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Preface

The American Jewish Year Book was a valuable resource for the Jewish community
from its inception in 1899 through 2008, when it ceased publication.! We are grate-
ful for the support we received to revive the Year Book starting in 2012 as we felt an
obligation to preserve a contemporary record of Jewish life in North America for
future generations.

We can report updated figures and examples of the extent to which the Year Book
is being cited in the current period of time. As of March 2016, Google found about
115,000 references to the Year Book. Google Scholar found 6,350 references to the
Year Book in the scientific literature. Wikipedia had 239 references to the Year
Book. For the 2012 volume, 4,152 chapters were downloaded from the Springer
website; 4,909 chapters were downloaded from the 2013 volume; and 3,322 chap-
ters were downloaded from the 2014 volume. Data for the 2015 volume were not yet
available at the time of this writing.

In addition the “United States Jewish Population” and the “World Jewish
Population” chapters from the Year Book have been downloaded tens of thousands
of times from www.jewishdatabank.org and www.bjpa.org. Demographic data from
the Year Book are included in the US Statistical Abstract, The World Almanac,
Wikipedia, the Jewish Virtual Library, and many other places. Older issues of the
Year Book are available at www.ajcarchives.org.

Further evidence of the usefulness of the Year Book were citations in the media.
It was brought to our attention that prior to the New York State presidential primary,
the 2014 Year Book was cited by CNN (April 16, 2016), reporting on the size of the
Empire State’s Jewish population. Shortly thereafter, just a few days before

'"Wikipedia provides the following review of the publication history of the Year Book: “The
American Jewish Year Book (AJYB) has been published since 1899. Publication was initiated by
the Jewish Publication Society (JPS). In 1908, the American Jewish Committee (AJC) assumed
responsibility for compilation and editing while JPS remained the publisher. From 1950 through
1993 the two organizations were co-publishers, and from 1994 to 2008 AJC became the sole pub-
lisher. From 2012 to present, Springer has published the Year Book as an academic publication.
The book is published in cooperation with the Berman Jewish DataBank and the Association for
the Social Scientific Study of Jewry.”
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Passover, an advertisement in the New York Times (April 21, 2016) cited the 2015
Year Book article on the world Jewish population by Sergio DellaPergola. We sur-
mise that the reason for the frequency of citations is the quality of the articles that
are included each year, and those in the current volume follow that tradition.

Following the “groundswell of interest” in the release by the Pew Research
Center in October 2013 of “A Portrait of Jewish Americans,” we published a forum
on the Pew Survey in the 2014 Year Book (see Dashefsky and Sheskin 2015). In the
current volume, we continue that model by presenting in Part I “A Portrait of
American Orthodox Jews: A Further Analysis of the 2013 Survey of U.S. Jews.”
This report is preceded by an introductory editorial comment followed by a number
of academic contributions and a response by three of the investigators, Alan
Cooperman, Gregory A. Smith, and Becka A. Alper.

Part II begins with a lead article by Harriet Hartman on the Jewish family in
Chapter 13. This chapter is followed by the four additional chapters that have
become regular features of the Year Book. Chapter 14, on the international arena by
Mitchell Bard, recontextualizes the previously titled chapter on national affairs that
was authored by Ethan Felson, who covered that topic from 2006 to 2015 (and with
Mark Silk in 2015). Chapters 15, 16, and 17 report on the Jewish populations of the
United States, Canada, and the world by Ira M. Sheskin (University of Miami) and
Arnold Dashefsky (University of Connecticut), Charles Shahar (the Jewish
Community Foundation of Montreal), and Sergio Dellapergola (The Hebrew
University of Jerusalem), respectively.

Frequent followers of the Year Book will note that the article on Jewish commu-
nal affairs, the long-standing contribution of Larry Grossman, who authored the
article from 1988 to 2015, is absent. Larry had requested that he be relieved of that
responsibility so that he could focus on other writing obligations. Based on ongoing
negotiations, it is our expectation that the 2017 edition will cover a two-year time
frame, going back to 2015. This coverage will include the US presidential primary
season as well as the presidential election. Part III consists of four chapters (18-21)
covering Jewish institutions, the Jewish press, academic resources, and transitions
(which reports on major events, honorees, and obituaries). The provision of a vari-
ety of Jewish lists harkens back to the earliest volume of the Year Book.

Each year the lists in Part III are checked to make certain that all contact informa-
tion is current. In addition, this year we added dozens of Jewish organizations and
Jewish publications to these lists that were either new or ones of which we were
unaware in the past.

While much of the information in Part III is available on the Internet (indeed we
obtain most of it from the Internet), we believe that collating this information in one
volume helps to present a full picture of the state of North American Jewry today. A
part of this picture is its demographics; a part is the extensive infrastructure of the
Jewish community (the organizations and the publications); and a part is the enor-
mous contributions made by the less than two percent of the population that is
Jewish to the culture and society of the United States and Canada.

In addition, while, for example, a list of Jewish Federations will probably always
appear on the Internet, a list current as of 2016 will not be there forever. A historian
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in the year 2116, wishing to examine the history of American Jewry, will have a
wealth of data preserved in one volume. Indeed, preserving that history is part of the
raison d’etre of the Year Book.

We hope that the initiatives we have undertaken over the past five years of our
editorship since 2012 will both uphold the traditional quality of the Year Book and
effectively reflect ever-evolving trends and concerns. We also hope that the Year
Book whose existence spans three different centuries will continue indefinitely.

Storrs, CT, USA Arnold Dashefsky
Coral Gables, FL, USA Ira M. Sheskin
Reference

Dashefsky, A., and L. Sheskin (eds.). 2015. American Jewish Year Book 2014. Dordrecht: Springer.
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Part I
Forum on the Pew Survey, A Portrait of

American Orthodox Jews: A Further
Analysis of the 2013 Survey of U.S. Jews



Chapter 1
Orthodox Judaism in the US: Retrospect
and Prospect

Arnold Dashefsky and Ira M. Sheskin

In June 2016, we conducted a Google search for the Pew Research Center (2015)
report, “A Portrait of American Orthodox Jews,” and found 73,400 results and
137,000 results for the original Pew (2013) report, “A Portrait of Jewish Americans.”
The intense Internet interest, along with that of the mass media and popular con-
cern, in such Pew reports led us to return to the forum format, which we created to
stimulate scholarly interest in the original Pew (2013) report that appeared in the
American Jewish Year Book 2014 (Dashefsky and Sheskin 2015).
In this introduction, we will:

1. present the highlights of the report;

2. provide summary observations on the substantive and policy implications as
stated in the commentaries by the invited contributors; and

3. comment on the implications of the report in regard to an assessment of Orthodox
Judaism within the context of American Jewish denominational life.

1.1 Highlights of the Report

Following are the major highlights of the report:

Orthodox Jews differ from most American Jews, who are secular, politically
liberal, aging, and have small families. They may be defined by the following char-
acteristics in that they:

A. Dashefsky (b))

Department of Sociology and Center for Judaic Studies, University of Connecticut,
Storrs, CT, USA

e-mail: arnold.dashefsky @uconn.edu

I.M. Sheskin
Department of Geography and Jewish Demography Project, The Sue and Leonard Miller
Center for Contemporary Judaic Studies, University of Miami, Coral Gables, FL, USA
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e represent 10 % of US Jewish adults;

* were likely to be raised Orthodox;

e are more likely to be married and have a Jewish spouse than other Jews;

e are more likely to marry at a younger age than other Jews;

e are younger than other American Jews;

e have more children than other Jews;

e are more likely to have children under age 18 living at home;

e are more likely to enroll their children in Jewish day schools and Jewish youth
programming than other Jews;

e were more likely to have participated in Jewish activities when they were chil-
dren than other Jews;

¢ received less formal secular education than Conservative or Reform Jews;

e are as likely as other Jews to earn $150,000 or more annually;

e are more concentrated in the Northeast than other Jews;

e are more likely to say all or most of their friends are Jewish than other Jews;

e are more likely to state that being Jewish is very important to them than other
Jews;

e are much more likely to say religion is central to their lives than other Jews;

e are much more likely to aver that being Jewish is a matter of religion than other
Jews;

e are much more observant of Jewish rituals than other Jews, e. g., fasting on Yom
Kippur, lighting Sabbath candles, and keeping Kosher;

e are much more likely to have a strong connection to Israel than other Jews; and

e are more likely to identify as more politically conservative than other Jews and
are more than three times as likely to identify or lean Republican than other Jews.

1.2 Commentaries on the Report

We asked nine distinguished scholars to comment on the results of the Pew report
on Orthodox Jews.

Steven Bayme addresses the policy implications of the growth of Orthodox
Jewish adherents, which consists of Haredi (fervently Orthodox) and Modern
Orthodox. The Haredi are in the majority with the Modern Orthodox divided into
“Centrist” and “Open” wings of the movement. Bayme concludes by raising a num-
ber of important questions in pondering the future.

Mijal Bitton describes the tensions facing the members of a small Orthodox sub-
group, the Syrian Jewish “community” of Greater New York. She explains the vari-
ations in their self-styled Sephardi Orthodoxy and the tensions created by financial
challenges and college enrollment to the community’s long-term viability.

Lynn Davidman frames her comments around the evolutionary nature of Jewish
civilization and the fears that Jews have historically had of disappearing, harking
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back to the destruction of the first Temple in biblical times. She views the insularity
of Orthodox Judaism as a double edged sword—both contributing to its strength,
but also leading to possible disaffiliation—and argues that new ways of enhancing
Jewish identity can flourish.

Adam S. Ferziger focuses on the distinctiveness and detachment of the Orthodox
from the rest of American Jewry that is reflected in the Pew data on beliefs and
behaviors and its accompanying analysis. He notes that based on this information
alone, one may conclude that the very concept of defining American Jewry as one
people is anachronistic. He points out, however, that other equally compelling data
emerging from qualitative studies indicate a trend among the Haredi Orthodox
toward abandoning their former rejection of contact with non-Orthodox Jews and
concentrating, rather, on advancing vehicles for rapprochement and cooperation.

Sylvia Barack Fishman suggests that American Orthodox Jews, particularly the
Modern Orthodox, share many characteristics with their non-Orthodox co-
religionists. For example, while nearly all Haredi Jews are married by age 29 and
70 % of Modern Orthodox by that age, nearly one-third of them remain single in
their 30s and 40s, a pattern that more resembles the non-Orthodox population.

Samuel C. Heilman raises questions about the representativeness of Pew’s small
sample of Orthodox Jews. He also points to the tensions operating in the Orthodox
world among the Haredi and Modern Orthodox. For the former, their embrace of the
Republican Party appears contrary to their self-interest in receiving government aid
to support their large, poor families. For the latter, their pursuit of higher education
and advanced degrees, which provides them the opportunity for greater income to
support their families, produces a more open attitude that might challenge Orthodox
beliefs and behaviors.

Debra R. Kaufman suggests that the Pew portrait of Jewish Orthodoxy is only
half complete. Without knowing more about gender differences and the ways
women practice Orthodoxy, Orthodoxy becomes identified primarily with the lives
that men lead. If women remain invisible in their own right within Orthodoxy, they
may receive less attention from community leaders and policy analysts.

Elana Maryles Sztokman explores the omission of gender as a research parame-
ter, which limits the understanding of differentiated experiences within Orthodoxy —
such as participation in synagogue life, early marriage, social status, and trends of
exit from the community—as a function of gender hierarchies within Orthodox
culture.

Chaim I. Waxman notes that despite the distinctiveness of Orthodox Jews in
American Jewish life in their higher rates of marriage, the Modern Orthodox seg-
ment is not much different from Conservative and Reform Jews. A similar finding
exists for age of marriage. He also notes that despite the large share of Modern
Orthodox with annual income of $150,000 and over, that fact belies the great cost of
living Jewishly that they incur to support their traditional life style. In the end,
Waxman calls for more research to examine in greater detail the nuances of these
findings.
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1.3 Implications of the Findings Within the Context
of American Jewish Denominations:

Are Jewish denominations as a religious entity fixed in a particular orbit or do they
shift across time and space, reflecting their social and cultural characteristics as well
as the changing composition of their adherents? One pedagogic way to illustrate an
answer to this question is to draw a continuum line with a center point. This dot
divides the right side, which represents those denominations that claim to follow
halakha, or Jewish religious law (essentially Orthodox and Conservative), and the
left side of the continuum, which represents those denominations that claim not to
be bound by halakha (largely Reform and Reconstructionist). (For a sociohistorical
overview of US Jewish denominations see Lazerwitz et al. 1998, pp. 15-30). These
positions on the continuum however, do not remain constant. For example, Reform
Judaism, which began in the nineteenth century, first in Germany and later imported
to the US, was originally situated to the far left because it disavowed many tradi-
tional practices and beliefs. By the second half of the twentieth century, Reform’s
position moved toward a point about mid-way between the center and the far left. It
recaptured certain practices in an innovative fashion and retreated from certain
beliefs, e. g., the rejection of Jewish peoplehood, which brought the movement
more into the mainstream.

While Reform was the first denomination to emerge in the US in the nineteenth
century, Orthodoxy emerged toward the end of the nineteenth century as the second
denomination, to counter the Reform movement and preserve traditional Jewish
practices. Nevertheless, several divisions emerged within it, including Modern and
Haredi (the fervently Orthodox, consisting of Hasidic and Yeshivish or anti-
Hasidic). These variations of Orthodoxy are positioned on the right half of the con-
tinuum with the Modern Orthodox to the left of the Haredi.

But how numerous are American Orthodox Jews? Fortunately, we have access to
data, based on probability surveys, that allow us to examine Jewish denominational
preferences across the span of the most recent four and one-half decades. We find
first that (according to data from the 1971 National Jewish Population Survey, or
NJPS, and NJPS 1990, as reported by Lazerwitz et al. 1998, p. 40), the proportion
identifying as Orthodox declined from 11 % (1971) to 6 % (1990); and by compari-
son, the percentage identifying as Conservative remained about the same (42 % and
40 % respectively), while Reform increased (33 % and 39 % respectively), and “No
Preference” remained about the same (14 % and 15 % respectively). Subsequent
research derived from NJPS 2000-2001 revealed some changes: The proportion of
Orthodox at the turn of the twenty-first century, including Jewish adults and chil-
dren, increased to 13 %, while Conservative declined to 26 %, Reform to 34 %, and
the category “Just Jewish,” roughly analogous to the earlier category of “No
Preference,” increased to 25 % (Ament 2005, p. 9). The most recent data from the
Pew Research Center (2013) report, which examined data for adults only and did
not include children, and found that 10 % identify with Orthodox (again without
accounting for the high fertility and the consequent number of children). Conservative
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continued to show a decline to 18 %, and Reform showed stability with 35 % iden-
tification. The corresponding Pew category to the NJPS “No Preference” and “Just
Jewish” was referred to as “None/Just Jewish” and captured 30 % of the sample of
Jewish adults. (If the survey had included children, this percent would be somewhat
lower because these individuals tend to be younger and have fewer children).

Despite the variations in wording in the four surveys and the differences in
accounting just for adults (e. g., Pew 2013) and including children (NJPS 2000—
2001), what can we infer about the current proportion of American Jews who are
Orthodox? It seems reasonable to conclude across nearly a half century of gathering
data from probability samples that the proportion of American Jews who are
Orthodox has probably doubled from 6 % in 1990 to the current estimate of 10 % of
Jewish adults and likely around 13 % including children (as noted earlier in NJPS
2000-2001).

What accounts for the apparent growing proportion of American Jews who are
Orthodox? As noted by Lazerwitz et al. (1998), there is an association between
Jewish religiosity and fertility':

It is clear...that religious involvement is associated with a complex of family-oriented fac-

tors that in turn are associated with the expectation and the actual fact of having more
children. (1998, p. 119)

Furthermore, Lazerwitz et al. note: “The combination of synagogue membership
and frequent (monthly or more) attendance at religious services is associated with
the highest average number of children” (1998, p. 121). As reported by the Pew
Research Center, “the average number of children born to Orthodox Jews (4.1) is
about twice the overall Jewish average” (2013, p. 40).

In sum, the relatively high fertility of the Orthodox, coupled with their residen-
tial density and commitment to intensive Jewish education, likely will assure that
they will be a growing proportion of American Jews, despite the phenomenon of
disaffiliation among some of them. Nevertheless, “the status of women, biblical
criticism, and religious rulings that accommodate modern life are all matters that
may push religiously involved Orthodox-reared adults into another denomination”
(Lazerwitz et al. 1998, p. 134). Readers may judge for themselves as to how
Orthodoxy will evolve within the context of American Jewish denominational life
by reading the entire report and the commentaries which follow it. But what is cer-
tain is that the demise of Orthodoxy (indeed of all Jews) by the year 2000, predicted
by the story in the May 5, 1964 issue of Look magazine, certainly did not happen.
We hope that the nine pundits who have commented on the Pew report have done
better than did Look!

'A similar finding has been reported for the growing number of Haredi Jews in the UK (Staetsky
and Boyd 2015).
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Chapter 2
A Portrait of American Orthodox

Jews: A Further Analysis of the 2013
Survey of US Jews

Pew Research Center

2.1 A Portrait of American Orthodox Jews

American Jews tend to be more highly educated and politically liberal than the
US public as a whole, as well as less religiously observant, at least by standard
measures such as belief in God and self-reported rates of attendance at religious
services. The US Jewish population also is older than the general public and has
fewer children.

But within the US Jewish community, one important subgroup clearly does not
fit the picture of a relatively secular, liberal-leaning, aging population with small
families. Unlike most other American Jews, Orthodox Jews tend to identify as
Republicans and take conservative positions on social issues such as homosexuality.
On average, they also are more religiously committed and much younger than other
US Jews, and they have bigger families.

This report uses data from the 2013 Pew Research Center Survey of US Jews to
look closely at the Orthodox. Information about Orthodox Jews was scattered
throughout the initial survey report, “A Portrait of Jewish Americans.” It has been
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Fig. 2.1 One-in-Ten American Jews are Orthodox (Source: Pew Research Center 2013 Survey of
US Jews, Feb. 20-June 13, 2013. QH1, QH2. Based on the net Jewish population (both Jews by
religion and Jews of no religion). “Don’t know” responses are not shown. Figures may not sum to
100 % or to totals indicated due to rounding

brought together here and supplemented with additional statistical analysis and
more detailed charts and tables.

The 2013 survey found that Orthodox Jews make up about 10 % of the estimated
5.3 million Jewish adults (ages 18 and older) in the United States.! A survey is a
snapshot in time that, by itself, cannot show growth in the size of a population. But
a variety of demographic measures in the survey suggest that Orthodox Jews prob-
ably are growing, both in absolute number and as a percentage of the US Jewish
community.

To begin with, the median age of Orthodox adults (40 years old) is fully a
decade younger than the median age of other Jewish adults (52). Despite being
younger, more than two-thirds of Orthodox adults are married (69 %), compared
with about half of other Jewish adults (49 %), and the Orthodox are much more
likely to have minor children living in their household. On average, the Orthodox
get married younger and bear at least twice as many children as other Jews (4.1

!'The estimate of the size of the adult Jewish population depends on the definition of who is Jewish.
See Chapter 1 of “A Portrait of Jewish Americans” for a discussion of various possible definitions
of Jewishness and for figures on various estimates.
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vs. 1.7 children ever born to adults ages 40-59).> And they are especially likely to
have large families: Among those who have had children, nearly half (48 %) of
Orthodox Jews have four or more offspring, while just 9 % of other Jewish parents
have families of that size.

Moreover, nearly all Orthodox Jewish parents (98 %) say they are raising their
children in the Jewish faith, compared with 78 % of other Jewish parents. Orthodox
Jews are much more likely than other Jews to have attended a Jewish day school,
yeshiva or Jewish summer camp while growing up, and they are also more likely to
send their children to these kinds of programs.

If the Orthodox grow as a share of US Jews, they gradually could shift the profile
of American Jews in several areas, including religious beliefs and practices, social
and political views and demographic characteristics. Generally speaking, people
who describe themselves as Orthodox Jews follow traditional interpretations of
Jewish law, or halakha, and 79 % of the Orthodox say that observing Jewish law is
essential to “what being Jewish means” to them, personally; just 13 % of other US
Jews say the same. On numerous measures of religious belief and practice, Orthodox
Jews display higher levels of religious commitment than do other Jews.

Indeed, in a few ways, Orthodox Jews more closely resemble white evangelical
Protestants than they resemble other US Jews. For example, similarly large majori-
ties of Orthodox Jews (83 %) and white evangelicals (86 %) say that religion is very
important in their lives, while only about one-fifth of other Jewish Americans (20 %)
say the same. Roughly three-quarters of both Orthodox Jews (74 %) and white evan-
gelicals (75 %) report that they attend religious services at least once a month. And
eight-in-ten or more Orthodox Jews (84 %) and white evangelicals (82 %) say that
Israel was given to the Jewish people by God — more than twice the share of other
American Jews (35 %) who express this belief.

Other US Jews lean heavily toward the Democratic Party, but the opposite is true
of the Orthodox. As of mid-2013, 57 % of Orthodox Jews identified with the
Republican Party or said they leaned toward the GOP. Orthodox Jews also tend to
express more conservative views on issues such as homosexuality and the size of
government; that is, they are more likely than other Jews to say that homosexuality
should be discouraged and that they prefer a smaller government with fewer ser-
vices to a bigger government with more services.

But just as not all Jews are alike, not all Orthodox Jews are the same. The Pew
Research Center survey was designed to look at differences within the Jewish com-
munity, including between subgroups within Orthodox Judaism. About six-in-ten
US Orthodox Jews (62 %) are Haredi (sometimes called Ultra-Orthodox) Jews, who
tend to view their strict adherence to the Torah’s commandments as largely

2The median age of marriage is based on current, intact marriages. It is not necessarily the age of
first marriage because it does not account for divorce or the number of times respondents have been
married. The share of divorced respondents is comparable across all Jewish denominations,
roughly 8-11%.


http://www.pewforum.org/2013/10/01/chapter-4-religious-beliefs-and-practices/#religious-attendance
http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2013/10/03/more-white-evangelicals-than-american-jews-say-god-gave-israel-to-the-jewish-people/
http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2013/10/03/more-white-evangelicals-than-american-jews-say-god-gave-israel-to-the-jewish-people/
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incompatible with secular society.* Roughly three-in-ten Orthodox Jews (31 %)
identify with the Modern Orthodox movement, which follows traditional Jewish
law while simultaneously integrating into modern society.*

The rest of this report details some of the key differences both between Orthodox
Jewish groups and among Orthodox Jews overall and other American Jews.

Sidebar: Who is a Jew?
The 2013 Pew Research Center  Table 2.1 Orthodox Jews more likely to be
survey of US Jews focused primar- ~ Jews by religion

ily on those who fell into two main Jews by | Jews of no
categories.’ They are: religion | religion
. . % %
e Jews by religion — people who . 0
: s o : Orthodox 99 1=100
say their religion is Jewish (and -
Haredi 99 1
who do not profess any other
religion) Modern 99 1
g L Orthodox
o Jews .Of no religion — pe(.)p.le who Other Jews 75 25
describe themselves (religiously) Conservative 93 7

as thelst, agnostic or nothmg. in T - 37 3
particular, but who have a Jewish
parent or were raised Jewish and

No denomination | 50 50

. . Source: Pew Research Center 2013 Survey
who still consider themselves ¢y Jews, Feb. 20-June 13,2013. RELIG,
Jewish in some way QA4, QAS.

These two groups constitute, for the purposes of this analysis, the “net” Jewish
population. Virtually all Orthodox Jews (99 %) are Jews by religion.

To identify Orthodox Jews, the survey relied on two main questions. The
first asked, “Thinking about Jewish religious denominations, do you consider
yourself to be Conservative, Orthodox, Reform, something else or no particu-
lar denomination?” Those who self-identified as Orthodox were then asked a
follow-up question: “Do you consider yourself to be Modern Orthodox,

(continued)

3See Cohen, Steven M. and Jacob B. Ukeles and Ron Miller. 2012. Jewish Community Study of
New York: 2011. UJA Federation of New York. http://d4ovttrzyow8g.cloudfront.net/494344.pdf,
pages 211-224. See also Waxman, Chaim 1. 1998. “The Haredization of American Orthodox
Jewry.” Jerusalem Letter/Viewpoints. http://www.bjpa.org/Publications/downloadPublication.
cfm?Publication]D=2373.

*See Berman, Saul J. 2001. “The Ideology of Modern Orthodoxy.” Sh’ma: A Journal of Jewish
Ideas. http://shma.com/2001/02/the-ideology-of-modern-orthodoxy/.

SSee “Who is a Jew” sidebar from Pew Research Center’s 2013 report, “A Portrait of Jewish
Americans” for more details as to how researchers categorized respondents when analyzing the
survey data.


http://d4ovttrzyow8g.cloudfront.net/494344.pdf
http://www.bjpa.org/Publications/downloadPublication.cfm?PublicationID=2373
http://www.bjpa.org/Publications/downloadPublication.cfm?PublicationID=2373
http://shma.com/2001/02/the-ideology-of-modern-orthodoxy/
http://www.pewforum.org/2013/10/01/sidebar-who-is-a-jew/
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Hasidic, Yeshivish or some other type of Orthodox?”” The Haredi (or Ultra-
Orthodox) category includes Jews who come from at least two distinct tradi-
tions — the Hasidic tradition and the Yeshivish (or “Lithuanian”) tradition.

2.2 How Were Today’s Orthodox Jewish Adults Raised?

The initial Pew Research Center report on Jewish Americans included a detailed
look at religious switching among US Jews, showing that about half (52 %) of
Americans who were raised as Orthodox Jews have left Orthodoxy, though most
still identify as Jewish.°

This report flips the lens: Among adults who currently identify as Orthodox Jews,
how many were raised in the Orthodox tradition? And how many became Orthodox
after having been raised as Conservative or Reform Jews, or even as non-Jews?

Seven-in-ten adults who currently identify as Orthodox Jews (70 %) were raised
as Orthodox. Upwards of one-in-ten Orthodox Jews (12 %) say they were brought
up in the Conservative movement, and 5 % were raised as Reform Jews. An addi-
tional 8 % say they were raised in the Jewish faith but in some other stream of
American Judaism (such as Reconstructionist) or gave other answers, such as say-
ing they were raised in a Sephardic Jewish tradition.

By comparison, the other major streams or denominations of American Judaism
have smaller shares of adults who were raised in those movements: 57 % of adults
who identify as Conservative Jews say they were raised in the Conservative move-
ment, and 55% of Jews who identify as Reform were raised in the Reform
movement.

