups, very fow 
of those who 
described themse· ·.-es 
as "strong Jews" 
were married to a 
non-Jewish sppuse. 
Intermarriage rate!, 
are higher among 
those less strong I~, 
identified. In 
particular. for Jew:, 
born in 1950 or afl·<:-! r 
about half of thosE! 
who describe 
themselves as "no '. 
very strong Jews" 
were intermarried . 
and almost all of 
those who were nc: 

[ ::·:: j I :=-:·· ! .......... .. .. .... .. ................... . 

ill'wal Nit -..... _,....., ...... --Born Before 1925 
Born 1925 - 1949 

._.,. -..... _,. ~ 
sa.w .. ..... 

Bom 1950 or After 

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

longer Jewish wer~ married to non-Jews. 
Of course, these data -jo not reveal whether a weakened Jewish identity leads to 
intermarriage or vice versa. Nevertheless, they show that the General Social Survey 
question about rel·qious identity is useful indicator of Jewish life, in that it is closely 
related to a key rn,::ch anism of continuity. 

5 



06/19/1998 06: 57 4049980860 BILL ROBINSON - CIJE PAGE 08 

CIJE~ 

METHODS 
IAJC(-t. 

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 ( NORC; at the University of Chicago. (Surveys were not conducted in 1979, 
1981. 1992. and 1~!5 l Each GSS involves an independently drawn random sample of English­
speaking persons 11~ yF:-B"S of age or over, living In non-institutional arrangements within the 
United States. 

The following questi::-ns 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, C8tholic, 
Jewish, so11>,:: of/l(~r religion, or no religion? 

• Strength of (Current) Rellglous Identity: Would you call yours&lf a strong (give 
preference ,r.dic::;.~ed in preceding question) or not a very strong (give preference 
indicated in f.'i't~ce-:,'img question)? 

• ReligAon·Rai.-sed In what religion we1& you raised? 

• Spouse's C1.irrent Religion: In what ,e/igion was your (husba~ife) raised? 

All respondents to the G ss who reported being raised Jewish were included in the analyses. 
This yielded a tots! or 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 JEiwish identity was 670 and on the question of intermarriage was 372. In the 
final analysis, which P.Xan"lned bOth tt'le strength of Jewish identity and lntermaniage, the total 
number of respo.nderls ·nas 338. In calculating the percentages used in Figures 1 and 3, 5-year 
moving averages we::?. ~i,nployed. 

This-report wu prepared by the CIJE R...arch and Evaluation team: 
Adllm C4amoran (University of Wfaconaln, '*dllOII), Ellen Golrdrlng 
(Vanderf:Jilt UnivMSlty), and BIii Robinaon {CIJE Stllff Ruearcher). 
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