It appears, however, there has been less switching out of Orthodox Judaism among younger
adults. Among Americans raised as Orthodox Jews, 83 % of those ages 18-29 are still Orthodox
Jews, compared with just 22 % of those 65 and older. Some experts believe that this gap is explained
in part by a “period effect” (i.e., a surge in switching away from Orthodox Judaism from the 1950s
to the 1970s, followed by higher retention within Orthodox Judaism in recent decades), as
explained in the Jewish Identity chapter of the Pew Research Center’s 2013 report “A Portrait of
Jewish Americans.”


http://www.pewforum.org/2013/10/01/chapter-3-jewish-identity/#denominational-identity
http://www.pewforum.org/2013/10/01/chapter-3-jewish-identity/#denominational-identity
http://www.pewforum.org/2013/10/01/chapter-3-jewish-identity/
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Table 2.2 Most current Orthodox Jews were raised Orthodox

Among those who currently identify as ...
Orthodox Other Jews
ALL Modern No NET
Orthodox | Haredi | Orthodox | Conservative | Reform| denomination | Jewish
% % % % % % %
% who were
raised in each
tradition ...
Raised Jewish |96 97 95 87 91 69 83
Orthodox 70 78 56 13 4 7 13
Conservative 12 14 10 57 25 12 25
Reform 5 1 12 10 55 15 27
No denomination| 7 4 15 3 5 31 14
Other Jewish 1 * 2 2 1 2 2
denomination
Not raised 4 3 5 13 9 31 17
Jewish”
100 100 100 100 100 100 100

*Signifies < 1

Source: Pew Research Center 2013 Survey of US Jews, Feb. 20-June 13, 2013. QH15, QHI6.
Figures may not sum to 100 % or to totals indicated due to rounding. “Don’t know” responses in
raised Jewish subgroups are not shown

Ancludes those who were raised Jewish and another religion or said they were not raised Jewish

2.3 Family Structure and Age

Compared with other Jews, Orthodox Jews are much more likely to be married.
About seven-in-ten Orthodox Jews ages 18 and older (69 %) are married, compared
with 49 % of other adult Jews. Haredi Jews are largely responsible for this gap; 79 %
of Haredi adults are married. About half of adults in the Modern Orthodox tradition
(52 %) are currently married, comparable to the shares of adults in the Conservative
(55 %) and Reform (52 %) traditions.
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Nearly all Orthodox Jews who are married have Jewish spouses (98 %), while
fewer married Conservative and Reform Jews (73 % and 50 %, respectively) have
Jewish spouses.

Table 2.3 Orthodox Jews more likely to be married and to have a Jewish spouse

Among married Jews, % who have a ...
Married | Not married | Jewish spouse Non-Jewish spouse
% % % %
NET Jewish 51 49=100 56 44=100
Orthodox 69 31 98 2
Haredi 79 21 99 1
Modern Orthodox 52 48 94 6
Other Jews 49 51 50 50
Conservative 55 45 73 27
Reform 52 48 50 50
No denomination 44 56 31 69
Jews by religion 54 46 64 36
Jews of no religion 41 59 21 79

Source: Pew Research Center 2013 Survey of US Jews, Feb. 20-June 13, 2013. MARITAL,
SPRELIG. Results repercentaged to exclude nonresponse

Table 2.4 Orthodox Jews more likely to marry at younger age

Among currently married Jews, % who married at age ...

24 or younger 25-29 30-34 35+
% % % %
NET Jewish 33 29 17 21=100
Orthodox 68 23 5 4
Haredi 75 24 1 *
Modern Orthodox 48 22 17 13
Other Jews 27 30 19 24
Conservative 32 32 18 18
Reform 26 29 18 27
No denomination 27 30 17 25
Jews by religion 34 30 17 20
Jews of no religion 28 26 18 27

*Signifies < 1

Source: Pew Research Center 2013 Survey of US Jews, Feb. 20-June 13, 2013. QH26, AGE. Age
of marriage is based on current, intact marriages. Figures may not sum to 100 % due to rounding.
Results repercentaged to exclude nonresponse
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Table 2.5 Orthodox Jews are younger than other Jews

% of Jewish adults ages...

18-29 30-49 50-64 65+
% % % %
NET Jewish” 20 28 27 24=100
Orthodox 24 40 24 12
Haredi 32 46 17 6
Modern Orthodox 9 31 34 25
Other Jews 21 26 31 22
Conservative 13 25 34 29
Reform 17 23 37 22
No denomination 28 30 24 24
Jews by religion” 18 27 29 26
Jews of no religion” 28 33 23 16
US general public 22 34 26 18

Source: Pew Research Center 2013 Survey of US Jews, Feb. 20-June 13, 2013. US general public
data from the 2013 Current Population Survey. AGE. Figures may not sum to 100 % due to round-
ing. Results repercentaged to exclude nonresponse

AThese figures are based on all the Jews in surveyed households. Other rows based on respondents
only

Orthodox Jews not only are more likely to be married, but also are more likely to
have gotten married before the age of 25.” Roughly seven-in-ten currently married
Orthodox Jews (68 %) in the survey were married by age 24, compared with just
27 % of other Jews. And while a quarter of currently married non-Orthodox Jews
(24 %) got married at age 35 or later, the vast majority of Orthodox Jews were mar-
ried before age 35.

With a median age of 40 (among adults), Orthodox Jews are younger than other
Jews. Roughly a quarter of Orthodox Jewish adults (24 %) are between the ages of
18 and 29, compared with 17 % of Reform Jews and 13 % of Conservative Jews.
Moreover, only 12 % of Orthodox Jews are 65 or older, while among other Jews,
almost twice as many (22 %) have reached the traditional retirement age.

Again, Haredi Jews stand out; 32 % of Haredi adults are between the ages of 18
and 29, compared with 9 % of the Modern Orthodox. Nearly half of Haredi adults
(46 %) are in the 30—49 cohort, while only 6 % are 65 or older.

7 Age of marriage is based on current, intact marriages. It is not necessarily the age of first marriage
because it does not account for divorce or the number of times respondents have been married.


http://www.pewforum.org/2013/10/01/chapter-2-intermarriage-and-other-demographics/#age
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2.4 Child Rearing

Orthodox Jews tend to have more children than other Jews. The 2013 Pew Research
report noted that Orthodox Jewish respondents ages 40-59 have had an average of
4.1 children in their lifetime, compared with an average of 1.7 born to all other US
Jews in that age group (a measure known as “completed fertility”).

Perhaps as a result of their higher rates of marriage, lower median ages and bigger
families, Orthodox Jews also are far more likely to have minor children currently
living in their household. About half of Orthodox adults have at least one child at
home, and 19 % have four children or more in the house. Haredi Jews are much more
likely than the Modern Orthodox to have at least four children currently living at
home (27 % vs. 4 %). By contrast, most Conservative and Reform Jews do not cur-
rently have any children living in their household (78 % and 75 %, respectively).

Table 2.6 Orthodox Jews have more children than other Jews

Average number of children ever born per adult ages 40-59

NET Jewish 1.9
Orthodox 4.1
Other Jews 1.7
Conservative 1.8
Reform 1.7
No denomination 1.4
Jews by religion 2.1
Jews of no religion 1.5
US general public 2.2

Source: Pew Research Center 2013 Survey of US Jews, Feb. 20-June 13, 2013. US general public
data from March 21-April 8, 2013, Pew Research Center survey. FERT. Haredi and Modern
Orthodox Jews are not reported due to small sample sizes

Table 2.7 Orthodox Jews more likely to have children under 18 living at home

% of adults with each number of children currently living at home

0 1 2 3 4+ DK/ref
% % % % | % %
NET Jewish 73 12 9 2 3 1=100
Orthodox 45 13 13 8 19 1
Haredi 32 17 15 8 27 1
Modern Orthodox 69 9 11 7 4 *
Other Jews 76 12 8 2 1 1
Conservative 78 10 6 2 * 3
Reform 75 12 10 2 * 1
No denomination 77 13 7 2 1 1
Jews by religion 72 11 9 3 3 1
Jews of no religion 77 13 8 2 * 1

*Signifies < 1
Source: Pew Research Center 2013 Survey of US Jews, Feb. 20-June 13, 2013. HHCHILD. Figures
may not sum to 100 % due to rounding


http://www.pewforum.org/2013/10/01/chapter-2-intermarriage-and-other-demographics/#fertility
http://www.pewforum.org/2013/10/01/chapter-2-intermarriage-and-other-demographics/#fertility

18

Pew Research Center

Table 2.8 Most Orthodox parents enroll children in Jewish schools, youth programs

Among parents with at least one child at home, % who have a child ...

Enrolled in Enrolled in
Being raised Enrolled in other formal | other organized
Jewish/partially yeshiva/Jewish Jewish Jewish youth
Jewish day school education program
% % % %
NET Jewish 82 25 22 35
Orthodox 98 81 16 69
Haredi 100 84 17 70
Other Jews 78 11 24 27
Conservative 93 30 50 50
Reform 90 9 28 33
No denomination |53 3 7 8
Jews by religion 93 30 27 42
Jews of no religion |33 3 3 10

Source: Pew Research Center 2013 Survey of US Jews, Feb. 20-June 13, 2013. HHCHILDPAR,
HHCHILDJREL, HHCHILDJOTH, HHCHILDED1/2/3. Modern Orthodox Jews are not reported
due to small sample size

Nearly all Orthodox Jewish parents who have at least one child under the age of
18 living in their household (98 %) are raising those children Jewish. And an over-
whelming majority of Conservative Jewish parents (93 %) and Reform Jewish par-
ents (90 %) with at least one child at home say they are raising those children Jewish.

Most Orthodox Jewish parents (81 %) have a child enrolled in a Jewish day
school or yeshiva, compared with 11 % of other Jews. And Orthodox Jews are more
than twice as likely as other Jews to enroll their children in some other organized
Jewish youth program, such as Jewish day care, nursery school, youth group, day
camp or sleepaway camp (69 % vs 27 %).

While most Orthodox Jews who are raising minor children send those children to
full-time Jewish schools or yeshivot, other Jews are more likely than Orthodox Jews
to enroll their children in other part-time formal Jewish education programs that
typically supplement a largely secular education, such as Hebrew school, congrega-
tional school or Sunday school (24 % vs. 16 %).

2.5 Childhood Involvement in Jewish Activities

Among adults, far more Orthodox Jews attended a yeshiva or Jewish day school
when they were children than did other Jews. Roughly three-quarters of Orthodox
Jews (73 %) say they attended a full-time Jewish school when they were growing
up, compared with 17 % of other Jews.
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Table 2.9 Most Orthodox adults participated in Jewish activities when they were children
% of adults who ... as children

Received other | Became Attended
Attended yeshiva/ | formal Jewish bar/bat overnight Jewish
Jewish day school education mitzvah summer camp
% % % %o
NET Jewish 23 59 51 38
Orthodox 73 32 72 74
Haredi 81 22 78 85
Modern Orthodox | 57 51 62 59
Other Jews 17 62 48 34
Conservative 21 71 59 43
Reform 15 75 53 36
No denomination 16 40 36 27
Jews by religion 26 63 58 44
Jews of no religion 13 44 27 18

Source: Pew Research Center 2013 Survey of US Jews, Feb. 20-June 13, 2013. Q.H19B, Q.H19C,
Q.H20, Q.H23

By contrast, Orthodox Jews are significantly less likely to have participated in
the kind of part-time Jewish programs that typically supplement a largely secular
education, such as Hebrew school or Sunday school, when they were children.

Upwards of seven-in-ten Orthodox Jewish adults (72 %) say that they became a
bar or bat mitzvah when they were young, compared with 48 % of other Jews.® And
74 % of Orthodox Jews attended an overnight Jewish summer camp while growing
up; among other Jews, 34 % went to such a camp.

Haredi Jews are significantly more likely than Modern Orthodox Jews to report
attending Jewish day school, becoming a bar/bat mitzvah or attending overnight
Jewish summer camp, although majorities of adults in both groups say they had
these experiences when they were children.

2.6 Socioeconomic Status

Orthodox Jews — especially Haredi Jews — tend to receive less formal, secular edu-
cation than do other Jews. A third of Orthodox Jewish adults have a high school
education or less, compared with just 15% of other Jews. And 30% of both
Conservative and Reform Jews have post-graduate university degrees, compared
with 17 % of Orthodox Jews.

8 Among Orthodox Jews, men and women do not have bar/bat mitzvahs at equal rates. An over-
whelming majority of Orthodox men (93 %) report having undergone this rite of passage, com-
pared with 52 % of Orthodox women.
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Table 2.10 Orthodox Jews receive less formal secular education than Conservative, Reform Jews

% of Jews with each level of education

High school or Some Bachelor’s Post-grad
less college degree degree
% % % %
NET Jewish 17 25 30 28=100
Orthodox 33 28 22 17
Haredi 38 36 15 10
Modern Orthodox 21 14 36 29
Other Jews 15 25 31 29
Conservative 18 20 32 30
Reform 10 29 31 30
No denomination 18 24 31 27
Jews by religion 16 24 30 29
Jews of no religion 18 29 30 23
US general public 42 29 19 10

Source: Pew Research Center 2013 Survey of US Jews, Feb. 20-June 13, 2013. EDUC. US general
public data from the US Census Bureau. Figures may not sum to 100 % due to rounding. Results
repercentaged to exclude nonresponse

Table 2.11 Orthodox Jews as likely as other Jews to earn $150,000 or more

% of Jews by annual household income

Less than $50,000- $100,000-
$50 K $99,999 $149,999 $150 K+
% % % %
NET Jewish 32 26 17 25=100
Orthodox 39 19 14 28
Haredi 43 20 13 24
Modern Orthodox 30 18 15 37
Other Jews 31 27 18 25
Conservative 31 28 18 23
Reform 25 28 18 29
No denomination 36 24 18 22
Jews by religion 30 27 17 26
Jews of no religion 39 24 17 20
US general public 56 27 10 8

Source: Pew Research Center 2013 Survey of US Jews, Feb. 20-June 13, 2013. INCOME. US
general public data from Pew Research Center surveys conducted February-June 2013. Figures
may not sum to 100 % due to rounding. Results repercentaged to exclude nonresponse

However, in terms of secular education, Modern Orthodox Jews are more similar
to Conservative and Reform Jews than they are to Haredi Jews. Three-in-ten Modern
Orthodox Jews (29 %) have post-graduate degrees, and an additional 36 % have
bachelor’s degrees; among Haredi Jews, just 10 % have post-graduate degrees, and
an additional 15 % have bachelor’s degrees.
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There are only modest differences among Jewish denominations when it comes
to annual incomes. Haredi Jews are just as likely as Jews overall to report having
household incomes of $150,000 or more per year, and an especially large share of
Modern Orthodox Jews make $150,000 or more (37 %).°

2.7 Geographic Distribution

An overwhelming majority of American Haredi Jews (89 %) live in the Northeast
region of the country, including New York and New Jersey. Most Modern Orthodox
Jews (61 %) also live in the Northeast, although roughly a third live in either the
South (20 %) or the West (12 %).

Other Jews, while still more heavily concentrated in the Northeast than the US
general public, are more evenly distributed across the country than Orthodox Jews.
The Northeast is home to the biggest shares of Conservative (43 %) and Reform
(36 %) Jews, but roughly three-in-ten members of each group live in the South (includ-
ing Florida), and about one-in-five Conservative and Reform Jews live in the West.

Table 2.12 Majority of Orthodox Jews live in the Northeast

% of Jews who live in the ...

Northeast Midwest South West
% % % %
NET Jewish 43 11 23 23=100
Orthodox 79 7 9 5
Haredi 89 6 4 1
Modern Orthodox 61 6 20 12
Other Jews 39 11 25 25
Conservative 43 9 30 18
Reform 36 13 28 22
No denomination 40 10 18 32
Jews by religion 46 10 24 20
Jews of no religion 32 15 22 31
US general public 18 21 37 23

Source: Pew Research Center 2013 Survey of US Jews, Feb. 20-June 13, 2013. US general public
data from June 2013 Current Population Survey. Figures may not sum to 100 % due to rounding

°Tt should be noted that the survey asked about household, rather than individual, incomes. It is
possible that larger household sizes among Haredi Jews could contribute to higher reported
incomes.
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2.8 Jewish Friendship Networks

Orthodox Jews, especially Haredi Jews, tend to have close circles of friends consist-
ing mostly or entirely of other Jews. This is less common among Conservative and
Reform Jews.

About eight-in-ten Orthodox Jews (84 %) say that all or most of their friends are
Jewish. By comparison, among other Jews, about a quarter (27 %) say the same.

A majority of non-Orthodox Jews in the US say that at least some of their friends
are Jewish, but 23 % say that hardly any or none of their friends are Jewish. That is
in stark contrast with the 1% of Haredi Jews and 4 % of Modern Orthodox Jews
who report that hardly any or none of their friends are Jewish.

2.9 Sense of Belonging and Importance of Religion

Virtually all Orthodox Jews in the survey say they have a strong sense of belonging
to the Jewish people, while 73 % of other Jews say the same. Similarly, more
Orthodox Jews than other Jews say that being Jewish is very important to them and
that they have a special responsibility to care for Jews in need.

Followers of the major streams or denominations within US Judaism are more
similar when it comes to Jewish pride. Overwhelming majorities of both Orthodox
Jews (98 %) and other Jews (94 %) say they are proud to be Jewish.

Table 2.13 Nearly all Haredi Jews say all/most of their friends are Jewish

% of Jews who say ... of their friends are Jewish

All |Most | Some | Hardly any/none Don’t know
% | % % % %
NET Jewish 5 27 46 21 *=100
Orthodox 33 |51 13 3 *
Haredi 45 |53 2 1 *
Modern Orthodox 13 |52 31 4 0
Other Jews 2 24 50 23 *
Conservative 4 35 44 16 1
Reform 2 26 53 19 *
No denomination 2 15 48 35 *
Jews by religion 6 32 44 18 *
Jews of no religion 2 11 53 34 *

*Signifies < 1
Source: Pew Research Center 2013 Survey of US Jews, Feb. 20-June 13, 2013. QE11. Figures may
not sum to 100 % due to rounding
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Table 2.14 Being Jewish is very important to most Orthodox Jews

% of Jews who say that ...

They have strong | Being Jewish They have special
sense of is very responsibility to They are
belonging to important to care for Jews in proud to be
Jewish people them need Jewish
% % % %
NET Jewish 75 46 63 94
Orthodox 99 87 92 98
Haredi 99 89 95 100
Modern Orthodox | 100 89 87 93
Other Jews 73 41 60 94
Conservative 92 69 82 98
Reform 78 43 64 96
No denomination 53 22 39 87
Jews by religion 85 56 71 97
Jews of no religion 42 12 36 83

Source: Pew Research Center 2013 Survey of US Jews, Feb. 20-June 13, 2013. QH5B, QE9A-C

Table 2.15 Religion central to lives of most Orthodox Jews

% of people who rate religion as ... in their life

Very Somewhat Not too/not at all
important important important DK/refused
% % % %
NET Jewish 26 29 44 1=100
Orthodox 83 15 3 *
Haredi 89 11 * 0
Modern Orthodox 77 19 4 0
Other Jews 20 31 49 1
Conservative 43 39 17 *
Reform 16 40 43 1
No denomination 8 18 74 *
Jews by religion 31 35 33 1
Jews of no religion 8 9 82 *
US general public 56 23 20 1

*Signifies < 1

Source: Pew Research Center 2013 Survey of US Jews, Feb. 20-June 13, 2013. QH5A. US general
public data from March 21-April 8, 2013 Pew Research Center survey. Figures may not sum to

100 % due to rounding

There are, at most, only modest differences between Modern Orthodox Jews and
Haredi Jews on these measures of Jewish identity and belonging. Among members
of both groups, big majorities say that they have a strong sense of belonging to the
Jewish people, that being Jewish is very important to them, that they have a special
responsibility to care for Jews in need and that they are proud to be Jewish.

The 2013 survey finds that religion plays a far greater role in the lives of Orthodox
Jews than it does for other Jews. About eight-in-ten Orthodox Jews (83 %) say
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Table 2.16 Most Orthodox Jews think being Jewish is a matter of religion

9% who say being Jewish is ...

Mainly | Religion and Mainly ancestry/
religion | ancestry/culture | culture Other/DK/refused
%o % % %
NET Jewish 15 23 62 1=100
Orthodox 46 38 15 1
Haredi 53 35 11 2
Modern Orthodox 35 46 19 1
Other Jews 11 21 67 1
Conservative 15 37 48 *
Reform 13 20 67 *
No denomination 8 11 80 1
Jews by religion 17 26 55 1
Jews of no religion 6 11 83 *

*Signifies < 1
Source: Pew Research Center 2013 Survey of US Jews, Feb. 20-June 13,2013. QE3, QE3A. Figures
may not sum to 100 % due to rounding

religion is very important to them, compared with 20 % of other Jews. Around the
same time period, 56 % of Americans overall said religion is very important in their
life.

On this question, Orthodox Jews look more like white evangelical Protestants —
one of the most religiously committed major US Christian groups — than like other
Jews. Fully 86 % of white evangelicals say religion is very important in their life.!°

Most Orthodox Jews say that being Jewish is either mainly a matter of religion
(46 %) or a matter of religion as well as of ancestry and/or culture (38 %). A major-
ity of other Jews say that being Jewish is mainly a matter of ancestry and/or culture
(67 %); only 11 % say it is mainly a matter of religion.

2.10 Beliefs and Practices

Orthodox Jews are more likely than other Jews to believe in God with absolute cer-
tainty and participate in various Jewish religious practices. For example, 89 % of
Orthodox Jews (including 96 % of the Haredi) say they are certain in their belief in
God, compared with 41 % of Conservative Jews and 29 % of Reform Jews. (Many
Conservative and Reform Jews believe in God, but with less certainty.) And most

"Data on white evangelical Protestants come from a Pew Research Center survey conducted
March 21-April 8, 2013.


http://www.pewforum.org/2013/10/01/chapter-4-religious-beliefs-and-practices/#belief-in-god
http://www.pewforum.org/2013/08/06/living-to-120-and-beyond-americans-views-on-aging-medical-advances-and-radical-life-extension/
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Orthodox Jews (62 %) report that they attend religious services at least weekly,
compared with just 6 % of other Jews.!!

Again, by these measures, Orthodox Jews are similar to white evangelical
Protestants. For example, 93 % of white evangelical Protestants believe in God with
absolute certainty and 61 % attend religious services weekly or more often.!?

Orthodox Jews are almost twice as likely as other Jewish adults to say they fasted
for all or part of Yom Kippur, the Jewish Day of Atonement, in 2012 (95 % vs 49 %).
And they are more than four times as likely as other Jews to participate in such
religious practices as regularly lighting Sabbath candles, keeping a kosher home
and avoiding handling money on the Sabbath.”* The gap between Orthodox Jews
and other Jews narrows somewhat when it comes to Passover — virtually all Orthodox
Jews (99 %) attended a seder during the Passover previous to when the survey was
conducted in 2013, compared with 66 % of other Jews.!*

While Modern Orthodox and Haredi Jews are largely similar in their high levels
of observance, lighting Sabbath candles and keeping kosher are more universal
practices in Haredi homes.

I Among Orthodox Jews, men and women do not attend religious services at equal rates. Nearly
three-quarters of Orthodox men (73 %) report attending synagogue weekly, compared with 50 % of
Orthodox women.

2Data on belief in God among white evangelical Protestants come from a Pew Research Center
survey conducted June 28-July 9, 2012. Data on religious service attendance among white evan-
gelical Protestants come from aggregated data from surveys conducted by the Pew Research
Center between February and June of 2013.

3The Pew Research Center’s question about handling money on the Sabbath was taken from the
2000-2001 National Jewish Population Survey, which found that 81 % of Orthodox Jews said they
refrain from handling money on the Sabbath. However, the wording of the question — “Do you
personally refrain from handling or spending money on the Jewish Sabbath?” — may have been
confusing to some respondents because of a double negative: A “no” answer means the respondent
does not refrain from handling money on the Sabbath. It is possible that in both the 2000-2001
NJPS and the 2013 Pew Research survey, some respondents (particularly those with limited
English-language ability) may have answered “no” when they really meant to indicate that they do
not handle money on the Sabbath.

14Some researchers suggest that non-Orthodox Jews participate in Passover at higher rates than
other Jewish observances because they see the Passover seder as a sentimental, or even secular,
family gathering rather than a religious obligation. For example, see Pleck, Elizabeth H. 2000.
“Celebrating the Family: Ethnicity, Consumer Culture, and Family Rituals.” Harvard University
Press, pages 95-116.


http://www.jewishdatabank.org/Studies/downloadFile.cfm?FileID=1473
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Table 2.17 Orthodox Jews much more observant of Jewish rituals

% who ...
Believe | Attend Avoid
in God | religious Fasted handling
with services | Attended | all/part| Always/usually money
absolute | weekly | Passover | of Yom|light Sabbath | Keep |on
certainty | or more | seder Kippur | candles kosher| Sabbath
%o % % % % % Yo
NET Jewish 34 11 70 53 23 22 13
Orthodox 89 62 99 95 90 92 77
Haredi 96 60 100 98 99 98 76
Modern Orthodox | T7 67 98 90 78 83 81
Other Jews 28 6 66 49 16 14 7
Conservative 41 13 80 76 34 31 13
Reform 29 4 76 56 10 7 4
No denomination |18 3 47 25 9 10 4
Jews by religion 39 14 78 62 28 25 16
Jews of no religion |18 1 42 22 6 11 5

Source: Pew Research Center 2013 Survey of US Jews, Feb. 20-June 13, 2013. QH6, H6B,
ATTENDI1, QHI1C, QH12, QH10, QH11A, QHI11B

2.11 Connection with and Attitudes Toward Israel

The survey finds that 61 % of Orthodox Jews say they are very emotionally attached
to Israel, whereas 27 % of other Jews say the same. And there are significant differ-
ences between Modern Orthodox Jews and Haredi Jews on views toward Israel.
Broadly speaking, Modern Orthodox Jews display stronger attachment to Israel;
they are more likely than Haredi Jews to say that they are very emotionally attached
to Israel (77 % vs. 55 %), that caring about Israel is essential to being Jewish (79 %
vs. 45 %) and that the US is not supportive enough of Israel (64 % vs. 48 %).'

The 2013 survey also asked several questions about the Middle East peace pro-
cess. It is important to bear in mind that opinions on this topic may have shifted
since the survey was conducted due to events in the region (including the 2014
Israel-Gaza conflict and recent Israeli elections). As of 2013, however, there were
significant differences between Orthodox Jews and other Jews in attitudes toward
the prospects for peace. For example, Orthodox Jews were less than half as likely
as other Jews to say that Israel and an independent Palestinian state can coexist
peacefully. Non-Orthodox Jews also were much more likely than Orthodox Jews

5The differences between Haredi and Modern Orthodox Jews may reflect the ambivalence that
some Haredi Jews have felt about the state of Israel ever since its establishment. Some opposed the
formal creation of a Jewish state before the arrival of the messiah. Modern Orthodox Jews, in
contrast, integrated support for a Jewish state with their religious beliefs, seeing the formation of
Israel as the beginning of religious redemption for the Jewish people.
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Table 2.18 Orthodox Jews have strong connection with Israel

% who say that ...

Israel
Caring was Building | Israeli
They are about given | Israel and | Jewish government
very Israel is | US is not | to the | Palestinian | settlements | is making
emotionally | essential supportive| Jews | state can | hurts sincere
attached to | to being | enough of | by coexist Israel’s effort for
Israel Jewish | Israel God” | peacefully | security peace
% %o %o % % %o %o
NET Jewish 30 43 31 40 61 44 38
Orthodox 61 55 53 84 30 16 61
Haredi 55 45 48 81 26 18 53
Modern 77 79 64 90 33 12 73
Orthodox
Other Jews 27 41 28 35 64 47 36
Conservative |47 58 42 54 62 36 52
Reform 24 42 30 35 58 50 36
No 16 31 17 24 72 48 27
denomination
Jews by religion | 36 49 35 47 58 40 44
Jews of no 12 23 17 16 72 56 21
religion

Source: Pew Research Center 2013 Survey of US Jews, Feb. 20-June 13, 2013. QC2, QC3, QES5H,
QG2, QGS5, QG7, QH6C
AQuestion was only asked of respondents who said they believe in God

to say that building Jewish settlements in the West Bank hurts Israel’s security
(47 % vs. 16 %).

Again, the survey found differing viewpoints within Orthodox Judaism. Roughly
three-quarters of Modern Orthodox Jews (73 %) said in 2013 that the Israeli
government was making a sincere effort to reach a peace settlement, compared with
53 % of Haredi Jews who said the same.

2.12 Social and Political Attitudes

Compared with other US Jews, Orthodox Jews are far more socially and politically
conservative. When the survey was conducted in 2013, 57 % of Orthodox Jews said
they identified with or leaned toward the Republican Party. By contrast, just 18 % of
other Jews identified with or leaned toward the GOP. Orthodox Jews were
also much more likely than other Jews to self-identify as politically conservative
(54 % vs. 16 %).
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Table 2.19 Politically, Orthodox Jews are more conservative than other Jews
% who ...

Prefer
smaller Say
Identify as/ | Say they are government | homosexuality
lean politically Disapprove | with fewer | should be
Republican | conservative |of Obama | services discouraged
%o %o %o %o %o
NET Jewish 22 19 29 38 13
Orthodox 57 54 54 58 58
Haredi 58 64 54 57 70
Modern Orthodox | 56 41 57 58 38
Other Jews 18 16 27 36 8
Conservative 27 28 33 41 14
Reform 17 13 27 37
No denomination |15 13 24 35 8
Jews by religion 24 22 31 40 15
Jews of no religion | 12 11 22 30 7
US general public 39 38 43 51 36

Source: Pew Research Center 2013 Survey of US Jews, Feb. 20-June 13,2013. PARTY, PARTYLN,
IDEO, QB2, QB4, QBS5. US general public data on political party identification, political ideology,
and approval of Obama from aggregated Pew Research Center polls, February-June 2013. US
general public data on size of government from Pew Research Center poll, September 2012. US
general public data on views on homosexuality from Pew Research Center poll, March 2013

As on some measures of religious belief and observance, when it comes to politi-
cal attitudes, Orthodox Jews resemble US white evangelical Protestants. For exam-
ple, 66 % of white evangelical Protestants identified as or leaned Republican as of
2013, and 62 % are politically conservative.'¢

About six-in-ten Orthodox Jews (58 %) say they would prefer a smaller govern-
ment that provides fewer services over a bigger government providing more ser-
vices, compared with 36 % of other Jews who take the same position. Orthodox
Jews also are far more likely than other Jews to say that homosexuality should be
discouraged by society, with more Haredi Jews (70 %) than Modern Orthodox Jews
(38 %) saying this.

1 The figures for white evangelical Protestants come from aggregated data from surveys conducted
by the Pew Research Center between February and June of 2013.
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2.13 About This Report

Table 2.20 Margins of error

29

Plus or minus_percentage
Group Sample size points
NET Jewish 3475 3.0
Orthodox 517 9.1
Haredi 326 12.9
Modern Orthodox 154 12.4
Other Jews 2958 32
Conservative 659 6.5
Reform 1168 4.8
No denomination 908 5.9
Jews by religion 2786 34
Jews of no religion 689 6.2

The margins of error are reported at the 95 % level of confidence and are calculated after taking
into account the design effect based on the survey weights [1+ CV?]. The actual margin of error for
many of the survey’s questions will be smaller than indicated here when the bootstrap weights
(described in the 2013 report’s methodology section) are used to calculate standard errors. The
bootstrap weights were used to evaluate the statistical significance of all claims made in the body
of the report

These margins of error apply to estimates of the attitudes and beliefs of the groups indicated. These
are not the margins of error for the estimates of the size of the Jewish population

Pew Research Center completed interviews with 3475 Jewish respondents, includ-
ing 517 Orthodox Jews, 659 Conservative Jews, 1168 Reform Jews and 908 Jews of
no denomination. Interviews were conducted by telephone (landlines and cell-
phones) between Feb. 20 and June 13, 2013, by the research firm Abt SRBI, in
English and Russian. After taking into account the complex sample design, the mar-
gin of error on the 3475 completed interviews with the NET Jewish population is
+/—-3.0 percentage points at the 95 % level of confidence. The Margins of Error
Table shows the unweighted sample sizes and the error attributable to sampling that
would be expected at the 95 % level of confidence for different groups in the survey.
More information about the survey’s methodology can be found in the initial survey
report’s appendix on methodology.

In addition to sampling error, one should bear in mind that question wording and
practical difficulties in conducting surveys can introduce error or bias into the find-
ings of opinion polls.


http://www.pewforum.org/files/2013/10/jewish-american-survey-app-a-methodology.pdf

Chapter 3
The Looming Orthodox Ascendancy: Policy
Implications

Steven Bayme

My children once suggested to me that the definition of an adult is someone who has
ceased growing at both ends and started growing around the middle. By that defini-
tion, American Jewry is regressing to an infantile stage, given that the “ends” —
Orthodoxy and the “nones,” — are growing while the “middles” of Jewish life appear
to be shrinking. The questions regarding Orthodoxy in particular must weigh
strongly for communal policy planners. Once considered a matter of nostalgia,
Orthodoxy, in late twentieth century America, evidenced enormous sustaining
power. At present, as demonstrated by the 2013 Pew report, Orthodoxy appears
positioned to assume an ever-greater role in Jewish public affairs, given its rela-
tively high rates of marriage and natality, low rates of intermarriage, and intense
commitment to Jewish education, Israel, and Jewish peoplehood. If present trends
continue, it appears safe to predict that the pool of future communal activists — those
sufficiently interested in and committed to an active role in Jewish public life — will
consist, within a generation, of a plurality of Orthodox Jews. This development is
unprecedented in American Jewish history and poses considerable challenges for
the Jewish communal future.

3.1 The Haredim

The first challenge is to open a dialogue with Haredi Jews who presently outnumber
Jews who call themselves “Centrist” or “Modern” Orthodox Jews by a factor of 2:1
(Pew Research Center 2015). Given Haredi birth rates, that proportion is likely to
increase significantly if not exponentially over the next generation. However, most
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Jewish leaders have never encountered — let alone had a serious conversation con-
cerning Jewish affairs with — any Haredi leader. The two groups generally operate
on separate planes of existence with little interaction. The Haredi world remains
isolated and restricts interaction with the ethos and culture prevalent in the broader
Jewish community. Its political orientations are far more conservative, and Haredi
voters are far more likely to support Republican Party candidates. Haredi communal
priorities focus most sharply upon Jewish education, in distinct contrast to the more
universalist agendas of non-Orthodox and secular Jewish organizations.

Clearly, then, one immediate challenge is to develop an intra-Jewish dialogue
with the Haredi community. Its more particularistic agendas, for example, afford-
ability of Jewish education, need to be clearly understood and assessed fairly. The
political behavior and voting patterns of Haredim may well prove to be a communal
asset by diversifying the Jewish vote and thereby making it less predictable. Most
important, Haredi and non-Haredi Jews often do share a common agenda with
respect to support for Israel, social policy, and combatting anti-Semitism and
anti-Israelism.

That said, sustaining such a dialogue is likely to prove frustrating. Haredi Jews
reject in principle the pluralism of American Judaism and extend little if any legiti-
macy to non-Orthodox religious leaders. They perceive the government of Israel as
secular and frequently as anti-religious and vigorously oppose efforts to loosen
Orthodox control over state organs, for example, laws of personal status or holy
sites such as the Western Wall. Young Haredi Jews experience only the most super-
ficial of contacts with non-Haredi peers. Their leaders perceive the non-Orthodox
community as overly-committed to church-state separation as an absolute principle,
to the detriment of future Jewish continuity. Moreover, they are persuaded that over
time the non-Orthodox movements will disappear. The findings of the Pew report
have only fed this triumphalism. Nevertheless, failure to create a sustained dialogue
with the ultra-Orthodox risks further fragmentation and disunity and therefore likely
will attenuate Jewish political influence. Most important, absence of dialogue fos-
ters greater ignorance, if not intolerance, of one another.

3.2 The Modern Orthodox

The second challenge is to incorporate the non-Haredi or Modern Orthodox.
Historically, they have been the bridge group between Orthodoxy and the liberal
Jewish religious movements. In principle, they are committed to extensive interac-
tion with non-Orthodox groupings even while expressing vigorous ideological dis-
agreement with them. As secular Jewish organizations confront the realities of
assimilation and aging memberships, many undoubtedly will seek to recruit both
members and staff from among the Modern Orthodox. An example of such recruit-
ment currently exists in AIPAC, which devotes considerable resources to Orthodox
outreach. The fruits of these efforts are evident in the critical mass of Orthodox
participants visible at AIPAC policy conferences. To be successful, however, such
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outreach will need to create an “Orthodox-friendly” culture, particularly with
respect to Kashruth and Shabbat observance at Jewish communal events.

Here too, significant challenges loom. For one thing, the Modern Orthodox are
relatively few in number, currently claiming the allegiance of at most 3% of
American Jewry (Pew Research Center 2013, pp. 48—49). More importantly, the
Modern Orthodox themselves are divided between “Centrist” and “Open” wings at
odds over the very definition of Modern Orthodoxy. The ideological gulf between
these two camps is huge with profound differences over questions ranging from
gender equality (including within the rabbinate), to acceptance of potential converts
to Judaism absent commitment to full religious observance. As “Centrists” grow
increasingly distant from their “Open” counterparts, they are more likely to approx-
imate the Haredim in behavior and culture if not in dress code. The “Open” Orthodox
indeed are far more inclusive and welcoming in their attitudes to the non-Orthodox
yet increasingly find themselves a beleaguered minority struggling for legitimacy
within Orthodox institutions.!

An additional factor, largely omitted by Pew, will affect Orthodoxy’s future pro-
foundly. Since 1967, a new norm in Orthodox education has become near-universal:
attendance at an Israeli yeshiva for at least a year prior to entering university. These
1-year “gap programs’” already have transformed the public face of American
Orthodoxy. In some respects, alumni of these programs promise to create a true
partnership between Israel and the diaspora given their intensive immersion in and
commitment to Israel as a Jewish state. Students return strongly committed to the
Jewish State as a religious good but often have internalized the most conservative
attitudes and values from faculty members who are their dominant intellectual influ-
ences during their stay. The attitudes of this grouping tend to be far more isolation-
ist, often perceiving secular culture at best as a utilitarian vehicle for earning a living
rather than as a value in itself.

The net effects have been transformative. Alumni of the gap year programs are
often the most activist on campus with respect to Israel. Unfortunately, only rarely
have they been exposed to serious dilemmas inherent in the prospect of permanent
occupation, continued building of settlements, and the challenge of preserving
democracy within a Jewish State containing a large Arab population. More gener-
ally, the year in Israel contributes to a hardening of Orthodox attitudes on a host of
social questions, in turn distancing them considerably from their non-Orthodox
brethren. To paraphrase the late Professor Charles Liebman in a somewhat different
context, extremist opinions all too often have been elevated into religious norms
(Liebman 1983; Waxman 1998).

Most critical are the implications for the US — Israel “special relationship,”
Historically, that special relationship has been upheld by the perception of a broad
consensus within the Jewish community advocating continued US support for Israel
and its security needs. The specter of a Jewish community in which Orthodox Jews
are predominant among the pro-Israel voices attenuates the consensus hypothesis

'Norman Lamm (1994, p. 105) predicted precisely such a realignment over two decades ago.
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and enhances the counter-hypothesis that the cause of Israel is dear primarily to
Orthodox Jewry.

Moreover, almost two-thirds of Orthodox Jews believe the US government does
not support Israel adequately and only 16 % believe that settlements are a problem,
positions widely at odds with current US policy (Pew Research Center 2015).
Again, the policy implications would appear to be clear: Nurture greater dialogue
on Israel-related questions between Orthodox and non-Orthodox Jews, enhance
attachment to Israel within all sectors of the community, and foster a broad center
within the community that supports Israel notwithstanding disagreements over par-
ticular aspects of Israeli policy. Last, Orthodox leaders need to acknowledge and
even advocate for the human and religious rights of the non-Orthodox religious
movements within their vision of the meaning of a Jewish state and recognize that
no US administration since 1967 has supported Israeli settlement construction on
the West Bank.

In this sense, Modern Orthodoxy must resolve the internal struggle for its soul.
Its flagship institutions, while paying lip service to commitment to modern culture,
gradually are retreating from engagement with that culture. Thus one reads almost
on a daily basis condemnations emanating from Centrist Orthodox sources on the
prospect of ordaining women, partnership minyanim, openness to Biblical criti-
cism, and, perhaps most astoundingly, efforts to resolve the problem of the agunah,
or “chained woman” unable to remarry, through actions of a Beit Din whose mem-
bers Centrist Orthodox leaders manage to disqualify. Conversely, the relative silence
emanating from Centrist Orthodoxy on the monopoly of the Chief Rabbinate in
Israel over laws of personal status, extremist statements emanating from Haredi
authorities, and the need for more inclusive approaches to conversion, has been
telling.

3.3 Open Orthodoxy

By contrast, Open Orthodoxy appears poised to assert itself ideologically if not
demographically. In recent months, some leaders of Modern Orthodoxy have sought
to emulate the model patterned by JOFA, the Jewish Orthodox Feminist Alliance:
Persevere in advocating ideals, claim the mantle of Orthodoxy, and refuse to sur-
render to external pressure. For example, when a generation ago, leading Orthodox
Talmudists placed a ban on women’s prayer groups, participants in such groups
refused to fold their tents. Rather, they established a network of such groupings,
which has grown at least eightfold in the years since promulgation of the ban
(Turetsky and Waxman 2011).

Put simply, the strength of Centrist Orthodoxy lies in its established institutions.
The strength of Modern Orthodoxy lies in its highly attractive and more open ideol-
ogy. Much will depend on which wing prevails. Will the face of American Orthodoxy
be one that is modern, open-minded, inclusive, and well-educated secularly; or will
it turn inward approximating the far more particularistic norms of the Haredim? The
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future course of intra-Jewish relations, the unity of Jewish peoplehood, and the
continued political influence of the Jewish community in huge measure will depend
upon the answer.
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Chapter 4
The Orthodox Paradox: Numbers, Confidence,
and Anxiety

Mijal Bitton

Focusing upon population size and growth, the Pew Research Center’s special
report, “A Portrait of American Orthodox Jews” (2015) demonstrates many signs of
Orthodoxy’s demographic vitality. In contrast to trends among other Jewish denom-
inations, Orthodoxy shows high birth rates (4.1 children born to adults age 40-59),
high inter-generational retention rates (83 % of individuals age 18-29 raised as
Orthodox identify as adults), and high percentages (98 %) of Orthodox parents rais-
ing their children as Jews. From the perspective of numerical growth, Orthodox
Jews in America are not only surviving, but genuinely thriving.

But this numerical portrait does not tell the whole story. Today’s American
Orthodoxy is marked by sectarianism and territorialism. A growing rift between
liberals and conservatives is exposed in repeated attempts to mark others as un-
Orthodox. To some extent, this infighting bespeaks underlying communal fears over
a still insecure future and reflects survivalist anxieties that run contrary to the objec-
tive measures of growth documented in the Pew report. From the point of view of
various community members and leaders, Orthodox numerical continuity is threat-
ened by multiple factors, including growth of the Internet as a potentially destabiliz-
ing force to religion (Meyer and Moors 2005), rising economic challenges (Cohen
etal.2012),' the changing role of women within a patriarchal religious infrastructure,?
and a welcoming American society increasingly alienated from organized religion
(Putnam et al. 2012).

A Jewish subgroup that I am now studying that serves as a window to illuminate
this Orthodox combination of confidence and anxiety over its own continuity is the

!'See the discussion on rising poverty in the New York Haredi population.

2Many recent debates between Orthodox pundits have centered on the role of women in religious
life.
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Syrian Jewish community in Greater New York.? This community began to form in
the early 1900s when Jews immigrated to the Lower East Side from Syria. Over
time, it developed through waves of immigration, mainly from Syria, Egypt and
Lebanon. The last significant wave immigrated between 1992-1994 when the
Syrian government lifted oppressive immigration measures that had kept Jews as
virtual prisoners in Syria for decades. Leaders I have interviewed estimate that the
community’s core—including specific locales in Brooklyn, Manhattan and New
Jersey—consists of approximately 40,000 members.*

Pew’s data on American Orthodox Jews provides a portrait that, on the surface,
describes this Syrian Jewish community. However, the absence of a significant ethnic
dimension in the Pew survey® and the small number of Sephardi or Syrian Jews included
in this study preclude this analysis from isolating the Syrian Jewish community.

Now, it is not self-evident that the Syrian Jewish community, which self identi-
fies as Sephardi,’ is identificationally Orthodox. Sephardi and Mizrahi’ communi-
ties did not experience the European Emancipation and Enlightenment that
eventually led to denominational American Judaism. Syrian Jews, for example,
encountered Orthodoxy en masse only after they immigrated to America and found
an overwhelmingly Ashkenazi model of Jewish communal life.

In fact, in many ways the Syrian Jewish community is not Orthodox. Individuals’
Jewish practice reflects elements of traditional® instead of denominational
Jewish observance. Community institutions function according to traditional Jewish

31t is important to note that there are Syrian Jews who do not identify as belonging to this com-
munity and who are not included in this brief communal portrait. I use the term “community”
privileging the social construct of my research participants. The 2011 Jewish Community Study of
New York provides important demographic data regarding New York Jews who identify as Syrian.
However, since the study did not ask whether these individuals identify as belonging to the Syrian
Jewish community it is not possible to determine whether these data reflect the New York Syrian
Jewish community. In the same way as there are Syrian Jews who do not identify as belonging to
a Syrian Jewish community, there are also individuals who do not have Syrian or Middle Eastern
ancestry and who identify as belonging to the community.

4This figure is hard to determine due to the very informal and loose boundaries of the community.
I report this figure as the one that community leaders most often supplied with a rationale for their
accounting. Membership is not defined by any official affiliation but by engaging with community
institutions, self-identifying as belonging to the community and participating in community life
(See Gold 2016, pp. 34-35).

>The lack of a gendered dimension also obscures many of this special report’s findings as the
Orthodox community’s religious practice is highly gendered. Statistics about Orthodox Jews’
synagogue attendance, education and ritual practice cannot be properly understood without ana-
lyzing the data along gendered lines.

°T identify this population as Sephardi based on communal self-identification, as well as rationales
based on this community’s historical developments and Halakhic (Hebrew: Jewish law) practices.
"The category of Mizrahi Jews (Hebrew: Eastern Jews) developed in an Israeli context and reflects
Israeli political and socioeconomic developments. It is not commonly used to self-identify by
Sephardi populations in America. As such, I use it exclusively to describe populations in Israel and
Mizrahi expats in America.

8This relates to the way many Mizrahim in Israel function as Masortim, “traditionalist.” See the
works of Nissim Leon, Yaakov Yadgar, and Meir Buzaglo, among other scholars, and their explo-
ration of Israeli Mizrahi religiosity.
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law, but individuals choose their own particular level of observance without identi-
fying through a denominational or religious/secular binary. For instance, family
Shabbat meals commonly include individuals with different ritual observance
levels; all might agree that ideally one should follow traditional Jewish law, but
nevertheless it is accepted for individuals to choose their own form of Jewish
practice and still identify as religious.

In other ways, however, the Syrian Jewish community is Orthodox. Most of the
community’s rabbis have been educated in Orthodox institutions, community lead-
ers comfortably collaborate with organizations such as the Orthodox Union and
Agudath Israel of America, and synagogues and day schools reflect growing influ-
ence from Ashkenazi yeshivot such as Yeshiva University, Lakewood, and Ner
Israel.’

Reflecting this complex relationship to Orthodoxy, Syrian Jews I have inter-
viewed often communicate ambivalence when contemplating the category of
Orthodoxy to self-describe, but most still find that Orthodoxy is the least problem-
atic and most fitting denominational category for their community. It is unclear
whether the same can be assumed for other Sephardi communities in America. The
2013 Pew Study on American Jews did not explicitly ask respondents to identify as
Sephardic and to date there have been no large-scale surveys to understand the
Sephardic American population in its own terms.°

One way in which the New York Syrian Jewish community mirrors trends in
broader Jewish American Orthodoxy is that it also exhibits concurrent confidence
and anxiety over its own perpetuity. Both insiders and outsiders describe this
New York Syrian Jewish social group as a “unique community” with high levels of
inmarriage and religious affiliation like that of ultra-Orthodox communities, but
without rejecting the secular world. This confidence in the community’s demo-
graphic strength stands in contrast with an equally prevalent discourse of anxiety
over the community’s continuity in America. This anxiety manifests through infight-
ing between different religious factions as well as in public discourse by religious
and lay leaders regarding their community’s continuity.

This anxiety problematizes a potentially buoyant reading of Orthodoxy’s demo-
graphic strength. In his often quoted A Rumor of Angels, social theorist Peter Berger
argues that, for the sake of religious maintenance, individuals “must huddle together
with like-minded fellow deviants and huddle very closely indeed. Only in a counter-
community of considerable strength does cognitive deviance have a chance to

°The influence of Haredi-Sephardi Yeshivot in Israel, such as Porat Yosef, on this Syrian Jewish
community has also been deeply significant and merits further study.

'Both the 1990 and the 2000 National Jewish Population Surveys asked respondents if they were
Sephardic. The 1990 NJPS reported that 8.1 % of its respondents self-identify as Sephardi (see
Kosmin et al. 1991). In the 2000 NJPS, the number of respondents who identified as Sephardi did
not provide a large enough sample to be a coherent analytic category (see Kotler-Berkowitz et al.
2003). A survey sensitive to the specific genealogies of the Sephardi American populations could
provide important data to broaden our understanding of American Jewry in its broader diversity.
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maintain itself” (Berger 1969, p. 21). The Pew data indicate that Orthodox Jews in
America, including Syrian Jews from this community, have— to different extents—
reaped the demographic benefits of “huddling together.” At the same time, the prev-
alent anxiety in many Orthodox communities indicate demographic challenges not
noted by the Pew study that are also a result of their insular communal
infrastructure.

Assuming that the New York Syrian Jewish community can be studied as an
Orthodox sub-group, the following are two observations that take into account the
incongruous combination of demographic strength and rising communal sectarian-
ism. These also reflect what many community leaders believe are the main concerns
facing their community:

1. Economic Viability: Participants in this community repeatedly refer to the
financial challenges they and others face. Families, most of which are structured
with just one (usually male) high income earner, increasingly struggle with the
high real-estate cost of living where the core of the community resides and day-
school tuition prices.!! Moreover, the social structure of the community involves
constant interaction between members of different socioeconomic classes, fos-
tering what many have described as pressure to “keep up with the Joneses.”
Although the community leadership has invested significant resources to aid
individuals in need, the economic burden on families could threaten this com-
munity’s member retention and demographic strength.'

2. College Engagement: The past two decades witnessed a sharp upsurge in the
number of community members attending colleges. It is now normative for both
young men and women, in contrast with their middle-aged and elderly parents,
to do so. Today, most of the community’s young adults attend colleges in or near
New York, but a steadily growing number attend out-of-state colleges. College
students living on campus often describe being unprepared for life outside the
tight-knit Syrian community and undergoing identity-destabilizing experiences.
Some question the viability of their “return” to this community, which is charac-
terized by strong social pressure towards conformity. As the population contin-
ues to grow and interact with the “outside” world, the community will inevitably
struggle to retain members.

Both of these policy implications reflect challenges that arise from tight-knit ethno-
religious infrastructures. What these reveal is that strong demographic trends do
not deny or diminish continuous survivalist anxieties. Instead, these concerns are
intrinsic hallmarks of demographically successful religious minority populations.
Orthodoxy’s anxieties expose the hidden costs of insular living and might also con-

I Community leaders posit that over 95 % of children in the community currently attend Jewish
day schools.

12For a broader analysis of the ways in which economic choices shape Jewish behaviors and trends
in the US see Chiswick’s (2014) Judaism in Transition: How Economic Choices Shape Religious
Tradition.
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stitute potential stimuli for the communal policies that promote strong
demographic trends.

Only time will tell what directions this and other Orthodox Jewish communities
will take: data are not destiny and human beings have agency to affect their com-
munities. For the present moment, it suffices to note that contemporary Orthodoxy
in America cannot be understood properly without examining its rising numerical
growth alongside growing internal anxiety.
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Chapter 5
Jews: The Ever Dying, Ever Renewing, People

Lynn Davidman

5.1 Historical Background

I start with a widely known Jewish joke: “They tried to destroy us, we won, let’s
eat!” This short witticism embodies the duality of Jewish experience since 1200
BCE, the period in which the ancient Israelites' came together in a unified fashion.?
In about 586 BCE, the ancient Temple in Jerusalem was destroyed by the Babylonians
and the Israelites were exiled to the diaspora. The sense that this devastation sig-
naled the inevitable end of the group was powerfully expressed in chapter 2:5 of the
book of Lamentations: “The Lord has become an enemy, He hath swallowed up
Israel; He Hath swallowed up all her palaces... [and] strongholds; He hath multi-
plied...mourning and moaning.”

Ever since the destruction of the first Temple, the ancient Israelites feared their
exile from the holy land would lead to the death of their way of life. Simon
Rawidowicz, in his famous 1986 essay titled, Israel: The Ever-Dying People, recog-
nized the early roots of the Israelites’ fear of being wiped off the face of this earth:
“We see that not only in traditional Judaism, the Judaism of Torah and its command-
ments but also so-called modern or secular Judaism tended from its beginning to
consider itself the end.” This terror of destruction is a theme that has emerged in
every era of Jewish history —the Babylonian, the Egyptian, the Hellenic, the Roman,
through to the Inquisition, the Enlightenment and the secularization that followed,
and the Holocaust. However, just as Rawidowicz hastened to reassure his readers:
“Our incessant dying means uninterrupted living, rising, standing up, and beginning
anew.”

'Those who are now referred to as “the Jews” trace their origins to these ancient Israelites.
2This timing is based on Jackson Spielvogel’s Western Civilization (Spielvogel 2000).
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Look Magazine, in 1964, featured a cover story titled, “The Vanishing
AMERICAN JEW.” In an ironic twist of fate, the magazine itself folded 10 years
later. Despite numerous powerful attempts throughout history and in the present to
erase the Jewish people, and the widely spread predictions of their demise, this ever
renewing people continually rises up from the ashes with a new determination to
preserve, renew and revitalize their communities.

5.2 The Pew Report

Before discussing the Pew findings, I need to express my skepticism about the
reliability of surveys for comprehending religious meanings and future directions.
In his book, Inventing American Religion: Polls, Surveys and the Tenuous Quest for
a Nation’s Faith (2015), sociologist Robert Wuthnow raised several concerns
regarding polling people about their religion: First, polls call forth concrete answers
that reduce religion to simplified measures such as attendance at religious services,
expressions of belief in God, and participation in religious rituals. The results of
such polls are interpreted by many as having predictive value. However, the decon-
textualized information pollsters attain cannot reveal the deeper, personal meanings
of religion in individuals’ lives, nor the social milieus such as space, communities,
bodies, narratives, and social interactions in which individual’s lives and identities
are formed. Surveys are frequently used as the basis for predictions about the future;
these forecasts, however, are based upon the false assumption that people have firm
identities that will not change. Quantification in this area is often of limited value,
despite the aura of precision that surveys convey.

In the past 3 years, Pew’s “A Portrait of Jewish Americans” (Pew 2013), explor-
ing Jewish identity, beliefs, and attitudes of American Jews and their impact on
religious practice and rituals, intermarriage, denominational affiliation, and views
on Israel, has occasioned new rounds of hand-wringing and worries that once again
the Jewish community is in decline and the continuity of the Jewish people is at risk,
this time through assimilation. Following their general report on American Jews,
Pew issued a new report in 2015, based on their 2013 data that focused specifically
on Orthodox Jews.

5.3 Supplementary Report on the Orthodox

To those familiar with the worlds of the Orthodox, the findings in the Pew Research
Center (2015) report are not surprising: The Orthodox do not fit into the general
American Jewish patterns of relative secularity, liberalism and low rates of popula-
tion growth; instead they tend to be politically and socially conservative, have
higher fertility rates than other groups of Jews and, of course, are more religiously
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observant. The survey found high levels of Orthodox retention, which are facilitated
by their tendency toward insularity and high levels of Jewish education.

Despite these signs of success, as well as others such as the increasing numbers
of Jews educated in Hebrew day schools, visiting Israel, and the strength and politi-
cal influence of their communities, leaders and members of the various Orthodox
communities continue to express fears about their continuity and survival. They
anticipate that inevitable intrusions from the secular world--the internet, the overall
secularization of American society, economic stresses and the changing roles of
women—will, over time, erode their current vigor and undermine their continuity.
My personal experiences as well as my years of research in various Orthodox com-
munities (modern and Hasidic) reveal the dialectic tension between those factors
which strengthen Orthodoxy, such as their insularity, but can also be seen as weak-
ening. The very insularity that contributes to their growth and continuity also creates
situations leading to disaffiliation and possible decline.

My first book, Tradition in a Rootless World (Davidman 1991), draws on the nar-
ratives of both modern and Hasidic ba’alot teshuva—to highlight those aspects of
Orthodoxy that attract secular Jews who, over time, join these groups. Many of
these newcomers become so interested in learning about Orthodox Judaism that
they devote a year to studying at a yeshiva for ba’alei and ba’alot teshuvah in Israel
or occasionally in the US My respondents spoke glowingly of the various factors
that drew them into an Orthodox community: For example, nearly all spoke affec-
tionately of the close-knit families who invited them to share Shabbat meals, where
they were impressed by the children, who by age 3 could recite blessings in Hebrew.
They felt that if they joined the community they, too, might be able to produce and
reproduce such warm and close families. Nearly all emphasized the stability of
Orthodoxy, which represents itself as a continuous line going back to Abraham, in
contrast to the relatively new Conservative and Reform denominations. The power
rooted in religious continuity offered them a sense of solid grounding in an ever-
changing world. In Orthodoxy, they reported, they were able to create a firm identity
that is uniquely their own, but also roots and links them profoundly with a commu-
nity that is international, and goes far into the past and forward into the future.

In contrast, my most recent book, Becoming Un-Orthodox: Stories of ex-Hasidic
Jews (Davidman 2015), highlights the potentially destructive consequences of the
insularity that is the basis for Hasidic enclave religion. Among the many factors
highlighted in my interviewees’ accounts of their defection was the most powerful
issue that many respondents said produced strong and early seeds of doubt about the
true nature of their Hasidic community: The sexual, physical and verbal abuse they
suffered as children. It is important to state here that I know these abuses are not
unique to Hasidim, but occur in every community, religious and secular. But I do
want to argue that among the Hasidim, this abuse is engrained in, and hidden by, the
authoritarian, hierarchal nature of their communities. The abuse is actually legiti-
mated by particular aspects of their theology and ideology that render reporting of
these crimes as sinful.

Here I offer one among many stories that shows how strongly the community
protects abusers: On May 9, 2012, The New York Times featured a story about a
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father, Jungreis, who learned his son was being molested in a Jewish ritual bath-
house in Brooklyn. When he reported this to rabbis, most ignored him; but two
suggested he bring the child to a therapist who would legally have to report the
abuse. When the therapist reported the crime to the civil authorities, the rabbi
accused of the abuse was arrested. However, the community blamed and shamed
Jungreis. He was shunned and ignored by his neighbors and former friends for try-
ing to get help for his son, and his landlord kicked his family out of their apartment.
The theological rationale for the community’s punishing Jungreis was their inter-
pretations of the interconnected laws of “mesirah™ [to turn over] and “rodef [to
chase after].” The essence of these statutes is that if anyone acts in a way that can
bring harm to other Jews (such as by reporting them to civil authorities, or, in the
case of Yitzhak Rabin, the late Prime Minister of Israel, who sought to create peace
with Israel’s Arab neighbors), that person should be sentenced to death. The mem-
bers of the community eschewed and spurned Jungreis, treating him in ways sug-
gesting he was dead to them: No one acknowledged his presence or spoke to him,
making him an outcast in the community he had believed in and belonged to for his
entire life.

Women and men are attracted to Orthodoxy because of the close ties they see in
such communities. The power of a tightly knit community is compelling: I, and
many of the defectors I interviewed, spoke of missing the familiar, comforting
aspects of participating in a group of people with common beliefs, practices and
values. On the other hand, a tightly knit community has its own dangers. The con-
stant face-to-face social control in enclave religious communities was experienced
as stifling and choking by the defectors with whom I spoke. They were not raised to
explore their individuality and inner feelings, but rather, to submit their will to God
and the community leaders. The closeness of insular, enclave religious communities
is double-edged.

Some readers of the Pew report saw danger in those findings showing even a
slight diminution of religious practices. However, Jewish communities who believe
that observing halakha is the key to Jewish survival, are defining Jewish vitality in
too narrow a manner. I personally have found many compelling ways of creating
and maintaining a strong Jewish identity despite my lack of observing religious
laws.

Every generation of Jews, beginning with the ancient Israelites, has faced trials
and tribulations, some of which led to radically new ways of defining and practicing
Jewishness. Contemporary society and culture present new challenges--such as the
overall process of secularization in industrialized nations —that can similarly lead to
the creation of new forms and meanings of Jewishness, and new ways of enacting a
Jewish identity. Recently, The New York Times published an article stating that the
LGBT synagogue in Manhattan had outgrown its space and is moving to a larger
building. Granted, this is not a sign of high rates of traditional observance.
Nevertheless, the existence of such synagogues, along with the growth and popular-
ity of both old and new forms of Jewish cultural expression, actually opens doors
and provides a wide range of options for all Jews, including the Jewish “nones,” to
participate in some aspect of Jewish life. The new generations of Jews, like all those
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who preceded them, are finding new and creative ways to defy the odds and create
new ways of being Jewish that suit the current social climate. I say, let us celebrate
the many diverse Jewish flowers that are blooming, creating new possibilities for
Jewish continuity.
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Chapter 6
Pew’s “Statistical Narrative” of Orthodox
Separateness: Limitations and Alternatives

Adam S. Ferziger

In 2009, I participated in a conference session on Jewish education together with
one of the leading sociologists of American Jewry, Steven M. Cohen. In his presen-
tation, he analyzed data from the 2000-2001 National Jewish Population Study
(NJPS 2000-2001) regarding the numbers of American Jewish children who attend
Jewish day schools and Jewish overnight camps. Before delving into the statistics,
he confided the following methodological precondition (paraphrased), “If we want
to learn anything about the majority of American Jews, we first have to remove the
data regarding the Orthodox. Otherwise, they skew the numbers.”

Thus, Cohen confided in the audience what the 2015 Pew study subsequently
clarified beyond debate; even if the Orthodox are actually only about 10 % of the
American Jewish population, their religious and social behaviors are so distinct
from the rest of American Jewry that their inclusion in national demographic studies
often distorts the overall picture.! To cite one especially charged example, according
to the Pew study the intermarriage rate among American Jews is 56 %, once the
Orthodox are removed the percentage increases to 72 % (Pew 2015).

Based on the demographic study by Pew (2013), one may conclude that there is
now an unequivocal empirical response to Irving “Yitz” Greenberg’s once-
foreboding question “Will there be one Jewish people in the year 20007 (Greenberg
1986; Freedman 2000; Wertheimer 1993). The answer in 2013, according to Pew, is
no! I argue here for a more nuanced picture.

Without doubting the veracity and value of the detailed knowledge about con-
temporary American Orthodoxy provided by the 2015 Pew study, other information
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that was not addressed there — much of which eludes survey-based research — offers
an alternative perspective.

I will focus here on the Haredi sector of Orthodoxy, which according to the Pew
report, accounts for 60 % of the Orthodox population (Pew 2015). The re-evaluation
of the predominant social and religious outlooks of American Orthodoxy that is
outlined here, takes into account the Pew data, but is predicated on wide analyses of
Haredi internal literature, along with extensive participant-observation fieldwork
and numerous personal interviews. It draws upon my recently published book,
Beyond Sectarianism: The Realignment of American Orthodox Judaism (Ferziger
2015).

Since the appearance of the first rigorous academic studies of the Haredi
Orthodox in 1960s, it has been assumed that this sector — both its Hasidic and mit-
nagedic (non-Hasidic) sub-streams — was guided by an isolationist approach that
focused religious and social life almost exclusively on its own narrow “natural”
constituency. Following suit, recognition of, or cooperation with, non-Orthodox
public bodies was forbidden, and for that matter all involvement with non-Haredi
Jews was strictly discouraged (Liebman 1965).

No doubt, this “survivalist” ethos was the nearly-exclusive Haredi outlook dur-
ing the decades immediately following World War II (although the Chabad-
Lubavitch Hasidic sect continues to share many of the same demographic
characteristics as the rest of the Haredi world, as far back as the early 1950s it
embarked on a divergent path). Today, however, the non-Hasidic Haredi groups in
particular are increasingly abandoning the strict sectarian stance of the previous
generation and engaging far more directly with a broad spectrum of American Jews.

From a geographic perspective, the bulk of Haredi Orthodox Jews remain in the
ever-expanding neighborhoods of Brooklyn, as well as Rockland County, New York,
and Passaic and Lakewood, New Jersey (Cohen et al. 2012; Comenetz 2006). Yet,
since the 1970s, Haredi concentrations have sprouted or expanded dramatically in
areas throughout North America, some of which never had a Haredi population
before: not only in Baltimore, Toronto, Chicago, and Los Angeles, but also in
Atlanta, Seattle, Columbus, Houston, and Dallas. Moreover, offspring of the same
Jews who strove to create cloistered communities where they could focus on self-
survival, are demonstrating an enhanced sense of concern and responsibility for
other Jews who stand outside their own natural milieu.

The initial adjustment in the relationship of Haredim toward other Jews was
through the adoption of “kiruv,” or outreach to fellow Jews, as a central value. The
pioneers in such endeavors were actually the Modern Orthodox and the highly inde-
pendent minded Chabad-Lubavitch movement. By the 1970s, the Haredi world
commenced involvement in this effort as well.. Today kiruv is a central goal of this
community. Numerous educational institutions, organizations, and publications
have been created with the aim of bringing Jews closer to religious observance. The
Haredi media also devote considerable space to discussions regarding the inherent
value of such efforts and the practical methodologies that can make them most
effective.
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As part of this shift in priorities, there has arisen far greater cognizance of the
issues confronting the broader Jewish collective than was previously the case. Key
Haredi leaders have emphasized their appreciation for positive expressions of
Jewish identity on the part of the broader Jewish collective, regardless of whether
they actually lead to adoption of an Orthodox lifestyle. Consequently, various insti-
tutional boundary markers that were considered sacrosanct in previous genera-
tions — such as not entering a Reform synagogue even to teach Judaism — have been
blurred in these efforts to engage other Jews.

Even when there is clearly no outreach element involved, Haredi policy makers
no longer categorically refrain from cooperation with the non-Orthodox. Moshe
Hauer, a graduate of Baltimore’s Ner Israel Yeshiva and a prominent local Haredi
congregational rabbi, acknowledged this change in 2013: “It is well established that
principle limits Orthodox participation with other streams in religious matters....It
nevertheless remains possible and appropriate for leaders and members of these
various streams to build and maintain friendships and working relationships that
foster understanding and retain a sense of community between Jews of all streams
and facilitate working together on issues of common concern.”

Ironically, the dilution of the “sectarian” Orthodox ethos and move toward
greater interaction with broader American Jewry is actually rooted in just those
areas that appear from the Pew study as points of division from the rest of American
Jewry. As the Orthodox collective has grown in size and financial stability, and
proven its ability to retain its own offspring, the survivalist approach that dominated
the efforts made by World War II refugees to reestablish Haredi Orthodoxy in their
new surroundings gave way to a new outlook. The more confident the leaders were
that their style of Orthodoxy was not threatened with extinction, the more sensitive
they became to the vicissitudes and complexities of American Jewish life beyond
their original enclaves and sought out novel channels of engagement.

To be sure, the statistical distinctions between the Orthodox minority and other
American Jews highlighted in the Pew study provide a valuable perspective that
cannot be dismissed offhandedly. That said, no less attention should be given to
compelling evidence of abatement in the formerly sectarian disposition that once
characterized American Haredi Orthodox Judaism and its implications for achiev-
ing an accurate portrayal of contemporary American Jewish life.
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Chapter 7
Don’t Underestimate the Hybridity
of America’s Orthodox Jews

Sylvia Barack Fishman

Introducing the August 26, 2015, Pew Research Center’s “A Portrait of American
Orthodox Jews,” is a photo depicting more than a score of shtreimeled Hasidic men
and earlocked boys spilling over a Williamsburg street corner under a street sign
that acquires ironic overtones: “Beautification This Site.” A lead sentence under-
scores the image’s message: “Within the U.S. Jewish community, one important
subgroup clearly does not fit the picture.” Several times the report subsequently
insists that American Orthodox Jews are “more like white evangelical Protestants™
than like the majority of American Jews (Pew 2015). But this narrative “othering”
of American Orthodoxy obfuscates important nuances. American Orthodoxy is far
from monolithic. American Modern Orthodox Jews are firmly embedded in the con-
tinuum of hybridity that characterizes American Jewish life. Even American
Haredim are somewhat influenced by American values.

Several key areas reflect the American hybridity that characterizes much of
American Orthodox Jewry, for example patterns of marriage and family formation.
While many Orthodox Jews marry earlier than Conservative, Reform, or no reli-
gion/no denomination Jews, there are broad variations in behavior between Haredi
and Modern Orthodox Jews. Thus, Pew (2015) reports that three quarters of Haredi
Jews and nearly half (48 %) of Modern Orthodox Jews were married by age 24.
Almost all Haredim and 70 % of Modern Orthodox Jews were married by age
29 (2015). However, what the Pew Orthodox portrait does not discuss is that for the
approximately one-third of Modern Orthodox Jews who do not marry in their twen-
ties, singlehood can extend through the thirties and into the forties—for similar
reasons that non-Orthodox American Jews experience lingering unmarried status.

Similarly, the Pew Orthodox report shows that Orthodox Jews have more chil-
dren than non-Orthodox Jews: “Orthodox Jewish respondents age 40—59 have had
an average of 4.1 children in their lifetime, compared with an average of 1.7 born to
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all other US Jews in that age group (a measure known as ‘completed fertility’)”
(2015, p. 9). However, fertility rates among American Orthodox Jews span a broad
continuum of behaviors. Modern Orthodox Jews are significantly influenced by
American economic, political, and social attitudes and conditions. For example, the
Jewish Community Study of New York, 2011 showed that Hasidic families aver-
aged 5.8 children; “Yeshivish” Orthodox, 5.0 children; and Modern Orthodox, 2.5
children (Cohen et al. 2012). One may hypothesize that Modern Orthodox birth
rates are affected not only by the high cost of Jewish day school and Jewish summer
camp tuitions—a norm among many Modern Orthodox communities—but also
arguably by the American aspiration to reserve enough funds to give each child
access to prestigious college and post-college training. In comparison, partially
because of Israel’s pronounced pro-natalist societal environment and lack of empha-
sis on expensive post-high school education, Hiloni (secular) families in Israel aver-
age 2.7 children (DellaPergola 2015), more than New York’s Modern Orthodox
families.

American Modern Orthodox Jews share with their non-Orthodox peers an
extraordinary emphasis on secular higher education. Some readers may be surprised
that Modern Orthodox Jews have higher levels of post-high school education than
any wing of American Judaism. Thus, the Pew Orthodox report’s tables—but tell-
ingly not its narrative —reveal that 36 % of Modern Orthodox, 32 % of Conservative,
31 % of Reform, and 31 % of no denomination have BA degrees. About equal per-
centages (29-30 %) of each have post BA degrees (2015, p. 12). American Modern
Orthodox lifestyles—like corresponding non-Orthodox lifestyles—have also been
profoundly affected by economic trends and by Second Wave Feminism (beginning
in the late 1960s—1970s), resulting in escalating Jewish and secular education for
women and high levels of female labor force participation, even among married
women with children under six at home, as Harriet Hartman and others have shown
(Hartman and Hartman 2009). In the religious realm, as I discussed in the American
Jewish Year Book 2014 article “Gender in American Jewish Life”, Jewish feminism
has also galvanized dynamic engagement with Jewish sources and activities for both
men and women, across the denominational spectrum, and Modern Orthodox femi-
nism continues to generate social and religious change (Fishman 2015).

Where American Orthodox Jews—including the Modern Orthodox —do differ
from non-Orthodox Jews is in the centrality that Judaism and Israel occupy in their
lives. Not surprisingly, the Pew data confirm that Orthodox Jews receive more
Jewish education, perform more Jewish rituals and attend religious services more
often than the non-Orthodox (Pew 2015). Again unsurprisingly, their friendship
circles are more likely to include large numbers of fellow Jews. But where new
research, including the Pew data, have powerful policy implications is showing that
the Modern Orthodox Jews who are most like their non-Orthodox peer group in
regard to educational and socioeconomic status are also the Jews most involved in
Jewish culture as creators or audiences for Jewish books, films, and music as well
as scholarship, and the group most likely to visit Israel, and to visit repeatedly. And
as a Pew Orthodox report table, “Orthodox Jews Have Strong Connection With
Israel” (see Chap. 2 of this volume) shows, these activities are interwoven with
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attitudinal peoplehood: closer feelings of kinship with and responsibility for Jews
internationally.

Indeed, it is probably concerns around Israel that contribute to one headline of
the Pew Orthodox report: “Unlike most other American Jews, Orthodox Jews tend
to identify as Republicans.” A few pages later, the authors clarify that slightly over
half, “57 % of Orthodox Jews identified with the Republican Party” in mid-2013.
That figure may refer primarily to national political movements and elections; in
contrast on the local level, for example in Boro Park, some Haredi Jews vote en
masse for Democratic candidates and officials. Moreover, arguably most Modern
Orthodox Jews who identify as Republicans are motivated by perceived Republican
solidarity with Israel rather than with conservative Republican policies aiming to
control personal choice. The Pew data, for example, show that only 38 % of Modern
Orthodox Jews agreed with the statement that “homosexuality should be discour-
aged” (Pew 2015).

“One of these things is not like the other, one of these things just doesn’t belong,”
goes the children’s song. The Pew (2015) portrait of Orthodox Jews seems deter-
mined to convey the impression that American Orthodox Jews are “unlike” other
American Jews—that they are, as one non-Orthodox Jewish leader remarked to me,
“a different sect.” In significant ways they are. But it is misleading to underestimate
the American concerns and lifestyle choices that many American Modern Orthodox
Jews and some Haredi Jews share with non-Orthodox Jews. Appreciating these
shared values and behaviors can help to ameliorate a sense of alienation between
wings of American Judaism and provide a basis for trans-denominational bridges.
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Chapter 8
What I Learned from the Pew Report
on Orthodox Jews in America

Samuel C. Heilman

In considering what lessons are learned from the data gathered by the Pew Report
on American Orthodoxy, one must first note that the number of Orthodox Jews in
the sample was quite small, and when divided into the two major subgroups, the
Haredim and so-called “modern” Orthodox Jews, those numbers are even smaller,
leading to a relatively enormous margin of error of 12.9 and 12.4 percentage points
(compared with a margin of error overall for the general Jewish population of only
3 percentage points) (Pew 2015). That means the statistics we have from Pew about
the Orthodox are effectively less reliable than what we have about the Jews in gen-
eral and may be off by over 12 % from the stated findings. This is enough to affect
significantly some of the conclusions the writers of the report reached. What this
means is that if we really want to know about Orthodox Jews in a more definitive
way, we need a survey that targets them and can give us more confidence in the
results as representative of this fascinating and increasingly important group of
Jews.

Nevertheless, my own years of qualitative and ethnographic research among
Orthodox Jews suggests that in spite of the statistical difficulties, many of the con-
clusions reached by the Pew authors ring true, even though the statistical accuracy
of the portrait is questionable. What are those conclusions that seem true?

Undoubtedly, Orthodox Jews as a group are, in contrast to the general American
Jewish population, younger, more fertile, more religiously observant, more
Republican and socially conservative. The Pew report says they make up about
10 % or 530,000 of American Jewry; I suspect that figure is low by at least a third,
since many in the Haredi population, who make up a large part of today’s Orthodoxy,
generally do not respond to surveys from those who are outsiders to their commu-
nity unless they believe they have something practical to gain from participation.
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Moreover, given their early and high marriage as well as their fertility, especially as
compared to other Jews, even as I write these words, their numbers continue
to grow.

That Orthodox Jews are younger than the rest of Jewry, with the bulk being under
25 years old is in contrast to the mid-twentieth century image of Orthodox Jews as
old and on the way to disappearing. That nearly all are raising their children as Jews
is certain. While Orthodoxy in the past had a very high dropout rate, with about half
of them becoming less observant, there can be no denying that in the past few gen-
erations, a large majority (70 % according to Pew) today who identify as Orthodox
were raised as such. That is probably the result of the more than 80 % that Pew
claims send their children to day schools and yeshivas — compared to the tiny num-
ber (11 %) of other Jews who do so. Full-time Jewish education through secondary
school has likely been the single most important factor in halting Orthodox erosion
in America. That the Orthodox are concentrated in the Northeast US has long been
known and is confirmed by other surveys. Finally, while they were slow to come to
Zionism — and the Haredim among them have not gotten there yet — the fact that
they feel close to Israel and travel to it in great numbers, often to visit their relatives,
is manifestly obvious to anyone who has gone to or been in Israel; it also is consis-
tent with their high sense of Jewish peoplehood and their conviction that God gave
Israel to the Jews.

While Pew claims that the Haredim constitute the majority of today’s Orthodox
(about 60 %) and the “Modern Orthodox” only about a minority (30 %), these num-
bers need more evidence. Given the margin of error, it is possible that the Haredim
are closer to 48 % and Modern Orthodox 42 % in the breakdown of this population.
Nevertheless, given the fertility and the sense of confidence in the Haredi sector, if
they are not the overwhelming majority yet, they will soon be — if they manage to
hold on to their children.

The rightward slide of Orthodoxy, both in terms of religious observance and
American politics suggests its adherents are quite distinct from their more liberal
Jewish counterparts who make up the majority of American Jews. Coupled with the
fact that they generally do not marry these liberal Jews and are far more insular in
their friendships, especially the Haredim among them, points to an Orthodoxy that
is effectively living a life apart from the rest of Jewry: a cause for some concern.

The claim that Pew makes that like the Republicans for whom they vote, about
six in ten Orthodox prefer smaller government, fails to note that such a policy neces-
sarily would provide fewer services, and will, if implemented, lead to a decline in
welfare and aid to families with dependent children. Given that the Haredi sector
with their very large families, 43 % of whom earn less than $50,000 a year (and as
the US Census shows have many communities with over 65 % living below the
poverty level) depends heavily on governmental aid to support their demographic
growth, why have they chosen to vote against their best interests by supporting
small government policies and low tax rates for the rich that Republicans choose to
implement?: On the other hand, the Modern Orthodox, 37 % of whom, according to
Pew, earn $150,000 a year or more, higher than other groups of Jews or the general
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public who might be expected to favor of such Republican policies and values that
favor the rich, Haredi tend to vote for more liberal candidates Why?

I suspect this is a reflection of some of the problems with the Pew sample. The
Haredim who responded to and are included in this survey are probably on the
fringes of their community. The fact that Pew found 15 % of them claiming to have
aB.A. and 10 % a post-graduate degree calls into question their representativeness
(and also accounts for a nearly 25 % rate of those earning above $150,000
per annum). Attendance at university is generally discouraged among Haredi
Orthodox Jews. Nevertheless, given their growing numbers, the high expense of
their Jewish choices, and their insistence on voting conservatively, they will likely
have to attend college for only that will enable them to increase their income to live
as they choose. Paradoxically, that decision may also lead to some erosion in their
numbers, as college education tends to correlate with a lower birthrate and with
more liberal values, both of which have the potential to erode their Haredi ways.
There is some anecdotal evidence that this is happening. The emergence of YAFFED
(Young Advocates for Fair Education), an organization of some former and current
Haredim to raise standards in their schools to make college attendance easier is a
reflection of these changes.

Not only economic and educational pressures, but the opening to the modern
world that the Internet has made possible and popular, especially through ubiqui-
tous smart phones is eroding the Haredi ability to hold onto their own. Pew does not
report on the latter, but it will have growing influence on Orthodoxy. Increased fer-
tility and continuing efforts to ban the Internet can of course offset this, but not with
complete success. For the near term, however, Haredim are likely to be the majority
of Orthodoxy, though the meaning of being Haredi is subject to change.

Perhaps one of the most interesting findings of the Pew report — and one that
cries out for more research to determine its accuracy — are claims about Modern
Orthodox Jews. The survey reported that the Modern Orthodox appear to have the
most university training: Pew reports that 36 % have a B.A. and 29 % a post-graduate
degree. This puts them way above the general American public who are at 19 % and
10 % and even above other Jews who were at 31 % and 29 % respectively. If we add
those among them who have had some college, the total is about a whopping 80 %
going to the university. Apparently, for these people, their Orthodoxy with its full-
time Jewish education, does not prevent them from embracing higher education and
all that accompanies it. And it does not prevent them from voting more like the rest
of Jewry, for progressive candidates.

If the numbers describing the Modern Orthodox Jews as a group are accurate,
they see: being Jewish as very important to them (100 %), religion as central to their
lives and have a clear idea of what that commitment means (96 %), are emotionally
attached to Israel (77 %), while also sharing in what a university education offers
and with it the general culture. They also have the highest proportion of Jews earn-
ing above the $150,000 a year income level. Using “best practices” thinking might
we consider this group as offering a model to emulate? At the same time, seeing
their proportion of Orthodoxy in decline as the overall group slides toward the right,
one might wonder if their way of Jewish life is sustainable. Is that why they need to
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make so much money? Can an open attitude coexist with Orthodoxy? These are
questions worthy of more pointed research. I suspect we shall find that if these find-
ings are accurate in spite of the small sample size, ideology trumps material condi-
tions in determining political behavior among the Orthodox. Marxists take note.
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Chapter 9
Re-imaging/Imagining Pew’s Portrait
of Orthodoxy

Debra R. Kaufman

Oh it will probably take another three hundred years, but it will happen even in Orthodoxy...
the michitzah will come down, women will be called to the Torah. We will, if we want, even
be Rabbis...It’s just time, the unfolding of the word takes a long time. I’'m in no hurry.
(Kaufman 1991, p. 58)

This excerpt from my book Rachel’s Daughters is from an interview held over
20 years ago with a ba’alat teshuvah, a Ph.D. in philosophy, who self-identified as
Modern Orthodox. Fast forward to 2009 when Yeshivat Maharat, an American
Orthodox rabbinical seminary for women, graduated its first Rabbi, Rabba Sara
Hurwitz. While considerably less than 300 years in the making, the ordination was
a cause for both celebration and concern. As Yeshivat Maharat approached the ordi-
nation of three more women in 2013, the Orthodox Rabbinical Council of America
(RCA) declared, as they had in 2010, that they would not recognize women as
members of the Orthodox Rabbinate. It was decided that successive graduates
would be named “Maharat,” an acronym for female leader of Jewish law, spirituality
and Torah (Fishman 2015).

The historian Gerda Lerner once mused that restrictive responses to women’s
challenges might reflect “the last gasps of patriarchy” as much as its deeper
entrenchment.! While T suspect we might have a long wait for that “last gasp” in
Orthodoxy, we do know that all communities, religious or secular, must accommo-
date to changing socio-historic forces. Orthodoxy is no exception. Its survival and
its current revitalization attest to its ability to do so. Younger Orthodox Jews (where
retention and growth are the highest) represent a generation that inherits a more
highly educated, more activist, more publicly visible and more vocal female popula-
tion than their parents and certainly than their grandparents ever did. The strides
within Modern Orthodoxy by, of, and for women have in some ways been nothing

!'This took place in an informal discussion group in the middle nineties.
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short of momentous—from religious, spiritual and halakhic leaders to professional
and leadership roles in the community. The empowerment of women in both educa-
tional and religious roles is not confined just to the Modern Orthodox who comprise
a third of the Orthodox population (31 %). Adam Ferziger (2015) reminds us that
we are also witnessing a movement within the larger (62 %) and more conservative
ultra-Orthodox sector away from “purely supportive” to more “authoritative roles”
for its women. In a more “silent revolution,” he contends, ultra-Orthodox women,
too, are taking on more central religious and public activist roles.

Empowering women with the skills and space to explore issues intimately tied to
their religious lives as Orthodox women (and I would argue integral to their reli-
gious identities) has led to halakhic challenges and the creation of and/or re-
discovery of Orthodox practices (e.g., the retrieval of halakhic pre-nuptial contracts,
the creation of “new” traditions, women’s holidays, etc.). Even the language within
Orthodoxy has changed to incorporate new words to fit new positions: feminizing
Rabbi to Rabba, Posek (decider) to Poseket, and inventing acronyms to capture new
roles such as Maharat. And while these changes are made in the name of women,
they have the potential to change the way in which all of Orthodoxy is named.

How well does the Pew Research Center’s (2015) portrait of Orthodoxy capture
the practices of religion in one-half of the community we label Orthodox? In “A
Portrait of American Orthodox Jews,” women and gender comparisons are note-
worthy mainly by their absence. I did find one footnote (11) that reads as follows:
“Among Orthodox Jews, men and women do not attend religious services at equal
rates. Nearly three-quarters of Orthodox men (73 %) report attending synagogue
weekly, compared with 50 % of Orthodox women” (p. 21). In her chapter in the
American Jewish Year Book 2014, “The 2013 Pew Report: Through a Gender Lens,”
Harriet Hartman (2015) provides a brief overview of selected gender differences
among and between American Jews and by denomination. She discovers that syna-
gogue attendance among Haredi (ultra-Orthodox) and Modern Orthodox men is
much more likely to be at least weekly than among Haredi and Modern Orthodox
women. She also finds that Haredi and Modern Orthodox men are more likely than
women to consider being Jewish “mainly a religion,” as opposed to religion/ances-
try/culture or ancestry/culture alone (2015, p. 42).

And while the significant gender differences do not offset the overall communal
differences between Orthodoxy and other Jewish denominations, between the ultra
and Modern Orthodox or diminish the resemblance to white Protestant
Fundamentalists, they do make a difference in the ways Orthodoxy as a community
is portrayed. Without understanding gender differences we run the risk (especially
in patriarchal traditions) of associating that which is normatively Orthodox with that
which is normatively male. If the way women “do” Orthodoxy is not taken into
account, especially in a community which holds men more responsible for public
religious behavior than women, then that which is “mainly religion” becomes iden-
tified with the lives that men lead.? For example, while both synagogue attendance

2 Although a question was asked about Sabbath candle lighting, one of three religious obligations
for Orthodox women, it was asked for the household not as a gender specific measure of religiosity.
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and being Jewish as “mainly religion” may be construed as measures of religion and
religious identity for the community as a whole, they also reflect the different posi-
tioning of men and women within Orthodox religious law and the community.

Orthodox Jewish men are obligated by religious law to time-bound command-
ments in the public institutional life of Orthodoxy, such as praying three times a
day; women are not. Women are not barred from the synagogue, but their responsi-
bilities in the religious public sphere are not obligatory nor can they represent the
community as leaders in prayer. Although halakhic law prohibits women from lead-
ing men in prayer (or study) in the public sphere, some attend and do lead services
in all female prayer groups. Women’s religious obligations in halakhic law tie them
intimately to their lives as daughters, sisters, wives and mothers and to the private
and domestic sphere of Orthodox life. Therefore, it is not surprising that women
significantly differ from men by being less likely to attend synagogue on a weekly
basis (although they may attend all-women'’s prayer groups weekly); or that they are
significantly more likely than men to express their religious identities beyond that
which is considered “mainly religion.”

Perhaps, then, the 2015 Pew Report may be as important for what it does not
cover as for what it does. The design and purpose of all research determines: who
we sample, the kinds of questions we ask (and not ask) and how and which variables
will be used for analysis and comparisons (Kaufman 2011, 2014). The Pew survey
is no exception. It is constrained in the same ways that other large national and
international surveys are: Responses do not capture why and in what ways questions
asked are important to respondents; it confines responses to pre-conceived catego-
ries of meaning rather than those generated by respondents.® Both of these limita-
tions are particularly important when assessing Orthodox communities where the
division of labor by gender is strongly reinforced by halakhic law. Moreover, given
its primary interest in comparisons across traditional American religions, between
Orthodoxy and other Jewish denominations and between ultra and Modern Orthodox
Jews, it should not then be surprising that the Pew portrait did not cover the internal
gender dynamics and controversies posed by religious authority and patriarchal
privilege prevalent (in varying degrees) across the Orthodox spectrum or the women
at the heart of those dynamics. Orthodoxy’s portrait needs to be re-imaged and re-
imagined to include women not only in their own voices and on their own terms, but
also from an angle of vision that captures the issues and concerns basic to the prac-
tices so critical to their performance as religious women.

Women’s specific issues and concerns within religious Jewish law are closely
tied to the meaning and measure of religion and religiosity in their lives. Issues
around divorce, family purity laws (and related issues of infertility, sexuality, family

There was no question for the keeping of family purity laws (one of women’s obligations in
Orthodoxy) as a family (household) measure.

3Qualitative and ethnographic studies are better able to gather this kind of information (Kaufman
2011, 2014; see also Kelman 2015 on the adequacy of questions posed in the Pew survey). Hartman
(2016) offers an excellent example of how to plumb survey data for gender sensitive analyses
within Orthodoxy and in comparison to other denominations.
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planning) and domestic abuse are front and center or becoming so across a wide
spectrum of Orthodox religious discourse. How and with whom women negotiate
these issues have important religious and political implications for the community
as a whole. One look at the Jewish Orthodox Feminist Alliance’s (JOFA) website,
attests to the wide range of issues resources and services available across a whole
spectrum of Orthodox women with different levels of halakhic “comfort”: directo-
ries for all-female and partnership minyans; “how to” sites for the creation of “new”
traditions; the use of halakhic pre-nuptial contracts to help ensure gender equity
around divorce; access to webinars and educational/spiritual counselors; support
groups for victims of domestic violence, how to ask for equal pay, and information
about training programs to become religious and lay leaders (www.jofa.org). How
such advocacy groups function within Orthodoxy raises important questions about
how women negotiate within Orthodoxy on issues of importance to them: How well
known, to whom, and how accessible are such groups beyond those who self-
identify as Modern Orthodox (or even among the Modern Orthodox)? Despite sig-
nificant demographic differences between them, we know little about or if there are
more formal and/or informal networks of communication among and between
Orthodox and Ultra-Orthodox women and, if so, on what topics? Our angle of
vision influences what we look for and determines what we ultimately see. Who is
pictured in any portrait has consequences for who will receive the time, attention
and money not only from researchers, but policy-analysts, potential donors and
community leaders.
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Chapter 10
Missing from the Pew Report: Attention
to Gender

Elana Maryles Sztokman

The Pew (2015) report on Orthodox Judaism sheds some light on interesting social
dynamics within the Orthodox community. However, considering the wide range of
parameters used, it is surprising that there is no attention given to one of the most
important metrics: Gender. The entire report makes no distinction in responses
based on gender — apparently because of the limits of the sample size. As a
researcher, I can certainly appreciate these constraints. Still, the absence of gender
parameters makes this report difficult to interpret in practice because many of the
issues raised are vastly different for women and men. Moreover, the report over-
looks some of the most significant aspects of Orthodox Judaism today.

Some might argue that I’'m being petty. You might say that there are other param-
eters ignored as well. The report cannot possibly cover every single iota of identity.
It includes the most important ones, some might protest.

Gender, however, is hardly trivial. In fact, I would argue, that it is one of the key
determining factors driving change within Orthodoxy today. The failure to even ask
whether Orthodox women and men are experiencing the world differently has not
only left a huge gaping hole in this portrait of the community. It has also missed out
on what could have been an actually interesting and valuable exploration of trans-
formative processes in a highly charged social context.

Over the past decade, the Orthodox community has changed dramatically as a
direct result of women demanding change. In what would have been unthinkable
until now, today there are women rabbis, women halakhic arbiters, and dozens of
synagogues around the world where women take active roles leading the service.
Online and in real life, Orthodox women are speaking, writing and questioning
Orthodox conventions, and creating both private and public revolutions. In fact, the
Orthodox world today would be unrecognizable to Orthodox Jews from 20 to 25
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years ago, and it is all because of women driving change around issues of gender
inequality. But none of this made it to the Pew report.

There are several places in the report where the missing gender piece seems glar-
ingly obvious. Overall, 72 % of Orthodox Jewish adults had a bar or bat mitzvah
when they were young — this is obviously not the same for women and men (Pew
2015). That Orthodox Jews are more likely to earn more than $150,000 per year —
this is also not the same for women and men, though it would have been interesting
to know how different. Given that most of America sees a gender wage gap of 76
cents to the dollar, this finding fails to examine how women and men compare to
one another and to the rest of the country (see Hartman 2015). I realize that trying
to provide an accurate portrait of income comparison is difficult given the sample
size, as well as the challenge of comparing male-headed traditional households with
female-headed households or single women. (These factors are challenging around
the world as family structures are shifting.) But these points only reinforce the
observation that the study assumes the dominance of male-led, married, hetero tra-
ditional families. Those are a lot of assumptions — assumptions that need validation
and clarification.

Similarly, that Orthodox Jews are more likely to vote Republican — here, too, the
report ignored the voting gender gap, an issue growing in significance in the current
political climate (Morrongiello 2016). It would have been interesting to know how
Orthodox women compare to the rest of the country, whether conservative Orthodox
women voters stand by their men, so to speak, even in the face of severe anti-women
political rhetoric, or whether they are currently looking for alternatives, the way
polls suggest that other Republican women are.

In addition to these curious issues that would have been enlightening about
Orthodox life, there are also places where the absence of attention to women’s expe-
riences does a disservice to the community. Here are a few examples of how a gen-
der metric might have made the Pew report a useful tool:

* The role of services: According to the report, 74 % of Orthodox Jews attend
religious services at least once a month. Who are the people not attending ser-
vices? Who are the ones who are alienated? The Orthodox community should be
asking the question about how and why women might be the ones staying home
from synagogue and other opportunities for belonging. Even asking the question
this way is a vital conversation starter about marginalization and invisibility in
the community.

* Early marriage: The report says that Orthodox Jews are more likely than other
Jews to have married before the age of 25.7, with some 68 % married by age 24.
There are two problems with this. One is that in a culture where it is far more
acceptable for a woman to marry an older man than the opposite, using one num-
ber for both women and men combined may merely be averaging two very dis-
tinct numbers. It could very easily be that the average age for women is 20 and
for men is 28, but we would not know. Second, this statistic ignores the implica-
tions of early marriage, which are vastly different for women and men. For
women, early marriage can lead to stunted education, truncated career trajectory
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and lifetime income loss. Studies around the world connect the age of marriage
for women with issues such as control over family planning, financial indepen-
dence, and overall physical health (UNFPA et al. 2013). How do Orthodox
women, who are also likely pressured into early marriage, compare to trends
among other religious and traditional communities? Some information about the
actual age of marriage for women as opposed to men would have been very use-
ful not only for sociological curiosity but also for policy planning and women’s
social services in the community.

* Abandoning the faith: According to the report, 89 % of Orthodox Jews say they
are certain in their belief in God. But what is truly missing here is the connection
between loss of faith and women’s invisibility and marginalization. This is an
issue that is not really examined anywhere. Certainly there are women who are
fighting for change in high profile and public ways. But there are also women
who are quietly slipping away in silent and unnoticed personal crises. Women
leaving Orthodoxy because of the mistreatment of women is one of the most
tragically untold stories of the Jewish community today. And women who stay
despite their own pain are the other side of that story. There is no organization or
support group for women recovering from gender practices of Orthodoxy. There
is no name or category for such women. They often might not even know that
they exist, as a particular group, of those whose struggle was a loss of faith in a
world where they were considered second-class citizens. The Pew report could
have helped provide information on this pattern, on women losing faith because
of gender. But here, too, was a missed opportunity to tell a story of Orthodox
women.

I realize that my observations reflect limitations of the report that are based on the
sample size rather than any ill will. But in the context of Orthodox Judaism, a cul-
ture where all-male bodies of authority are still the prevailing norm, where women
literally do not count and in fact there are rising trends of complete exclusion of
women, it is hard to read a report that does not factor in differentiated gender experi-
ences. In Orthodoxy, the default Jew is male: that is, when Orthodox Jews talk about
Jews, they mostly mean men. For me, as a Jewish woman and as a sociologist, it is
difficult to make use of a report that does not acknowledge women’s experiences
within this culture. Nevertheless, this report is an important step in the right
direction.

I hope that in the next report, the sample size will allow for gender cross-
referencing, and that the team will include sociologists who appreciate the power of
gender issues and women'’s experiences in defining contemporary Jewish life.
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Chapter 11
Insights and Questions from the Pew Report
on America’s Orthodox Jews

Chaim I. Waxman

Even the best of surveys can only provide but a snapshot, a glimpse at what things
look and sound like at a particular point in time. There are still limits to the predict-
ability of human behavior, especially with the influence of internet and social media.
Therefore, I look at the Pew report as a good basis from which to speculate and find
suggestive research questions. The Report is a synopsis of one aspect of a particu-
larly valuable survey that enabled analyses of American Orthodox Jews, including
comparisons between ultra-Orthodox/Haredi and Modern Orthodox Jews.

I was not surprised at the finding that the Orthodox have higher rates of marriage
and are more likely to have a Jewish spouse than non-Orthodox Jews. One of the
most surprising findings in this part of the survey is that, as compared to the 79 %
of Haredi adults who are married, only 52 % of Modern Orthodox are. That is a
lower rate of marriage than that of Conservative Jews and is identical to that of
Reform Jews, and it begs for further research and explanation.

The most surprising finding to me was the age at first marriage. Taken as a whole,
Orthodox Jews marry younger than other American Jews. Almost 70 % (68 %) of
Orthodox Jews surveyed were married by age 24, as compared to 32 % for
Conservative, 26 % for Reform, and 27 % for non-denominationally affiliated Jews.
Among the Orthodox, there are significant differences in the rates between Haredi
and Modern Orthodox, with 75 % of the Haredi and 48 % of the Modern Orthodox
married by age 24 (Pew Research Center 2015, pp. 8-9).

Given both the high rates and younger ages of marriage among the Orthodox, it
is puzzling that there is a fairly widespread sense within the American Orthodox
community that it is becoming increasingly difficult for young, single Orthodox
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Jews to find mates, and that there is a “shidduch crisis.”! Orthodox magazines and
newspapers have been discussing it during the past decade,? at least one book has
appeared on the topic, and it was recently featured on Time’s website (see Salamon
2008 and Birger 2015). If the Pew data are accurate, it would seem that, in fact,
there is no such crisis, certainly not in the Haredi community on which most of the
writing focuses. It would, therefore, be very interesting to explore why there appears
to be such “high anxiety” about marriage within that community.

The Report indicates that, “There are only modest differences among Jewish
denominations when it comes to annual incomes. Haredi Jews are just as likely as
Jews overall to report having household incomes of $150,000 or more per year, and
an especially large share of Modern Orthodox Jews make $150,000 or more (37 %).”
But that is an oversimplification which overlooks the meaning of income within the
context of economic well-being. The statement, for example, implies that the
Modern Orthodox are actually well-off economically but the reality is more com-
plex. Despite their high incomes, many actually struggle economically because of
the high cost of Modern Orthodox Jewish living. For example, in the major Modern
Orthodox day schools in New York, Boston, and Los Angeles, tuition and other
costs per child in primary school is more than $20,000 per year. Synagogue
membership is between $1500-2000 per family annually. Summer camp is another
$5000-10,000 per child, depending on the length of stay. There are also, of course,
a variety of annual institutional dinners which one is expected to attend, to say
nothing of the regular costs of maintaining dietary laws, and the cost of Jewish
holidays, even without staying at a luxurious hotel for Passover and Sukkot.

The high cost of Jewish living is, of course, not unique to Modern Orthodox
Jews, but it does appear to impact them differently than it does for others. They
share with other Orthodox Jews in having the highest cost of Jewish living, espe-
cially if the value of time is factored in to what Carmel Chiswick calls “the full price
of religious observance” (Chiswick 2014, pp. 70-71). But they are also modern,
which means that they are less intensely infused with community and their com-
munities are not as intensely focused on and engaged in giving, hesed — giving of
self as well as of one’s possessions — to others, especially the needy within the com-
munity (see Oppenheimer 2014, pp. 40(L)ff; Berger 2014).

Family size is critical in understanding economic status, and the Pew report indi-
cates that, “Orthodox Jews tend to have more children than other Jews,” and “that
Orthodox Jewish respondents ages 40—59 have had an average of 4.1 children in
their lifetime, compared with an average of 1.7 born to all other US Jews in that age
group” (Pew Research Center 2015, p. 11). The differences between the Orthodox
and non-Orthodox appear even more glaring in the 2011 study of the New York
Jewish population, which has the largest concentration of Orthodox Jews of any city
in the US. The authors of that study subdivided the Haredi sector, which comprises
57 % of New York’s Orthodox Jews, into “Yeshivish” and “Hasidic.” With respect
to family size, they reported that,

'Shidduch is a Hebrew term meaning “match,” especially a match between a young man and
woman for the purpose of marriage.

2A Google search turns up dozens and more of writings on the subject.
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[b]y any measure, Hasidic households are the largest in the New York-area Jewish popula-
tion. In terms of number of Jews, Hasidic homes are far more than twice as large as non-
Orthodox households (4.8 for Hasidic versus 1.8 for non-Orthodox), while Yeshivish
households, with 4.1 Jews, are nearly as large as Hasidic families. Modern Orthodox homes
are somewhat smaller (2.8), but still much larger than non-Orthodox households. . . .
Hasidic households are home to 12 times the number of children as non-Orthodox homes.
Even Modern Orthodox households are home to four times the number of children as the
non-Orthodox.* (Cohen et al. 2012, p. 213-14)

Among many other implications, this means that despite their income, Orthodox
Jews, and especially Haredi have significantly lower socioeconomic status than do
other American Jews. I and several colleagues have been debating for decades about
whether the economic realities will result in a crash of the Ultra-Orthodox life style.
With several generations of Haredi Jews with large families, who have little or no
secular education and/or desire to leave the walls of the yeshiva, some of my col-
leagues argue, there are no longer working parents who can support the Kollel life-
style upon which much of Haredism is based. They are convinced that the system
must soon collapse under the weight of economic necessity. I have argued that I see
growth rather than collapse. Ultra-Orthodox communities have grown both in terms
of population size and economics. Alongside the poverty without a “culture of pov-
erty,” there is apparently increasing wealth, and there is significant involvement of
the well-to-do with their less financially well-off fellows (Lewis 1963). The Pew
report indicates that the percentage of Haredi Jews earning $150,000 and more a
year is slightly higher than among Conservative Jews and only a few percentage
points lower than among Reform Jews (Pew Research Center 2015, p. 15). At the
same time that there are growing financial pressures, there are relatively well-to-do
Haredi Jews, and among many of them the legendary Isachar-Zevulun pact* is much
less of a myth than a real religious obligation. It may well be that the proportion of
Isachars, those devoted to full-time torah learning, will decline somewhat under
financial pressure, and more of them will enter the labor market; but they will prob-
ably still remain identified with and committed to the Ultra-Orthodox community,
including the value of “lernen,” lifelong Jewish learning (Heilman 1983, p.1).

On the other hand, those financial conditions are placing increasing pressures on
the Haredi communities as well as on the American Jewish community as a whole.
Especially among the Hasidim, there is an increasing population with more hous-
ing, social service, and schooling requirements, and an increasing population of
individuals with only low-level employment skills. Those Orthodox communities
have their own institutional infrastructures which are now being increasingly taxed
by their populations’ needs and demands.

All of this affects the larger American Jewish community in a variety of ways. In
some cities, notably New York, the increasing and increasingly poorer Haredi popu-
lation creates severe challenges for such central Jewish communal organization

3Emphasis added.

*The Midrash Bereshit Rabba 99:9 relates that two sons of Jacob made an arrangement whereby
Zevulun, who was blessed with business acumen, supported his brother Isacher, who was a Torah
scholar, and the latter studied Torah for the families of both.
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such as the United Jewish Appeal (UJA) and Jewish Federation. In addition, evi-
dence indicates that the Orthodox are an increasing component of the organized
Jewish community, which may result in their allocating increasing resources to the
needs of Orthodox communities and having fewer resources for many of the areas
that were foci of the broader Jewish community. That, in turn, may affect the posi-
tion of the Jewish community in the American socio-political scene. As indicated at
the beginning, I view all of this as subject to more extensive research.
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Chapter 12
Response: Pew Research Center

Alan Cooperman, Gregory A. Smith, and Becka A. Alper

Three years after the Pew Research Center released the results of our 2013 survey
of U.S. Jews, here we are, responding to nine erudite and insightful new essays
inspired by the survey’s findings about Orthodox Jews in America. This is, in a
word, wonderful.

In journalistic parlance, a news story with “legs” is one that not only attracts
many initial readers but also gets people talking, spawns follow-up reporting, draws
comment on editorial pages, and spurs policymakers into action. This survey clearly
has legs!

After our initial report on the survey’s broad findings, “A Portrait of Jewish
Americans,” was published in October 2013, we received many requests for addi-
tional information. Quite a few of the inquiries came from Orthodox Jewish organi-
zations and individuals looking for more detailed data and analysis, particularly of
differences between self-identified Modern Orthodox and Haredi Jews. As a result,
we published a follow-up report in mid-2015, “A Portrait of American Orthodox
Jews,” which is reprinted in this volume and has occasioned a series of new essays
by leading scholars of American Judaism. Rather than responding to the essays
individually, we would like to make a few general points and then provide some
additional data.

First, all the statistical information on Orthodox Jews comes from the 2013 sur-
vey. We have not conducted a new survey focusing on the Orthodox. The original
survey report, “A Portrait of Jewish Americans,” includes text and tables on many
demographic variables. Readers looking for information on differences in the views
of American Jews by gender, age, educational attainment, household income, etc.,
should turn to the lengthy and more comprehensive original report, not the rela-
tively short and tightly-focused follow-up report on the Orthodox.
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Second, the full data set from the survey was released in 2014 and is freely avail-
able, at no charge, on the Pew Research Center Website, www.pewresearch.org.
Links to the technical documentation are also available from the Website of the
Berman Jewish Policy Archive. Researchers who want to conduct their own analy-
ses of the data on Orthodox Jews or other topics are able (and most welcome) to do
SO.

Both researchers and general readers should bear in mind, however, that Jews
make up only about 2 % of the U.S. adult population; and self-identified Orthodox
Jews make up about 10 % of the survey’s weighted Jewish sample. So focusing on
the Orthodox means focusing on a group that is only about 0.2 % (two-tenths of
1 %) of the U.S. public, and further subdividing the Orthodox into subgroups (e.g.,
Modern Orthodox and Haredim) is slicing the survey data very thinly. Given the
small sample sizes of these subgroups and commensurately high margins of error,
some kinds of analyses are not advisable. For example, the survey included 154
interviews with self-identified Modern Orthodox Jews. Were this group to be subdi-
vided further — e.g., into men and women, or older adults and younger adults — the
sample sizes would fall below 100 respondents, and the corresponding margins of
error would become so large as to make interpretation of results difficult if not
impossible.

Nevertheless, we would like to try to respond to at least some of the questions
raised in the essays about differences between Orthodox men and Orthodox women
that we can see in the survey results.! The data appear to confirm, for example, that
Orthodox Jewish women are more likely than Orthodox Jewish men to have married
in their early twenties or teens, while Orthodox Jewish men are more likely than
women to have married in their late twenties. But Orthodox men and women are
similar in that most get married before the age of 30.?

Table 12.1 Some key differences between Orthodox Jewish men and women

' Men (%) ' Women (%)

Age when married...
24 or younger 51 86
25-29 36 9
30-34 5 4
35+ 7 1

100 100
Importance of religion
Very important 72 94
Somewhat important 23 6

(continued)

'The survey respondents include 228 self-identified Orthodox men and 289 Orthodox women.

>These figures do not necessarily indicate the age of first marriage, but rather indicate the age at
which married people entered their current marriage. The survey asked all respondents whether
they are married and then followed up by asking married people when they married their current
spouse. It did not ask respondents whether their current marriage is their first marriage, nor did it
ask respondents how old they were when they first married.
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Men (%) ‘Women (%)
Not too/not at all important 5 1
100 100
Attend Jewish religious services...
Weekly+ 73 50
Monthly/yearly 20 47
Seldom/never 7 3
100 100
Party identification
Republican/lean Republican 65 49
Democratic/lean Democratic 31 41
Independent/other-no lean 4 10
100 100
Caring about Israel is . . . part of what being Jewish means to you
Essential 46 64
Important but NOT essential 44 25
Not important 10 9
Don’t know <1 2
100 100

Source: Pew Research Center 2013 Survey of Jewish Americans, Feb. 20-June 13, 2013.
Note: Based on Orthodox Jews. Age of marriage is based on current, intact marriages.
PEW RESEARCH CENTER

Not surprisingly, the data also show that Orthodox Jewish men attend religious
services more often than Jewish women do. Interestingly, however, Orthodox Jewish
women are more likely than men to say that religion is “very important” in their
lives. Indeed, nine-in-ten Orthodox women (94 %) say religion is very important in
their lives, compared with 72 % of Orthodox men. Orthodox Jewish women are also
more likely than men to say that “caring about Israel” is an essential part of what
being Jewish means to them, personally.

Politically, the survey shows that fully two-thirds of Orthodox Jewish men iden-
tify with or lean toward the Republican Party. By contrast, only about half of
Orthodox Jewish women support the GOP. Both groups, however, are substantially
more Republican than are Jews as a whole; among all Jewish adults — including
Orthodox Jews and those from other denominational streams — just 22 % identify
with or lean toward the GOP.

While there are some clear and important differences between Orthodox Jewish
men and women, the survey also finds remarkable commonalities on several key
questions. Huge majorities of both Orthodox men and women are currently married,
for example. Among Jews as a whole, only about half are currently married. Nearly
all Orthodox men and women say that they have a strong sense of belonging to the
Jewish people, that they are proud to be Jewish, that they believe in God, that they
attended or held a Passover Seder in the past year, and that they fasted all day on the
previous Yom Kippur. Retention rates appear to be very similar: About half of both
men and women who were raised Orthodox currently still identify as Orthodox.
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Table 12.2 Some key similarities among Orthodox Jewish men and women

Men (%) | Women (%)
Married 67 71
Disapprove of Obama’s job performance 49 60
Homosexuality should be discouraged 55 60
Strong sense of belonging to Jewish people 100 99
Proud to be Jewish 96 100
I have a responsibility to take care of Jews in need around the world 92 92
Believe in God 97 98
Being Jewish mainly a matter of religion 51 40
Attended or held a seder last Passover 98 99
Fasted all day last Yom Kippur 94 93

Source: Pew Research Center 2013 Survey of U.S. Jews, Feb. 20-June 13, 2013.
Note: Based on Orthodox Jews.
PEW RESEARCH CENTER

Politically, Orthodox men and women are more alike than different in their views
about Barack Obama's job performance as president and in their attitudes about
homosexuality.

Of course, this brief discussion is by no means an exhaustive review of similari-
ties and differences between Orthodox Jewish men and women. It is suggestive,
though, of the numerous opportunities that are available for further exploration of
the data. Even with as much discussion as the survey has generated thus far, and
even with as many questions as it has raised to date, we hope this is just the begin-
ning. We hope the conversations like those being carried on in the pages of this
volume and in the Jewish press will continue. And we hope that scholars and ana-
lysts will find the data from the survey informative and use it to continue to glean
new insights about U.S. Jewry for years to come.
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Chapter 13
The Jewish Family

Harriet Hartman

The Jewish family has attracted national and international concern as the cornerstone
of Jewish continuity over generations (and, often, within generations). But how the
Jewish family is Jewish (and “how Jewish” Jewish families are) varies widely and
touches on fundamental assumptions about Jewishness, even as the family shapes
the very Jewishness to which it contributes. It is, therefore, important to understand
the American Jewish family today, its dilemmas and challenges, as well as its major
sources of diversity. This chapter strives to contribute to that understanding.

In 1983, in a seminal piece on the Jewish family, Dashefsky and Levine stated:
“The evolution of the Jewish family is congruent with the evolution of Jewish society
throughout the history of the Jewish people” (1983, p. 163). Dashefsky and Levine
went on to show the distinctive stamp Jewish society put on the family in its various
contexts, beginning with the nomadic culture and the formation of an independent
culture first of sedentary farmers and then an urban population, led first by prophets
and kings and later by rabbis and halakha. In 1971, the Encyclopedia Judaica entry
saw the “Jewish home [as] the most vital factor in the survival of Judaism and the
preservation of the Jewish way of life, much more than the synagogue or school”
(1971, p. 1172 quoted in Dashefsky and Levine, p. 166). In the US, Jews have been
documented since 1654, with varying amounts of integration in and segregation
from the broader society. As early as the colonial period, “Jews in post-revolution-
ary America made their own rules concerning how to live Jewishly” (Sarna 2005,
p. 45), including whom to marry and how to form a “Jewish household,” resulting
in a great range of Jewish communities from these early times (Sarna 2005, p. 46).
But despite the independence of some, the influx of Jewish immigrants into the US
strengthened the family: “for Jews...the principal institution that simultaneously
provided socioemotional support as well as instrumental adaptiveness in a precarious
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new situation [of immigration] was the family” (Dashefsky and Levine 1983, p. 170;
see also Heschel 2004; Prell 2007).

The centrality of the family was not the only distinguishing familistic character-
istic of Jewish tradition. Family roles, for both men and women, were highly valued.
The proverbial saying that “the woman’s honor faces inward” reflected the high
respect for women in familial roles, perhaps the foundation for the modern-day
powerful “Jewish mother” image. But men’s family roles have also been valued.
Traditionally, “they were supposed to satisfy their wife and discipline their children,
and faced sanctions [by religious authorities] if they did not. They presided over
ritual celebrations in the family and were responsible for teaching their children
Torah” (Hartman and Hartman 1996, p. 11). In much of the Diaspora, Jewish men
did not always have political independence nor participate in the broader country’s
army; instead, they became distinguished for their intellectual and spiritual pursuits.
Masculinity was less macho, Jewish culture allowing for “men to be gentle and
emotionally expressive and women to be strong, capable and shrewd” (Hyman
1983, pp. 24-25).

Family roles were not confined to domestic activities. There is a longstanding
tradition of Jewish women providing for their families, especially among the most
religious whose men were Torah scholars.

Ashkenazi women in Central and Eastern Europe, at least. . . were traditionally responsible
for much of what we now describe as masculine roles. It was not uncommon, for example,
for the Jewish wife to be the primary breadwinner of the family, particularly if her husband
was talented enough to be able to devote himself to study. The halakhic tradition even
accommodated itself to the expanding economic role of women. . . In Western Germany in
the eighteenth century, for example, religious authorities issued a dispensation to allow
women to peddle, thus legalizing what was already accepted in practice. (Hyman 1983,
pp- 22-23)

Women’s secular economic roles were oriented to providing for the family, though,
rather than to vocational callings (Hartman and Hartman 1996).

Children have also been a central focus of traditional Jewish family life. In con-
trast to the typical American middle class family, in the Jewish family, “we see
much more emphasis on extension rather than distinction” of children from parents
(Sklare 1971, p. 71). To the parent, “regardless of age children remain children,”
and children are the greatest source of a parent’s nachas (pleasure or gratification),
thus, binding the fate of parents and children inextricably. Parents invested in “con-
certed cultivation” (Lareau 2011) of their children, expecting their own ambitions to
be realized in their children’s accomplishments (Silberman 1985, pp. 139-140) and
investing their all to help their children achieve (Sklare 1971). Enjoined by religion
to teach their children the important lessons, Jews carried over this tradition to cul-
tivating secular and social success as well.

This traditional familism is challenged in the contemporary US in several ways.
American Jews have achieved exceptionally high education and occupational
achievement, factors usually associated with later marriage and smaller families.
These high secular achievements were motivated, in part, by the Jews’ immigrant
situation, producing high need for income and social mobility, combined with their
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urban middle-class background (Steinberg 1974). High educational and occupa-
tional achievements, especially by women, also undermine traditional gender roles
based on the centrality of women’s domestic role. But these secular achievements
by women were enabled by changes in the role that family has come to play in
American lives: Increasingly dissociated from the economic and educational func-
tions they once played, family roles become less significant, especially as age of
marriage is postponed, childbearing is postponed, number of children is reduced,
and the number of terminated marriages increase (Sweet and Bumpass 1987). The
intense individualism of contemporary American society also competes with the
commitment to another or others, which is necessary for successful, long-lasting
marriage (Cherlin 2010). Based on national samples aggregated from 1972 to 2000,
American Jews were distinctive from the broader American population in familistic
ways: higher rates of marriage, lower rates of divorce, and a higher proportion of
individuals being raised in intact families (Smith 2005). But at the same time, they
were at the forefront of the trends of delayed marriage, having fewer children, and
higher rates of childlessness than the broader US population (Hartman and Hartman
2009).

As Sklare scholar Fishman emphasizes, “Three challenges to Jewish family for-
mation—Iate marriage and non-marriage, unwanted low fertility and infertility, and
mixed marriage—are produced, in part, by the larger society’s social norms and
deeply influenced by American culture” [emphasis added] (Fishman 2015b). Therein
lies a most important distinction from earlier conceptualizations of the Jewish fam-
ily: The contemporary Jewish family no longer reflects mainly Jewish society, but
rather its broader Diaspora (or non-Diaspora) context; Jewish “society” no longer
appears to govern the family trajectory for the majority of Jewish Americans, espe-
cially the younger non-Orthodox. In writing about the contemporary Jewish family,
Spokoiny (2014) brings the example of contemporary baby strollers in which today,
instead of having the baby face its caregiver who is pushing the stroller, the baby
faces out, away from the mother. “The baby looks outward, to the world, and not
inward, to the mother” (p. 22). Spokoiny suggests that this is a metaphor for the
family’s weakening power to mediate the external influences, as well as the weak-
ened concept of familial (or communal) authority. Some might argue that Jewish
society never was the sole influence on the Jewish family, and this, indeed, is true.
But because of the insularity of the Jewish community, whether by choice or by
decree, as well as the greater role of ethnicity and religion in traditional communal
life, the largest influence on the Jewish family institution for much of Jewish history
has, indeed, been Jewish society. Today, this is no longer so, which introduces both
diversity and fluidity to an extent that has not been experienced before, at least not
in the Jewish collective memory.

Many of the features of the contemporary American Jewish family—delayed
marriage, low fertility, dual career marriages, age and educational homogamy—
began several generations ago. The big change began with the baby boomers, whose
rate of marriage and age at first marriage differed significantly from their predeces-
sors, the Silent and Great generations. Dual career marriages became more common
in the boomer generation as more and more women joined the labor force, and, in
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fact, fewer married mothers of young children are in the labor force today than were
during the first decade of the twenty-first century, a development that is unlikely to
mark a trend, but rather a response to particular market and economic conditions,
and follows similar developments in the broader American population (Macunovich
2010). Nevertheless, it shows that the current generation is not the most extreme in
terms of Jewish women seeking careers.

To explore the contemporary Jewish American family, some of its diverse mani-
festations will be reviewed, and some of their ramifications considered. In addition
to published research, several data sources will be drawn on: (1) the 2013 Pew
Survey of American Jews (Pew Research Center 2013), which interviewed nearly
3500 contemporary American Jews; (2) the Decade 2000 data set, which aggregates
22 local Jewish community studies conducted between 2001 and 2010, for a com-
bined sample of nearly 20,000 American Jews (for more details see Hartman and
Sheskin 2012); and (3) the 2005 ORANJ BOWL (Ongoing Research on Aging in
New Jersey: Bettering Opportunities for Wellness in Life) Survey of New Jersey
seniors ages 50-74, which included over 500 Jewish respondents. More details on
each of these data sources can be found in the Appendix.

13.1 Contours of Jewish Families

The US Census defines “family” as “two or more people (one of whom is the
‘householder’) related by birth, marriage, or adoption residing in the same housing
unit” (www.census.gov/cps/about/cpsdef.html). According to the 2013 Pew Survey
(Pew Research Center 2013), 25.8 % of American Jewish households consist of a
single adult living alone (Fig. 13.1). This is quite similar to the wider US population
(27 % of US households are one-person households). Among white adults in the US
population, who are more comparable to American Jews, 34.3 % live in single-
person households; the proportion of American Jews living alone is significantly
lower. In the wider population, the proportion of one-person households increased
by 10 percentage points between 1970 and 2012, from 17 to 27 %, and the average
number of people per household declined from 3.1 to 2.6 (Vespa et al. 2013). In
contrast, the proportion of Jewish adults living alone has been fairly stable since
2000-2001, when it was 27.8 %. More women than men live alone at most ages,
especially among those 65 and older (about 67 % vs. 43 %).

There have been some changes in terms of which age group is more likely to live
alone. Among older Jews, 28.3 % of Jews ages 65 and over live alone, slightly lower
than 33 % in 2000-2001. This is very similar to all Americans, among whom 28.5 %
of adults ages 65 and over live alone. But what is different (according to the 2013
Pew survey) is that 28.2 % of younger Jews (under age 35) live alone, about half of
whom have never married. While it is possible that some are cohabiting with some-
one without a long-term commitment (as discussed below), the survey question asks
who else lives in the household; these Pew respondents have answered that they live
alone. In the broader American population, less than 10 % of 18-34 year olds live
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Fig. 13.1 Household types of American Jews (Source: Author analysis of Pew data 2013)

alone (Vespa et al. 2013). There have been changes since 2000-2001 among both
18-24 year old American Jews and 25-34 year olds: In 2000-2001, 40.5 % of per-
sons ages 18-24 lived alone, compared to 29.7 % in 2013, probably reflecting the
economic recession that commenced in 2008 which resulted in more young adults
living with their parents rather than alone. In contrast, among those ages 25-34,
there was an increase from 26.7 % living alone in 2000-2001 to 35.7 % living alone
in 2013, probably reflecting delayed marriage (discussed below).

As in the broader US population (Vespa et al. 2013), the average household size
of American Jews appears to be relatively stable since 2000-2001, when it was 2.3
(according to the NJPS 2000-2001); according to the Pew 2013 report (Pew
Research Center 2013), the average household size was 2.7. In the broader US, the
average household size of 2.6 is very similar to the average Jewish household size
(Vespa et al. 2013).

American Jewish households that include children under age 18 is 25 %. Forty
eight percent of households consist of two or more adults with no children under
age 18 at home, similar to the 44 % in 2000-2001. Forty percent of married couples
have children under age 18, while 60 % do not. Most children under age 18 reside
with two married adults, as was the case in 2000-2001. Less than 2 % of all Jewish
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Table 13.1 Types of households with children under age 18 at home

Pew 2013
Type of household with children under age 18 at home (%) US Whites 2012 (%)
Married couple 81.3 67.9
Unmarried couple 13.0 4.8
Mother only 4.1 22.2
Father only 1.6 5.1
Total 100.0 100.0

Sources: Pew Research Center (2013), Vespa et al. (2013, Table 4, p. 12)

Table 13.2 Percent never married by age group and sex

Age group Men (%) Women (%) All (%)
18-24 94.1 83.5 89.0
25-34 58.8 42.7 50.3
35-44 17.6 5.5 11.9
45-54 9.7 14.7 12.7
55-64 8.5 8.4 8.5
65-74 54 5.0 5.2
75 and over 5.0 1.7 3.2
All 27.8 22.5 25.1

Source: Pew Research Center (2013)

households are composed of a single adult (usually a woman) with one or more
children. The household types that Jewish children under age 18 live in differ greatly
from the broader US population, even if considering whites only (Table 13.1). Over
92 % of Jewish households with children under age 18 include two married adults,
compared to just two-thirds of the US white population. About 7 % of Jewish house-
holds with children under age 18 include a single parent, compared to over one-
fourth of the US white population. About 1 % of Jewish households with children
under age 18 consist of unmarried parent couples, compared to about 5 % of the US
white population.

13.2 Marriage

Marital Status

The percentage of Jews who have never married is now 25.1 % (Table 13.2), 27.8 %
for men and 22.5 % for women, up slightly from 2000 to 2001 (24.8 % for men and
20.3 % for women). The change in the percentage of never married is particularly
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significant for the age group 25-34, among whom only 41.2 % of men and 57.3 %
of women have married, well below the percentages for 1990 (60.9 % for men and
68.8 % for women) and 2000-2001 (50.4 % for men and 60.2 % for women). As
will be seen below, the change is even greater for the non-Orthodox segment of the
Jewish population.

These data show us that the majority of American Jewish adult men and a large
proportion of Jewish adult women are waiting until their late thirties or early forties
to wed. In the 25-34 age group, nearly 60 % of men and 43 % of women have never
married, but by the age group 35-44, that number has decreased to 17.6 % of men
and just 5.5 % of women. This is consistent with Daniel Parmer’s interviews with
Jewish young adults, who, like their non-Jewish counterparts, are lengthening the
period of “emerging adulthood,” choosing marriage but at a later age (Parmer 2015).
This raises the total of never married Jewish adults to 25.1 % in 2013, most of it
deriving from adults under age 35.

These percentages differ greatly between Orthodox and non-Orthodox Jews
(Fig. 13.2). Orthodox men and especially women marry at younger ages: almost
85 % of Orthodox women marry by ages 25-34, which is of course related to their
earlier childbearing and, thus, higher fertility. By ages 35—44, the difference between
Orthodox and non-Orthodox women virtually disappears; the difference between
Orthodox and non-Orthodox men remains but is much smaller, and by ages 45 and
over the difference has virtually disappeared.

Below we will discuss in greater depth what it is about Orthodoxy that results in
earlier marriage, earlier childbearing, and more children.

100

& M-Orthodox

u M-Non-orthodox
« F-Orthodox

& F-non-Orthodox

18-24 25-34 35-44 45+

Fig. 13.2 Percent never married by age, sex (M = male and F = female) and Orthodox/non-
Orthodox (Source: Author analysis of Pew 2013 data)
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Finding Marriage Partners

The journey to find life-long partners often begins in adolescence or young adult-
hood, although for approximately 18 % of Jews who have been married in the past
but are not currently married, a “remarriage” market occurs at older ages (although
not everyone seeks remarriage); the mean age of currently divorced is, for example,
57, compared to 32 for singles who have never married.

Historically, college was the place where most couples met for marriage, among
Jews and other predominantly college-educated populations. As the age of marriage
(or long-term coupling) rises, college love-life often becomes more of a hook-up
culture (Fishman 2015a; Harden 2013) than a mating game; this change has actually
been developing for several decades and may be somewhat overstated (Challenging
2013). Today, Jewish singles join many other single men and women who have
delayed marriage. In the broader American scene, single women outnumber their
married counterparts for the first time in history (Traister 2016). Among American
Jews, married women still outnumber non-married women (55:45), but not by much.

Many Jewish organizations organize events for young (and sometimes older)
singles: Chabad outreach groups are directed to singles on campus and beyond as
are Aish HaTorah, and Modern Orthodox organizations, such as the Manhattan
Jewish Experience, and Jewish International Connection; more specialized groups
target adult children of intermarried parents, grandchildren of Holocaust survivors,
LGBT young Jews—especially where there are large concentrations of Jews (New
York, Los Angeles, Boston, Washington DC, the San Francisco Bay Area)
(Wertheimer 2010). Silver, however, suggests that the meeting spaces for college-
age Jews on campus have more to do with the building of community than with the
kind of personal or moral growth fostering romantic connections (Silver 2013).

For personal partnering, many young Jewish adults, like many other young adults,
many turn to the Internet to meet potential partners. According to a survey commis-
sioned by JDate in 2011, 5 out of 9 Jews married between 2008 and 2011 used online
dating during their search (http://www.jdate.com/blog/2011-09/jdate-infographic/).
Jdate.com is the third most popular Jewish website among American Jews ages
21-35 (after the newspapers Ha’aretz and The Jerusalem Post). According to its
owner, Spark Networks, in 2014 JDate had over 750,000 members, the majority of
whom were Conservative and Reform. (http://www.datingsitesreviews.com/stat-
icpages/index.php?page=JDate-Statistics-Facts-History); according to a 2011 sur-
vey, JDate was responsible for 52 % of all Jewish marriages that started online (http://
www.datingsitesreviews.com/article.php?story=JDate-Leads-in-Jewish-Marriages).

Friedman (2009) reports on research among “JDaters” which shows that most
use the site because they want to meet a Jewish partner for dating purposes, coupled
with ease, convenience, and curiosity about the site. Most were Jewishly engaged
with ritual and religious behaviors, cultural affairs, and participation in Jewish
organizations; most had Jewish education as well as informal educational experi-
ences such as Jewish summer camp attendance.

Siminoff, in Contact, suggests that “JDate offers single Jews a sense of accep-
tance and belonging in a community so often focused on families” (2006, p. 15),
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and access to a “global community” without family pressure (although mothers may
be buying their children memberships, they cannot actually participate in the web-
site without their children’s approval). But membership is not exclusive; other
options exist for seeking virtual community, within which JDate co-exists. Among
the 148 most popular Jewish websites, 6 % are for singles, (including www.jdate.
com, www.jpeoplemeet.com, www.frumster.com, www.jewishfriendfinder.com,
www.jewishcafe.com, www.sawyouatsinai.com, www.jsingles.com, www.jewish-
club.com, www.jlove.com) with some divide between Orthodox (e.g., www.frum-
ster.com) and non-Orthodox sites (Kelman 2010). For more information on Jewish
use of the Internet, see Sheskin and Liben (2015).

Orthodox match-making (Ungar-Sargon 2015) is reportedly faced with a current
demographic crisis. As happened during the traditional marriage ages of the Baby
Boom, the rise in fertility among the Orthodox has resulted in more young marriage-age
women (their usual age at marriage, 19) than men, who traditionally are several years
older (typically around age 23 at marriage); the resulting “marriage squeeze” increases
pressures on young ultra-Orthodox women and their match-makers (shadchanim).

According to the 2013 Pew study, less than one-third of Jewish adults ages 25-34
are currently married, less than 5 % have been married in the past but are currently
divorced, and 14.3 % are in long-term relationships with partners but are not currently
married (Pew Research Center 2013). However, among Orthodox of that same age
group, nearly three-fourths are currently married (and less than 3 % are living with
partners); among Reform Jews ages 25-34, less than 20 % are currently married, and
13 % are living with partners—that is, less than a third have made a long-term commit-
ment to a significant other. Cohen and Kelman (2008, p. 7) call this period “extended
singlehood” and “non-parenthood”: “In the course of modern Jewish demographic his-
tory, never have so many adults spent so much time with so few children of their own.”

As Wertheimer and Cohen (2014) opine, “In theory, marriage and procreation
are high ideals of Judaism. But the fact is that fewer and fewer American Jews are
actually getting married and forming families in the first place.” Concentrating on
non-Orthodox Jews, they add:

At the time of the Pew survey, less than a third of non-Orthodox Jewish males and barely
two-fifths of Jewish women between the ages of twenty-five and thirty-nine were married.
...For those between forty and fifty-four, the marriage rate climbs, but does not exceed 68
percent for men or 58 percent for women. While a small proportion of the unmarried are
living with partners, close to a fifth of non-Orthodox American Jews never “couple off”
during the conventional childbearing years. (Wertheimer and Cohen 2014)

Cohabitation

To some extent, marriage is delayed because there is (for some) an alternative: liv-
ing together. When asked their marital status, approximately 7 % of American Jews
say they are currently living with a partner (as opposed to being currently married,
divorced, separated, or never married) (Pew Research Center 2013) (98 % of whom
are not Orthodox). Two-thirds of Jewish adults living together are under age 45, and
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the age group with the highest proportion living together is 35—44. For some, living
together may be their first long-term union; for others, it may be a stage prior to or
alternative to a second marriage. One quarter of adults living together are ages
45-54, and for these it is reasonable to expect that some are between marriages or
at least after first marriages. Unfortunately, we do not have detailed data on this
group, as the recent Pew study did not query whether those living together had been
married before (Parmer 2015). In the NJPS 2000-2001, only 1.2 % said that they
were living with a partner/cohabiting, and 90 % of them were single, never married.
At that time, however, two-thirds of those cohabiting were under age 35, with the
majority ages 18-24. American Jews, therefore, seem to be following the pattern of
the broader American population in terms of increasing cohabitation, both as a step
to marriage and as an alternative to marriage; it is, however, still only a small per-
centage who are cohabiting. In the broader American population, 8 % of males and
12 % of females ages 18-24 were cohabiting (Federal Interagency Forum on Child
and Family Statistics 2014); in the Pew 2013 survey, Jewish men ages 18-24 were
less likely to be cohabiting (3.3 %), probably due to pursuing higher education dur-
ing those ages, but Jewish women of those ages were very similar to the broader
population (12.8 %).

National data for all Americans find that nearly half of American women inter-
viewed during 2006-2007 for the National Survey of Family Growth cohabited as a
first union compared with only one-third a decade earlier. The majority considered
cohabitation as a step toward marriage, but some considered it an alternative to mar-
riage (Parmer 2015). Transition to marriage from cohabitation is more likely for
women of higher levels of education and income, which would suggest this pattern
to be common among American Jews (Copen et al. 2013). In the 2011 New York
local Jewish community study, however, nearly half of cohabiting respondents had
lived together for more than 10 years, clearly suggesting that this was an alternative
to marriage for the majority of Jewish cohabiters in New York; about a third of
cohabiting respondents had been together for 5 years or less, and another 15 %, for
6-10 years (Cohen et al. 2012).

13.3 Children
Fertility

While children have long been a focus of Jewish family life, about 25 % of Jewish
households include children under age 18, as we have seen above.
According to the 2013 Pew survey:

Jewish adults ages 40-59 report having had an average of 1.9 children, compared with an
average of 2.2 children per adult in the same age cohort of the general public. Jews by reli-
gion average more children (2.1) than Jews of no religion (1.5), and the average number of
children born to Orthodox Jews (4.1) is about twice the overall Jewish average. By contrast,
Reform Jews have 1.7 children and Conservative Jews have 1.8 children, on average. Jewish
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respondents married to Jewish spouses have more children on average than Jews married to
non-Jews (2.8 vs. 1.8), and married Jews have more children than those who have never
been married (2.3 vs. 0.2). While Christians as a whole tend to have more children (2.3)
than do Jews (1.9), white evangelical Protestants, white mainline Protestants and white
Catholics all average about the same number of children as Jews by religion (2.1). Among
Christians, relatively high fertility is found among black Protestants (2.6 children) and
Hispanic Catholics (3.1). (Pew Research Center 2013, p. 40)

The number of children a woman has is related to the age at which she begins hav-
ing children, which, in turn, is related to her education (and educational aspira-
tions), employment (and employment aspirations), age at marriage (or intended
marriage), and how many children she aspires to have. These factors, in turn, are
related to cultural predispositions, which is where religious context, immigration
status, and place of origin become important. Unfortunately, we do not have current
(or any) information for American Jews on many of these variables. Thus, the pic-
ture must be pieced together from contemporary, small qualitative studies, and
smaller or older statistical studies.

Completed fertility is certainly related to the education of the mother (Monte and
Ellis 2014). But even compared to other women who have college education,
American Jews have fewer children: completed fertility rates for women with BA
degrees are 1.65 for American Jews compared to 1.81 for the broader American
population; and for women with graduate or professional degrees, the 1.68 for
American Jews compares to 1.73 for the broader American population. For the non-
Orthodox, completed fertility is even lower: 1.52 for those with BA degrees, and
1.61 for those with graduate/professional degrees. Highly educated women in the
broader American population are likely to marry later and to postpone childbearing
until after marriage. Therefore, they have children later and have fewer children
(Copen et al. 2013). Such patterns are also found among American Jews: Women’s
mean age of first marriage ranged from 22.4 for those with no more than a high
school education to 26.2 for those with a graduate degree in 2000-2001; their mean
age at first birth ranged from 23.2 for those with no more than a high school educa-
tion to 30.0 for those with a graduate degree. The average number of children ranged
from 2.3 for those with a high school education or less to 1.5 for those with a gradu-
ate degree (Hartman and Hartman 2009: Table 3.2, p. 31). The proportion with no
children among Jewish women ages 40-59 is 17.5 % (Pew Research Center 2013)—
very comparable to the 17.1 % of white, non-Hispanics in the broader US popula-
tion; among Jewish women who have been married, the percentage decreases to
10.0 %.

Employment status is also related to fertility (though it should be remembered
that women are surveyed at a point in time after their main childbearing years, and
we can only speculate on how their employment status affected childbearing at the
actual time of birth). Jewish women employed in the labor force have fewer children
(1.87) than those not so employed (2.13), and those employed full time have fewer
children (1.78) than those employed part time (2.15). Non-Orthodox women in each
category are likely to have even fewer children. (Note that employment status and
number of hours of work are, of course, affected by how many children the woman
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has at home currently.) This suggests that women who have careers to which they
have made commitments (e.g., full-time employment) are likely to have fewer chil-
dren. The Modern Orthodox are an exception, however, in that employed women
have more children on average (2.24) than those not employed (1.99), and those
employed full time have more children on average (2.38) than those employed part
time (1.87). This is not because they are older—among the Modern Orthodox,
employed women, and women employed full time, are younger on average than
those not employed or employed part time. Their employment may reflect the high
costs of Orthodox Jewish living, particularly when there are multiple children: not
only keeping kosher, living in neighborhoods near synagogues, synagogue dues,
and high tuition costs for Jewish day schools for multiple children (see also Chiswick
2008, 2014; Bernstein and Fishman 2015).

The more general pattern of lowered fertility among those with careers shows
how younger adults prioritize and plan for their future parenthood. Shain (2015)
conducted interviews with a small number of Jewish young adults (ages 25-35) and
found that, while participants spoke of having children as part of a traditional
nuclear family, their plans were hazy and fraught with insecurity about balancing
work and family. Their Jewishness was largely unrelated to their commitment to a
(future) family and children. However, as we will see below, how Jews are Jewish is
related to their marriage and childbearing behavior (whether or not they are con-
scious of it).

For all their child-centeredness, many Jews seem either unable to find partners with whom
to have children or are not all that interested in having children in the first place. Overall, an
analysis of the Pew data indicates a fertility level of about 1.7 children for non-Orthodox
Jews, well below the replacement level of 2.1 children. The shrinkage is already visible,
having resulted in a drop of nearly one-third in the cohort of non-Orthodox Jews under the
age of seventeen as compared with the cohort between the ages of forty and fifty-seven.
(Again by contrast, the smaller population of Orthodox Jews, at 4.1 children per couple, has
been growing both in absolute and relative terms.). (Wertheimer and Cohen 2014)

Adoption

Adoption is another source of diversity for Jewish families. About 5 % of American
Jews have adopted a child, according to the National Jewish Population Survey of
2000-2001 (NJPS 2000-2001) (the rate may indeed be higher today), about double
the rate of adoption in the broader US population (Sartori and Guberman 2014).
Through the 1970s, white Jewish parents adopted primarily white American new-
borns, many of them having at least one Jewish birth parent. But by 2000, only 4 %
of children adopted by Jews had a Jewish mother, and 3 % a Jewish father. During
2000-2012, 34 % of adoptions of Jews were of white children; 32 %, Asian or
Asian-mixed; 17 %, Latino or Latino-mixed; and 15 %, black or black-mixed. In
contrast, in the broader American population, 40 % of adoptions were transracial
(Sartori and Guberman 2014).



13 The Jewish Family 91

Transracial adoption runs the risk of marginalization from many sources: the
National Association of Black Social Workers (NABSW) opposed transracial adop-
tion for reasons of identity-formation in the 1970s, but many still believe that the
transracial family cannot properly equip their minority children to cope with racial
and ethnic discrimination (Heinlein 2015). As with other sources of “otherness,”
many Jewish parents of transracial adoptees find acceptance and integration in the
Jewish community difficult, ranging from clergy’s emphasis on a single, dominant
cultural/religious identity (Jewish), to marginalization of the children in interaction
with other Jewish children (Sartori and Guberman 2014).

Single Parents

As mentioned above, in Jewish households with children under age 18, 81.3 % are
married couples, another 13.0 % non-married couples, and about 7 % are single
parents, more of them mothers than fathers (Pew 2013 data). Above, we showed that
these percentages were very different the percentages in the broader US white popu-
lation. However, they are much more similar to the breakdown for parents with BA
degrees or higher (percentages recalculated from Vespa et al. 2013, Table 5, p. 14):
In this subpopulation, 89 % of children under age 18 are living in households with
married couples, and less than 10 % in households with single parents. Of course,
the proportion of children living with single parents varies across Jewish communi-
ties, from 1 % in St. Petersburg FL to 18 % in San Francisco CA (Sheskin 2015,
Section 7, Table 7).

There has been little systematic research focusing directly on Jewish single par-
ents, though it is expected that they experience many of the same stresses as other
single parents, including role strain, difficulties balancing personal, career, and fam-
ily needs, financial difficulties, as well as stigma in a community built around pri-
marily two-parent families. Using data from the 1990 NJPS, Keysar (1994) showed
that single-parent Jewish families had lower rates of synagogue membership,
contributed less to Jewish charities, and were less involved in volunteer activities
than two-parent households; their children were also less likely to attend formal
Jewish education than children of two-parent families. In the same vein, the 2011
Jewish community study of New York found that single parents were less Jewishly
engaged than married parents and married couples with no children at home. “Since
single parents are also more likely than two-parent households to seek assistance for
help with jobs, food, or housing assistance, it is possible that economic and other
stresses associated with being a single parent reduce the capacity to actively pursue
a Jewish life” (Cohen et al. 2012, p. 27). As we will see below, single parenthood
increases economic vulnerability in every community in which it has been studied.

Perhaps contrary to expectation, single mothers by choice have found social and
rabbinical support in the Modern Orthodox community, both American and Israeli
(Blumenthal 2015). Allowing in-vitro fertilization for non-married single women
allows the women to fulfill their desire for family and achieve a motherhood status,
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even if they have not been able to find a marriage partner. The religious women
interviewed by Blumenthal believe in the traditional model of a two-parent hetero-
sexual family as ideal, but, unable to fulfill that themselves, welcome single mother-
hood as essential to their very being. As mothers, they are also more likely to find a
place in the observant community than they would as older single women.

Some communities have special programs to support Jewish single parents (for
example, the San Diego Supporting Jewish Single Parents Program founded in 2004
(http://www.jfssd.org/site/PageServer?pagename=programs_connect_single_
parents#history), the Detroit Single Parent Alliance and Resource Connection
(www.jewishdetroit.org/programs/jewish-education/single-parents), and www.thej-
mom.com, a dating network for Jewish single mothers in various US cities). But
again, little systematic research exists to determine how many parents they provide
services for and the adequacy of such programs for the Jewish community.

13.4 Divorce

As mentioned above, Jews have historically had lower divorce rates than the broader
American population. This gap remains. At the time of the 2013 Pew survey, 9.0 %
of American Jewish adults were divorced, 7.8 % of men and 11.4 % of women,
compared to 11.0 % of men and 14.4 % of women in the broader American popula-
tion (http://www.statista.com/statistics/242030/marital-status-of-the-us-population-
by-sex/). The gap for adults ages 35-44 is even larger than for other age groups. The
percentage divorced has increased slightly since 2000-2001 among both American
Jews and the broader US population (Hartman and Hartman 2009, pp. 28-29,
38-39), although not in all age groups: there is a smaller percentage divorced in
2013 among men ages 35-64, and among women ages 35-44 and ages 55-64. The
community studies data suggest that close to 20 % of the adult Jewish population
have experienced divorce, with about 55 % remarrying at least once (Decade 2000
data).

According to the Pew survey (2013), 7 % of Jewish households with children
under age 18 are currently headed by divorced persons. Because many of the com-
munity studies collect data about whether the household includes anyone who is
either currently divorced or divorced and remarried, we learn that a much higher
percentage of the Jewish children under age 18 live in households where someone
was divorced at some point. Note that our data do not enable us to determine whether
the divorce happened before or after the children were born, though. Still, it is
instructive that half of children under age 18 living in the Jewish community of
Sarasota FL live in households where someone was divorced; as compared to less
than 20 % in Miami FL, Middlesex County NJ, Detroit MI, New Haven CT, and
Monmouth County NJ (Sheskin 2015, Section 7, Bar Chart 21). These data suggest
that divorce affects the lives of many children, but that there are different commu-
nity contexts for these children related to divorce.
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The majority of marriages among American Jews (88 % in 2000-2001) are con-
ducted by rabbis. A get terminates a Jewish marriage; it is a short document, written
by a professionally trained scribe under the proper supervision of a Bet Din, or
Rabbinic Court of Law, and signed by two witnesses (www.getyourget.com).
Slightly more than half of persons married by a rabbi received a get when they
divorced (according to NJPS 2000-2001). The percentage obtaining a get varies
greatly by denomination: Nearly all Orthodox divorces entail a get, nearly 80 % of
divorces by Conservative Jews, but only around one-quarter of Reform/
Reconstructionist or unaffiliated divorces.

Because a get is initiated by the husband and delivered to the wife, husbands
reluctant or unable to grant a divorce may not deliver a get, resulting in a status of
agunah for the wife.

Agunah means “anchored,” or “chained.” An agunah is a married woman who is not living
with her husband, but has not been released from the bonds of matrimony. Though she
wishes to put her marriage behind her, she is not free to remarry. She is chained to an
unwanted marriage.

According to halachah, a woman may not remarry unless there is clear evidence that her
husband had died or halachically divorced her with a ger document. In times past, most
agunot (plural form of agunah) were victims of vanishing husbands. Traveling businessmen
were often killed by bandits, who would dispose of the body leaving behind no trace of
evidence. Or, a traveler would die in a remote location, and due to the lack of communica-
tion technology, or proper identification on the husband’s person, the wife would remain
uninformed. Frequent pogroms and wars habitually left agunot in their wake. Before recent
times, it was also fairly easy for an individual who had fallen upon hard times—or was
unhappy with his current job, lifestyle, marriage, reputation, etc.—to simply vanish in the
night and resurface in another city or country and start anew, unencumbered by previous
obligations—including marital ones...

Today the world is “smaller,” and it is very uncommon for people to simply vanish.
Nevertheless, the agunah problem persists, primarily due to husbands who cruelly refuse to
grant their wives a divorce—despite rabbinical courts’ orders to do so. A variety of reasons
motivate these recalcitrant men. Many of them are unhappy with the financial aspect of their
divorce settlement, others with custody arrangements, and they use the get as leverage in
negotiations. Others hold their wives ransom, refusing to give a ger until the wife pays an
outrageous sum of money, while others refuse to give a get simply out of malice and spite.
(Silberberg n.d.)

While religious courts are empowered to impose sanctions on recalcitrant husbands,
religious courts de facto have little power to enforce measures today, even in Israel
where the rabbinic courts govern personal affairs like marriage and divorce. The
rabbinic courts recognize the problem, and have been trying to find effective solu-
tions for the contemporary problem, but many women still suffer from agunah sta-
tus. In a 2011 study by the Greater Washington Jewish Coalition Against Domestic
Abuse, Zakheim identified 462 US agunot, although that is considered an underes-
timate, since tightly knit communities pressure women not to discuss their case
publicly (Oppenheimer 2013). The day before Purim has been designated as inter-
national Agunah Day. A 2011 documentary “Women Unchained” brings testimo-
nies from several victims and activists; Weiss and Gross-Horowitz (2013) focus on
divorce cases handled by the Center for Women’s Justice in Jerusalem; and
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activist-led grassroots organizations have developed to tackle the question and offer
solutions. A good example is the Boston Agunah Task Force set up by the Hadassah
Brandeis Institute at Brandeis University (http://www.brandeis.edu/hbi/bostonagu-
nahtaskforce/index.html). They engage in online, community, and legal education,
as well as one-to-one counseling and research to better understand the impact of
get-based refusal extortion in the Jewish divorce process in the US.

The problem of agunot may affect only a small minority of women in the US, but
nevertheless it is recognized as a contemporary form of domestic abuse that needs
to be addressed. One method suggested that is gaining favor is a special prenuptial
agreement designed to prevent get refusal.

The earliest prenuptial agreement to prevent get refusal was developed by rabbis in Morocco
in the 1950s and endorsed in concept by the chief rabbi of Jerusalem in the 1980s. In the
early 1990s, Rabbi Mordechai Willig developed an American version at the behest of the
Rabbinical Council of America, the main association of Modern Orthodox and centrist
Orthodox rabbis, with which the Beit Din of America, a rabbinic court, is affiliated. A
decade later, Israel came out with its own version, known as the Agreement for Mutual
Respect. (Siegel 2015)

There are now “post-nups” for those who did not arrange a pre-nup with these pro-
visions. While no ultra-Orthodox group has endorsed its own version, there are
signs that the leaders are beginning to recognize its importance and to advocate for
it. This is one way this form of domestic abuse is being addressed.

13.5 Jewishness and Family Patterns

Much attention has been paid to the major differences in family behavior between
the Orthodox and non-Orthodox. Orthodox are more likely to marry, marry earlier,
be married at any one point in time, have had only one marriage, divorce less, begin
having children earlier, and have more children (Hartman and Hartman 2009; Pew
Research Center 2013). Especially great differences are found in terms of number
of children, with 40 % of Orthodox having four or more children compared to less
than 6 % of all other denominational groups (author’s analysis of Pew 2013 data).
Among the non-Orthodox, the unaffiliated are the lowest in these behaviors, with
gradated differences between them and the Reform and then the Conservative. The
Pew sample allows us to differentiate between Modern Orthodox and the more
ultra-Orthodox, or haredi, consisting of Hasidic and Yeshivish (or non-Hasidic)
ultra-Orthodox. Among the Orthodox, the Yeshivish and Hasidic ultra-Orthodox
are the highest in these behaviors, while the Modern Orthodox are more like
Conservative Jews: For example, the Yeshivish average 6.27 children per woman
ages 40-59 (when most childbearing is over) and the Hasidic 6.06, while the Modern
Orthodox average 2.36—still more than the Conservative (1.86), Reform (1.76),
and the unaffiliated (1.46).

One factor complicating the conclusions is that the Orthodox populations tend to
be younger than the non-Orthodox; as a result, lower percentages may have had a
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Table 13.3 Family behaviors of American Jews by denomination and gender, ages 45 and over,
2000-2001 and 2013

Conservative Reform/Reconstructionist

Orthodox (%) | (%) (%) Unaffiliated (%)
Gender Men |Women |Men | Women | Men Women Men | Women
Ever married |93.8 | 98.5 91.0 193.2 95.0 94.0 922 1923
2000-2001
Ever 88.6 |87.4 85.4 |91.8 87.5 90.4 83.5 |80.5
married
2013
Married 76.4 170.2 739 64.5 75.9 58.7 67.6 |57.6
2000-2001
Married 2013 | 64.7 |70.0 70.2 |154.9 68.1 54.3 66.9 453
Divorced 9.0 |53 7.9 10.1 8.7 14.5 150 |15.6
20002001
Divorced 16.6 5.3 3.9 11.5 13.7 11.6 11.6 |12.1
2013
Childless 19.0 26.2 31.2 44.0
2000-2001
Childless 2013 22.5 26.2 30.3 45.8
Mean number of 3.0 2.1 1.8 1.6
children 2000-2001
Mean number of 4.1 2.0 1.7 1.6
children 2013

Sources: NJPS 2000-2001 and author analysis of Pew 2013 data

chance to be married. In Table 13.3, family behaviors for four denominational
groups (Orthodox, Conservative, Reform/Reconstructionist, and unaffiliated) are
compared for respondents to the NJPS 2000-2001 and the 2013 Pew survey who
were age 45 or older, which (as is seen above) is after the main ages of first marriage
and childbearing. The table allows us to address whether the trends identified above
for all Jews—Iless marriage, later marriage, more childlessness, fewer children—are
evident in all denominational groups. (Note that some results differ from those pub-
lished in previous works because of age limits and because of our selection of
samples from each of the data sources, as explained in the Appendix.)

The data show us that changes are taking place among all denominations.
Compared to 2000-2001, the percent ever married has decreased in all groups,
reflecting greater acceptance of non-marriage. Similarly, the percent married at the
time of the survey is lower in all groups in 2013, reaching less than half among
unaffiliated women. The percent divorced at the time of each survey has increased
in many groups—but not all, reflecting the stabilization of divorce rates in the
broader population as well. The percent childless varies only slightly from 2013, the
most prominent change being a higher percentage childless among Orthodox
women. At the same time, the mean number of children has increased for Orthodox
women, and remained fairly stable for the other denominational groups.

The biggest changes in familistic behavior are among the unaffiliated.
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Two-thirds of the unaffiliated are intermarried (compared to half of the Reform,
and a quarter of the Conservatives), and since intermarried couples are more likely
to marry later (sometimes as a second marriage), less likely to have children and to
have fewer children (Hartman and Hartman 2009: Table 10.2, 233), this may explain
some of the differences in familistic behavior between this group and the affiliated
groups. Because the unaffiliated group has increased between 2000 and 2001 and
2013 (Kosmin and Keysar 2013), it also contributes to lowering the results for the
total sample.

Wertheimer (2005) examines the reasons for greater fertility among the Orthodox:
Is it primarily demographic, that is, a function of their marrying at younger ages, or
are there other differences that explain their propensity to have more children?
Using data from the NJPS 2000-2001, Hartman (2007) provides a partial answer:
Demographic factors such as age, age at first marriage, or age at first child explain
some but not all of the differences between the denominations. Denomination itself
has an effect on family behavior, especially for the Orthodox (who exhibit more
“familistic” behaviors) and the unaffiliated (who exhibit less “familistic” behav-
iors). Further, commitment to observe religious rituals and stronger religious belief
explained much of the denominational differences in age at first marriage and age at
first birth (Hartman 2007). In contrast, ethnic behaviors had much less relationship
to familistic behaviors. This suggests that it is the religious doctrines that the
Orthodox adhere to and the religious framing of their common networks that have
the most influence on their familistic behaviors. As Kadushin’s work (2011) informs
us, social networks are very important for Jewish identity and behaviors, and
undoubtedly are at work here to reinforce normative behavior for the Orthodox
community.

Hartman and Hartman (2009, Chapter 7) also show, through multivariate analy-
ses, that age at first marriage for women is particularly related to whether they are
Orthodox as well as their (secular) education. For men, it is only education that
significantly predicts age at first marriage. Age at first marriage, in turn, is related
(for women) to the age at which they first give birth. But the number of children is
related not only to the age at first birth but also to denominational affiliation
(Orthodox having more children, being unaffiliated or Reform, having fewer chil-
dren). In addition, the strength of respondents’ religious and ethnic identity (mea-
sured with multiple indicators) is related to familistic behavior even when
denomination is held constant, showing that how they are Jewish is related to age at
first marriage, age at first birth, and number of children.

Fishman and Cohen (2015) use multivariate analysis of the Pew data to address
the relationship between family behaviors and Jewishness. They show that whether
both parents are Jewish, the denomination raised (Orthodox) and number of years
of Jewish day school or supplemental school attendance (7 or more years) are
related to whether the respondent is married at the time of the survey, whether the
respondent has ever been married, and whether they have any children. Whether the
respondent has any children is also related to having attended any length of supple-
mental school, whether they went to Jewish day school, and whether they went to a
Jewish summer camp as children. These are generic familistic behaviors, but they
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are fundamental to fostering Jewish identity in one’s children. Intermarriage is neg-
atively associated with these same factors, including any denominational affiliation
(Reform, Conservative, or Orthodox). Whether children are raised as Jews is espe-
cially related to being raised Orthodox, both parents being Jewish, and going to
Jewish day school or supplemental school for 7 or more years.

All these data point to a similar conclusion: Jewish identity, Jewish upbringing,
and affiliation with the Jewish community encourage family formation and having
children; lack of affiliation, being children of intermarriage, and lack of exposure to
extensive Jewish education (whether Jewish day school or supplemental school) are
related to marrying later, intermarrying and having fewer children.

13.6 Socio-economic Status

An ongoing distinctive characteristic of Jewish men and women is their high level
of educational attainment relative to the broader US population. This well-
established characteristic is documented for contemporary American Jews in the
Pew 2013 survey: 58 % of the adult Jewish population have at least an undergradu-
ate college degree, compared to 29 % of the broader US population.

With nearly two-thirds of Jewish men and women in the typical marrying age of
25-49 having completed college (according to the Pew 2013 data), it is not surpris-
ing that Jewish spouses are likely to be married to someone with the same educa-
tional level, as well as to someone who shares their participation in the labor force
(dual-earner couples). Analyzing NJPS 2000-2001, the Hartmans showed that
Jewish couples are characterized by high educational homogamy as well as a high
proportion of dual-earners compared to their counterparts in the broader population
(Hartman and Hartman 2009, p. 43). This same pattern continues. Forty-three
percent of the couples in the Decade 2000 data set have the same education,' in
40 % the husband has more education than the wife, and in 17 % the wife has more
education than the husband. This is slightly more homogamy than we found with
the NJPS 2000-2001 data (38 %), which was higher than in 1990 (31.6 %) (Hartman
and Hartman 1996), consonant with the rise in educational level of both men and
women.

Despite expectations to the contrary, we found educational homogamy to be
comparable in the different denominations (around 40 %); there were slightly more
Orthodox with traditional differences in education between the spouses (44.6 %)
compared to the Just Jewish with 35.0 %, which is to be expected because of their
younger ages of marriage (educational homogamy is less common for the youngest
and the oldest marriages, Shafer and Qian 2010).

Another result of the high educational attainment of Jewish women is that a high
proportion of them are employed in the labor force; in fact, the majority of married

!'Six educational groups were used (less than high school, high school, some college, undergradu-
ate degree, master’s degree, doctoral or professional degree), as in the previous analysis.
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couples are dual-earners (both spouses employed in the labor force). In 2000-2001,
nearly 70 % of couples in which at least one spouse is Jewish were dual-earners.
Limiting the analysis to those 25-64, to reduce those still in college or retired, raises
the percentage of dual-earners to 74 %. Of course, education is not the only cause
of dual-earning families, but opportunity costs for not being employed in the labor
force are greater for wives with higher education. Because women’s employment
has become normative, the likelihood of women with higher education being
employed is even greater, so that wives with higher education are more likely to be
employed and contributing to the family income.

Like their counterparts in the broader US population, Jewish dual-earner couples work long
hours, 43.6 % working a combined total of 80 or more hours per week. This is quite com-
parable to the average of 82 hours per week of the dual-earner couples in the broader popu-
lation [Bond 2002]...

Jewish men in the labor force are more likely to be working full time than are women
(... with an average work week of about 46 hours. As a result, there is a traditional differ-
ence in that husbands worked longer hours than wives in the majority of Jewish dual-earner
couples (58.8 %)...

Nock (2001) defines “marriages of equally dependent spouses” as those in which wives
contribute 40-59 % of the family income; among American Jews, nearly half (46.3 %) of
dual-earner couples fall in this category (not considering non-earnings income), compared
with 30 % of dual-earner couples in the broader US population (Nock, 2011). (Hartman and
Hartman 2009, pp. 94-99)

Jewish dual-earner husbands and wives are also likely to have similar occupations.
More than one-third of husbands and wives have occupations in the same general
category, with an especially high proportion of couples (22.4 %) in which both hus-
band and wife have professional occupations. Using NJPS 1990 data, more than
20 % of dual-earner wives would have to change occupations to have had the same
occupational distribution as their husbands (Hartman and Hartman 1996, p. 188). In
2000-01, this percentage decreased to 16.5 % (Hartman and Hartman 2009).

Because most of the parents are dual earner couples, nearly half (42.5 %) of
Jewish children ages 12 and under are living with parents both of whom (or he par-
ent in a single-parent household) are employed in the labor force (Decade 2000).
This is a significantly lower percentage than that of non-Hispanic whites in the
broader US population, among whom nearly 60 % of children ages 12 and under
live in households where both parents are employed in the labor force (http://www.
census.gov/population/www/socdemo/hh-fam/cps2010.html, Table FG1). Table 6 in
Section 7 of the 2015 Comparisons of Jewish Communities (Sheskin 2015) shows
that the percentage of children ages 12 and under living in households with working
parents ranges from 55 % in Washington, D.C., to 22 % in Minneapolis MN with
the majority of communities having at least one-third of the children in households
with working parents. In contrast, less than one-quarter of children have at least one
stay-at-home parent, the majority of whom are mothers (Decade 2000), quite com-
parable to the broader US population (http://www.census.gov/newsroom/releases/
archives/families_households/cb10-174.html).

No discussion of socio-economic status is complete without attention to poverty
and near-poverty, which increased among American Jewish families along with the


http://www.census.gov/population/www/socdemo/hh-fam/cps2010.html,Table
http://www.census.gov/population/www/socdemo/hh-fam/cps2010.html,Table
http://www.census.gov/newsroom/releases/archives/families_households/cb10-174.html
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economic recession. In the New York metro-area alone,”> more than 560,000 Jews
live in nearly 200,000 poor and near-poor households—more people than there are
Jews living in practically any other US Jewish community. One in five Jewish
households is poor and one in ten is near poor—twice the number as in 1991. In
Rhode Island, it was estimated that 2 % of the Jewish households were living below
federal poverty levels, 18 % near poverty, and 30 % economically vulnerable
(Chertok and Parmer 2013). In Philadelphia, 7 % of Jews ages 18-39 were esti-
mated to live below federal poverty guidelines, compared to 6 % of white Protestants
and Catholics; among those ages 75 and older, 6 % of Jews were, compared to 3 %
of white Protestants and 5 % of white Catholics (Lubrano 2014). One-third of
Jewish households in Baltimore, 35 % in Chicago, and 41 % in Cleveland, reported
a negative financial status (that is, they were economically vulnerable, not being
able to make ends meet or just making ends meet). More than one-quarter in
Baltimore and Chicago reported being in a worse financial situation after the reces-
sion than before (Kotler-Berkowitz 2014).

Economic vulnerability and poverty are more likely in households with children
under age 18, households with seniors, and households with divorced, separated, or
widowed individuals. Low education characterizes the poor or near poor (Kotler-
Berkowitz 2014); and in the New York area, it is more likely for Hasidic households
and in the New York and Philadelphia areas, for those with immigrants from the
former Soviet Union (Ukeles et al. 2013).

Perhaps because of the general impression of Jews as being economically suc-
cessful, poverty and economic vulnerability among Jews is often accompanied by
shame and a desire to keep the information within the community; Jews in need
therefore often reach out to the Jewish community, preferring and sometimes
expecting aid and services that the community is not always prepared or able to
offer. The most common requests for financial assistance are for help paying bills,
purchasing adequate food, healthcare, and housing instability, or homelessness
(Chertok and Parmer 2013). Economic vulnerability may also interfere with being
able to afford synagogue membership, Jewish day school attendance, informal and
formal Jewish education for older children, as well as reduced donations to Jewish
charities (Chertok and Parmer 2013; Hecht 2007; Kotler-Berkowitz 2014). Nearly
20 % of the Decade 2000 families who did not send their children to a Jewish day
school cited its cost as the main prohibitive reason.

13.7 Intermarriage

According to the 2013 Pew survey, 44 % of all currently married Jewish respondents
have a non-Jewish spouse. “Among Jewish respondents who have gotten married
since 2000, nearly six-in-ten have a non-Jewish spouse. Among those who got mar-
ried in the 1980s, roughly four-in-ten have a non-Jewish spouse. And among Jews

2The New York metro-area surveyed in the New York population study includes the following eight
counties: the Bronx, Brooklyn, Manhattan, Queens, Staten Island, Nassau, Suffolk, and Westchester.
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who got married before 1970, just 17 % have a non-Jewish spouse” (Pew Research
Center 2013, p. 9). Intermarriage has increased for many reasons, including a blurring
of boundaries between Jews and other Americans (Alba 2006) as well as a greater
acceptance of interfaith marriage among Americans more generally (Putnam and
Campbell 2012) and among Jews in particular. As Horowitz (2013) puts it, “the ‘credit
rating’ of Jews as a group in American society has improved radically in comparison
with its valuation half a century ago.” Interfaith marriage allows greater connections
among Americans and increasing familiarity and tolerance between religions.

However, much of the Jewish discourse around the intermarriage of Jews and
non-Jews reflects the concern arising from the increase in intermarriage regarding
its implications for Jewish continuity. Generally, not only among Jews, children
with married parents of the same faith are most likely to remain in the faith in which
they were raised and Jews (along with Mormons and evangelicals—high-boundary
religious groups”) are more successful at transmitting their faith to their children
than the more mainstream Protestants and Catholics (Bengston et al. 2013).
Bengston finds three factors particularly important for intergenerational faith trans-
mission: (1) strong, intentional bonds between family and religious institutions,
with high family involvement in religious education and religious activities built
around family activities; (2) parents’ role modeling and investment in the tradition
and its beliefs; (3) family solidarity, including warm emotional relationships, fre-
quent family interaction and support. The family-centeredness of many organized
Jewish activities has long been noted (and often by the groups not included), as has
the centrality of parents and the family in the transmission of the tradition. The
strength of Jewish families in terms of solidarity has not been seriously questioned,
but the span of family interaction is brought into question when there are late
marriages, fewer children who leave for college after high school, and a strong indi-
vidualistic ethic well assimilated from the broader culture.

When only one parent is Jewish, the odds of raising the children as Jews—or
only as Jews—diminish.

Among those [Pew] findings: as many as 2,100,000 Americans of some Jewish parentage—
overwhelmingly, the offspring of intermarried parents—do not identify themselves as Jews.
Our analysis of Pew and other national and local surveys also shows that intermarried fami-
lies are considerably less likely to join synagogues, contribute to Jewish charities, identify
strongly with Israel, observe Jewish religious rituals, or befriend other Jews. Exceptions
aside, the large majority of intermarried families are loosely, ambivalently, or not at all con-
nected to Jewish life.... When children of intermarriage do choose a spouse, reports Pew,
83 percent follow their parents’ model and marry non-Jews. To project even farther into the
future, a mere 8 percent of grandchildren of the intermarried are likely to marry Jews.?

And how could matters be otherwise, given what intermarried families told Pew about
how they raise their children? Among the non-Orthodox population between ages twenty-
five and fifty-four, 36 percent of mixed-marrieds are not raising children as Jewish at all,
and 44 percent say their children are being raised partly as Jews or as Jewish but with no
Jewish religion. That leaves only 20 percent claiming to raise their children exclusively in
the Jewish religion. (For comparison’s sake, the equivalent figure for parents in in-married
homes is 93 percent.). Wertheimer and Cohen (2014)

3This projection is that of Wertheimer and Cohen (2014), rather than of the Pew Foundation itself.
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Using the larger Decade 2000 sample, Sheskin and Hartman (2015) find that nearly
half of the parents in intermarriages are raising at least one of their children as
Jewish, 18 % as part Jewish, and 34 % as not Jewish. (The discrepancies in the
numbers from Decade 2000 and the 2013 Pew survey can be attributed to the differ-
ence in samples and years that the data were collected; see discussion in Sheskin
and Hartman (2015).) But with the larger sample, it was also possible to compare
mixed marriages in which the wife was Jewish to those in which the husband was
Jewish. Considerable literature suggests that children are more likely to be raised in
the religion of the mother (e.g., Fishman 2004; Riley 2013) and the analysis of
Decade 2000 data confirms this: “over 82 percent of the intermarried Jewish moth-
ers are raising at least one child as (at least partially) Jewish, compared to 57 percent
of the Jewish fathers. Conversely, less than 18 percent of the Jewish mothers are
raising their children as not Jewish, while over 40 percent of the Jewish fathers are”
(Sheskin and Hartman 2015, p. 158). McGinity (2009) discusses the intensifying
identification of intermarried Jewish wives as Jews (despite, or because, of their
mixed marriage). Both Thompson (2014) and McGinity (2014) present research in
which the mothers who are responsible for the religious upbringing of the children,
raise the children in the father’s religion (Jewish). They document the difficulties
such mothers (and fathers) face in terms of acceptance into the Jewish community.
As McGinity emphasizes, societal expectations and structures push men to excel
outside the home, leaving them less equipped and with less time to participate fully
in the family, to the detriment of the men, the family, and, in the case of mixed mar-
riages, the religious institutions of which they wish their family to be part. Redefining
Jewish fatherhood will “encourage Jewish men to incorporate fathering into their
Jewish identities as contributing parts of their inner essence, just as it is for Jewish
mothers” (McGinity 2015, p. 105).

Mixed marriages change the face of contemporary Jews not only because they
bring in new perspectives and people of different religious backgrounds. They also
increase the ethnic and racial diversity of contemporary Jews. Based on interviews
with 37 Asian-Jewish couples, Kim and Leavitt (2012) found that all were raising
their children at least partially Jewish. As with other mixed marriages, whether the
children (and grandchildren) will be Jewish depends, according to the associate
executive director of the Jewish Outreach Institute (JOI—now Big Tent Judaism),
on “whether the Jewish community has successfully attracted, welcomed, and
retained Jews of diverse cultural heritages” (McGinity 2015, p. 27). It should be
noted, however, that critical analysis of the non-Orthodox intermarried, in compari-
son to their non-married and in-married counterparts among the non-Orthodox,
reveals that the intermarried do not feel uncomfortable attending most Jewish events
and activities, and their discomfort is not widespread (Cohen et al. 2012, p. 145). It
is, perhaps, unfair to place the sole responsibility of integrating persons in mixed
marriages on the shoulders of the Jewish community or congregations.
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13.8 Multiracial and Multicultural Diversity

Multiracial and multicultural diversity stems in part from intermarriage, in part
from conversions, in part from adoption, and increasingly from natural lineage
(Goldstein 2007). According to the 2013 Pew survey, 8 % of contemporary American
Jewish adults are “non-white” (Black, Hispanic, or something else). In New York,
12 % of Jewish households included non-whites (Cohen et al. 2012). Some would
include the 13 % Sephardic members (whose origins are in North Africa, Spain, or
the Middle East) among the “non-white” to raise the total of “diverse Jewish house-
holds” to 400,000 “approximating or exceeding the total Jewish population of any
one country in the world, excepting the United States and Israel” (Tobin 2012).
Whether one agrees with this extensive definition of Jewish diversity, clearly multi-
racial and multicultural diversity is a significant factor among American Jews.
Be’chol Lashon is a research, education and community-building initiative devoted
to increasing the inclusiveness of the Jewish community (http://bechollashon.org).
They promote acknowledgment of the difficulties diverse Jews often encounter in
the community and even among their own family members (e.g., extended family
members’ reacting to transracial adoption, as mentioned above) and strategies to
ease the challenges. (See, for example, Tobin and Weinberg 2014.)

13.9 Same-Sex Couples and Parents

According to a recent study, at least 7 % of the American Jewish population is les-
bian, gay, or bisexual* (Cohen et al. 2009). The 2015 Compendium of Jewish
Community Studies shows a variation of 1-8 % of households in a given commu-
nity in which there are individuals who consider themselves to be LGBT (Sheskin
2015, Section 3, Table 3). About one-third of them are in couples, of which 11 %
are with other Jews (Cohen et al. 2009). Many are less Jewishly engaged than their
heterosexual Jewish counterparts. The 2011 New York Community Study included
a question on whether anyone in the household considered himself or herself to be
gay, lesbian, bisexual, or transgender. About 5 % of the Jewish households in
New York answered affirmatively (representing 33,400 households, home to 75,500
people, of whom 50,500 were Jewish). Who in the household this was, was not
ascertained. We do know that the proportions of seniors and children in these house-
holds was about half of the number in other Jewish households. LGBT respondents
were more likely to live alone than other respondents, especially when they are men.
Few LGBT respondents were married (21 %, compared to 54 % in the whole
New York sample), and there is a higher proportion intermarried among those who
are married. Overall, their levels of Jewish engagement are lower than in the wider
Jewish New York population (Cohen et al. 2009). Part of the reason is the lack of

*Transgender identification was not measured in the study.
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receptivity they meet on the part of clergy and congregations. Reform and
Reconstructionist are much more likely to perform lesbian and gay lifecycle cere-
monies, such as marriages or brit milah/baby naming than are Conservative (about
45 9% do) and Orthodox, which do not (Cohen, Aviv, and Veinstein 2009).

Approximately 4.8 % of the couples in the 2013 Pew sample are same-sex.
Interestingly, there does not seem to be a big age difference between same-sex and
heterosexual couples in this sample: respondents in same-sex couples are approxi-
mately the same age (mean age of 55) as respondents in heterosexual couples (mean
age of 56). More than half are not married, compared to less than 10 % of the het-
erosexual couples. Non-married couples tend to be younger on average than mar-
ried couples, and this is true both for same-sex and heterosexual Jewish couples.
However, the respondents in same-sex non-married couples are on average older
than those in heterosexual non-married couples, suggesting that more same-sex
couples remain unmarried even in later years.

In more than half (53.2 %), the spouse or partner is not Jewish, compared to
43.8 % of the heterosexual couples. Only a third of the same-sex couples have
children, compared to more than 80 % of the heterosexual couples. They are less
likely to be integrated into the Jewish community (less likely to be synagogue
members, less likely to belong to a Jewish organization) and more than half do not
identify with any denomination, compared to 32 % of the heterosexual couples.

One account, which discusses many of the challenges that a lesbian Jewish cou-
ple with children may face, can be found in Obler (2005). Another account, by a
transgender Jewish father, can be found in Coleman (2014).

13.10 Grandparenting

As in the broader population, the proportion of Jewish adults 65 or older is increas-
ing. In 2013, 18 % of the total adult US population was 65 and over (Pew, cps: 38),
increasing from 12.4 % in 2000 (Ellis and Simmons 2014); among Jews, 24 % of
the Jewish adult population was 65 or older in 2013 (Pew: 38), up from 19 % in
2000 (NJPS 2000-2001). Jewish grandparents probably begin their role later on the
average than in the broader population, since Jewish childbearing begins later, but it
still becomes a major part of many Jewish lives.

In the broader American population, grandparents are projected to reach one-
third of the contemporary American population; in 2010, about 3 % of all house-
holds contained both grandparents and grandchildren, and about one in ten
households is headed by a grandparent who has at least one grandchild living with
him or her (Ellis and Simmons 2014). In the Pew sample, 3.4 % of the households
have grandparents living with grandchildren, very comparable to the broader
population.®> Among seniors ages 50-74 in New Jersey, 7.9 % have at least one

Includes all households for which respondent noted either a grandparent or a grandchild living in
the household, or both a parent and a child. This does not distinguish whether the grandparent is
considered the head of the household, as the US data does.
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grandchild living with them, but among Jewish seniors in the same New Jersey
survey, only 2.2 % did. Among whites only, the differences by religion are much
smaller, but Jews still have the lowest proportion of grandchildren living with them.

Grandparents have played an important role in the Jewish legacy. The traditional
Friday night blessing of the children is actually a legacy of Jacob blessing his grand-
children (Geffen 2014). Geffen’s interviews with 60 American Jewish grandparents
(50 living in the US in 13 different US cities and 10 living in Israel) provide some
insight into what it means to be a Jewish grandparent. Like other grandparents, they
learn to balance intervention and engagement with distancing and (sometimes pain-
ful) passive observation. They find themselves functioning as Jewish role models,
bearers and transmitters of Jewish tradition and values, and the content of such tra-
dition and values varies as much as Jewish identity varies across contemporary
American Jews.

Some of the activities grandparents engage in with their grandchildren are going
to synagogue with them, going to the theater; some cook with their grandchildren;
enjoy holidays like Passover together; and visit regularly (Geffen 2014). Some
grandparents live at great distances from their grandchildren, which necessitates
creative use of Skype, email, and other technologies, and many wish they could see
their grandchildren more often (http://www.grandparents.com/food-and-leisure/
did-you-know/surprising-facts-about-grandparents).

One challenge some Jewish grandparents face is that their grandchildren are
being raised as more ritually observant than they are (or were) (Sands et al. 2013).
Sands et al.’s research on grandmothers in such situations notes that some are con-
cerned about the restrictive environments in which they see their grandchildren
being raised; they may also fear for their grandchildren’s safety in some contexts,
because of their overt expressions of Jewishness (e.g., wearing a kippah). Some
express a feeling of loss (e.g., that the grandson will not allow her to kiss him
because she is a woman); but for most, the strength of the grandparent-grandchild
relationship transcends any religious differences and serves as a bridge between the
parents who had intensified their religion, and their parents. Despite the grandmoth-
ers’ displacement as the family’s leader of traditions, “grandmothers modified the
traditional grandparent role and invented one that fits the new situation” (p. 58). For
several, their more observant grandchildren inspired them to learn more about
Judaism, either directly from the grandchildren or through formal or informal study
(Sands et al. 2013). In this sense, the grandchildren become socializers or “culture
brokers” for the grandparents.

Grandchildren of Holocaust survivors often face special challenges, and some-
times develop the role of documenting the legacy that has affected their own
upbringing as well as their parents (Fossion et al. 2003). With increasing intermar-
riage, Jewish grandparents often become a major role model and bearer of Jewish
tradition for their grandchildren. The Jewish Outreach Institute sponsors
Grandparents Circle activities across the country and a listserv for online support
(http://joi.org/grandparents). They have found that:


http://www.grandparents.com/food-and-leisure/did-you-know/surprising-facts-about-grandparents
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among the two largest denominational groupings of American Jewry, namely, the
Conservative and Reform, an increasing majority of people ... consider their own grand-
children Jewish even if those children’s claim to Jewish identity was based on patrilineal
rather than the more traditional matrilineal descent. What this further suggests is that when
it comes to Jewish continuity in the family context, the desire for Jewish grandchildren
takes precedence over whatever ideological constraints a movement might place on the
formality of Jewish status. Ultimately, the question of “who is a Jew” is likely to be
answered by the decision of Jewish grandparents who are asked, “Which of your grandchil-
dren do you regard as Jewish?” In the face of the rising rate of intermarriage, the more likely
answer is “all of our grandchildren.” http://joi.org/library/research/grand.shtml

They offer a guide to activities in which grandparents can engage to nurture their
grandchildren’s Jewish identity, as does Levin’s book, Mingled Roots (2003).

13.11 Families and Health

The well-being of families is related to their religiosity and religious practices (see,
for example: Call and Heaton 1997; Chalfant, Beckey, and Palmer 1994; Christiano
2000; Edgell 2006; Ellison et al. 2011; Mahoney 2010; McGuire 2002; Petts 2011;
Wen 2014; Wilcox and Wolfinger 2008; Wilson and Filsinger 1986; Wolfinger and
Wilcox 2008; Wuthnow 1979). Religious affiliation, religiosity, and spirituality lend
supporting resources to family stability and well-being: Religious activities unite
families in common pursuits, religious communities provide social and material
support systems, and spirituality provides a framework lifting ultimate responsibil-
ity off individual family members when burdens are too great or unfathomable.
Religion lends sanctity to life cycle events such as engagements, weddings, brit
milah, and baby-namings.

Family well-being, or fitness, is also related to the health of family members,
good physical and mental health being positive individual resources, lending fami-
lies resilience in times of stress. Religiosity promotes both mental and physical
health, and therefore is indirectly related to family well-being through its effect on
its individual members. As Green (2014) reports:

compared with the nonreligious, religious people report more satisfaction with their love
lives (Neto and da Conceicao Pinto 2014) and sex lives (Neto 2012). Frequent church atten-
dance has also been associated with lower rates of smoking and drinking, a greater tendency
to exercise (Strawbridge et al. 1997) reduced risk of cancer, and improved cardiovascular
health (Hoffa et al. 2008). A research review conducted on behalf of the National Institutes
of Health went so far as to declare that “church/service attendance protects healthy people
against death” (Powell et al. 2003). (Green 2014)

Religious participation is also related to support systems and services, which may
help families to cope with various forms of illness and disability (Yeary et al. 2012).

Religion’s association with better physical health has been partially explained by
health behaviors, psycho-social variables, and biological factors. Yeary et al. (2012)
show that social capital is a mediator of its effects; that is, the communal aspects of
religiosity (such as providing social interaction, a strongly connected group to
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which adherents feel they belong, encouraging giving behavior) enhance the rela-
tionship between religion and health attitudes and behaviors.

Until recently, most of the research relating religion or religiosity to family well-
being and family members’ health in the US has been primarily on national samples
which include very few Jews. Jewishness is not only a religion, and its religiosity
differs in practice and lifestyle from most Christian religions. The evidence shows,
however, that religiosity in various manifestations has a similar relationship with
better health among Jews, as well.

Rosmarin et al. (2009a) have shown that Jewish religious observance, especially
among American Orthodox Jews, is related to mental health and functioning and
overall psychological well-being; and that general religiosity, traditional Jewish
religious beliefs (Rosmarin et al. 2009d), trust in God (Krumrei et al. 2013;
Rosmarin et al. 2009c), gratitude (Rosmarin et al. 2010), intrinsic religiosity
(Pirutinsky et al. 2011a), spiritual struggle (Rosmarin et al. 2009b), and religious
coping (Pirutinsky et al. 2011b, 2012) are associated with higher levels of physical
and mental health, especially less depression and anxiety. Analyzing the community
studies of New York (2002, 2011), Chicago (2010), Philadelphia (2009), and Boston
(2005), Levin (2015) shows that affiliated and synagogue-attending Jews report
moderately better health than secular and non-attending Jews (adjusted for age,
gender, marital status, and education). In an earlier analysis of the NJPS 2000-2001,
Levin (2011) showed that synagogue membership and attendance are associated
with better health.

Some confirmation and clarification of the Levin and Rosmarin findings comes
from the ORANJ BOWL study of New Jersey seniors. The Jews in the sample are
more likely to rate their current health as excellent/very good, and this is especially
true for currently married seniors (ages 50-74). However, when we use multiple
regression® to control for other variables that may affect the perception of subjective
health or may distinguish Jews from the rest of the population--age, gender, marital
status, education, household income, and subjective income (how difficult is it for
you to live on your household income right now?)—-the Jewish advantage disappears
(Table 13.4). Education and income are significant predictors of subjective health,
along with age (younger) and marital status (not being married); but being Jewish
(dichotomized into Jewish or not) and religiosity (to what extent would you say that
you are a religious person?) are not significantly related once the other variables are
controlled.

Interestingly, differences between the New Jersey seniors in terms of “objective”
health (“Have you ever been told by a doctor or health professional that you had:
arthritis, hypertension, osteoporosis, liver disease, lung problems, Parkinson’s
disease, multiple sclerosis, migraines, depression, etc.) are usually not significantly
different between Jews and other religious groups, and especially not from those
with no religion (some of whom may actually be Jewish, but not by religion).

®Regression analysis permits the assessment of the net contribution of an independent variable in
an equation to explain the variance in the dependent variable when the contributions of the other
variables to the variance are held constant.
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Table 13.4 Multiple Independent variable Model 1 Model 2
lr]egrfﬁs“m of subjective Jewish 084 (.382)* |.023 (.104)
eat Household income 233 (.349)*
Economic 190 (.195)*
vulnerability?
Education .071 (.039)*
Currently married —.046
(—.105)*
Age —.040
(—.007)*
Gender .021 (.053)
Religious person® .000 (.000)
R? .007 157
Data Source: Author’s analysis of ORANJ BOWL Survey
of New Jersey Seniors
Standardized coefficients, unstandardized coefficients in
parentheses
*p<.05
*How difficult is it for you to live on your total household
income right now? (very difficult, difficult, a little diffi-
cult, not at all difficult)
"To what extent do you consider yourself a religious per-
son? (very, moderately, slightly, not at all)
Disabilities

Mizrahi and Buren (2014, p. 83) state: “According to the US Census, 18.6 % of
Americans (approximately 1 in 5) have a disability. Because Jews carry genetic
risks and on average have children later in life than any other demographic group in
America, it is likely that the percentage of Jews with disabilities is higher than the
national average.” In Comparisons of Jewish Communities (Sheskin 2015, Section
23, Bar Chart 1) according to the NJPS 2000-2001, 13 %’ of households had at least
one member with health limitations, and communities ranged from 8 % (Washington
DC, Charlotte VA, Westport CT, Seattle WA) to 23 % (Martin-St. Lucie, FL);
smaller percentages of households (9 % or less) included members whose health
was limited and needed daily assistance (Bar Chart 2). One in five elderly (ages 65
and over) households has a member with health limitations (Sheskin 2015, Section
23 Table 2) and in some communities, like St. Paul, MN, the percentage is as high
as 43 % (24 % needing daily assistance).® When seniors in the New Jersey ORANJ
BOWL sample were asked whether they were a caregiver (“do you currently pro-
vide unpaid help with personal care or household duties to any adult relative or
friend?”), 17 % of Jews in the sample responded in the affirmative, compared to

"This question, however, was only asked of “core” (or more Jewishly connected) Jews.

8The high percentage in St. Paul is due to the presence of a large number of Jewish elderly from
the former Soviet Union.
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19 % of non-Jews, reinforcing the estimation that about 1 in 5 senior Jewish house-
holds is affected by someone having considerable health limitations (whether the
individual is actually in the household or is being cared for outside the household).
When outside help is needed to help coordinate care for the elderly, the majority of
such help is received outside the Jewish community (Sheskin 2015, Section 24,
Table 1) Among households who needed help for disabled adults or children (13.8 %
of the households in the communities included in the Decade 2000 sample), 87 %
received that help outside of the Jewish community, 7 % within the Jewish com-
munity, and 6 % were not receiving the needed help.

Among households with Jewish children ages 0—17 who were in need of learning
disabled programs (from 4.9 to 9.7 % of households with children under age 18),
most were receiving services outside the Jewish community (Sheskin 2015, Section
24, Table 5). RespectAbility is a non-profit organization founded in July 2013 to
empower Jews with disabilities to be included in Jewish life. Its mission is to: “1)
Reshape the attitudes of American society so that people with disabilities can more
fully participate in and contribute to society, and 2) Empower people with disabili-
ties to achieve as much of the American dream as their abilities and efforts permit”
(http://respectabilityusa.com/respectability-celebrates- I st-anniversary-of-jewish-
inclusion-work-for-jews-with-disabilities/). One of their first accomplishments was
to survey (together with JerusalemU.org) the American Jewish community about
the incidence and experience of disabilities.’

The first-ever survey of the American Jewish community on the issue of disabilities has
found that the disabled are dramatically underrepresented among those engaged in Jewish
life. The results indicated that most people with disabilities opt out of Jewish life, after feel-
ing alienated by Jewish organizations like day schools, camps and synagogues, said Jennifer
Mizrahi, CEO and president of RespectAbilityUSA, a new organization focused on employ-
ment for the disabled. The study was commissioned by RespectAbilityUSA and JerusalemU.
org, an online Jewish education resource.

Eight percent of the respondents described themselves as having a disability of
some sort, compared to just over 18 % of the total population (US census). According
to the President of the Ruderman Family Foundation, which focuses on raising
awareness about disability and integrating Jews with disabilities into mainstream
organizations:

The American Jewish community’s focus needs to change...[It] “is very concerned about
sustainability, about keeping our kids Jewish. In the process we have gone after who we
considered most promising: well educated, upwardly mobile young Jews who are becoming
disconnected. We don’t do a good job of trying to include people who want to become part
of the community, and people with disabilities and their families turn away. When you
include family members it’s a significant number of people,” he said. “It represents about
20 percent of our population. It doesn’t make sense to turn away 20 percent of your popula-
tion.” (Cohen 2013)

92607 American Jews were contacted for the online survey, from among those who subscribe to
Ha’ aretz, The Jerusalem Post, or are on the email list of the disability blog “The New Normal” or
are connected to organizations serving Jews with disabilities, including Gateways in Boston and
Camp Ramah’s Tikvah program.


http://respectabilityusa.com/respectability-celebrates-1st-anniversary-of-jewish-inclusion-work-for-jews-with-disabilities/
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Note that the marginalization of the disabled and their families echoes the margin-
alization of those who are not so successful financially or in terms of high status
professions, in other words, those who do not fit the norm of the “successful”
American Jew. As noted above, we find higher rates of marrying non-Jews among
men who are less successful financially or in terms of profession, for example
(Hartman and Hartman 2009). For a population that often champions the underdogs
in external politics, seemingly identifying with them, it is ironic that the “under-
dogs,” or those at variance from the mainstream, suffer marginalization within the
American Jewish community.

13.12 Immigration

One of the explanations of American Jews’ distinctive tendency to value family and
make it central, despite their relative high educational and occupational achieve-
ments and the individualistic pulls of the wider society, has been the immigrant
legacy, during which the family became an important source of stability and center-
ing. But most American Jews are now third or fourth generation Americans, and
what once seemed an urgent need for family support and closeness would appear to
be relaxed, at least in terms of this factor. Nevertheless, about 14 % of American
Jews are first generation immigrants, and another 22 % are second-generation
immigrants (Pew Research Center 2013). It is not clear, however, whether contem-
porary immigrants still show signs of being more “familistic” than native-born
Americans. There are a number of reasons why the answer might not be straightfor-
ward, and the “need” for family centrality among contemporary immigrants might
not be as strong as it was in the past.

The majority of contemporary Jewish immigrants to the US are from the Former
Soviet Union (FSU), Europe (excluding the FSU), South and North America (not
including US) and Israel (Pew Research Center 2013; Gold 2016). According to the
Pew (2013) study, Jews of Russian-Speaking Backgrounds (RSJs) are estimated to
comprise about 11 % of the American Jewish population, somewhat more than
500,000 according to Tolts’ (2011) estimate, although Sarna (2012) estimates a
somewhat larger population. Sarna posits that RSJs are equal in number or greater
than the Orthodox segment of the North American Jewish population.'® They tend
to have a strong identity, both by being highly recognizable by others and by having
a strong sense of group attachment (Knopp 2014). Not only do they tend to form
Russian Jewish residential enclaves, but they also share online Russian sites, blogs
and Facebook pages, camps for “tweens and teens,” and a special Limmud FSU
annual program (Knopp 2014). They are characterized by strong ethnic Jewish iden-
tity, although religion and denominational affiliation are relatively less important
than they are to their (non-Orthodox) counterparts (Cohen et al. 2012; Ben-Rafael

""However, RSJs comprise a far lower percentage of the children under age 18, so it is likely that
their prominence will diminish in the future, while that of the Orthodox population grows.
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et al. 2006). In New York, they are distinguished from their counterparts by having
more of their closest friends Jewish, by their strong attachment to Israel (where
many have relatives and friends from their common FSU heritage), and by their
opposition to their children intermarrying (Cohen et al. 2012).

As well educated, largely middle class immigrants, RSJs tend to acclimate well
to the US. In the FSU, there was a shortage of men, so that women tended to develop
a pragmatic attitude toward marriage and career: they accepted the need both to earn
income and provide domestic care for their families, as divorce and single parent-
hood were relatively common (Gold 2003). The women formed social networks
among themselves to procure necessary services in the FSU; this may fuel the
strength of informal social networks here in the US. While immigration is good for
their households and families, their economic success also makes it easier to care
for their families and raise children than it was in FSU. Still, the community of
compatriots may be an even stronger social network for their adaptation than the
family was for similar immigrants at the turn of the twentieth century.

Israeli immigrants, like the RSJs, are characterized by high education and socio-
economic status, and immigration to the US is largely for economic reasons. Like
Russian immigrants, women especially invest in social networks to help solve
family-related problems that were better provided by the government for them in
Israel (e.g., childcare, health care). Friends become like family. Unlike FSU immi-
grants, however, divorce and single parenthood are less common in comparison to
the broader American Jewish community, a carry-over from Israeli society (Gold
2003). Further, Israeli immigrants tend to have more children on average (1.58) than
either the US-born (1.47) or FSU immigrants (1.40), according to the Pew study
(see more below).

When we compare first-generation immigrants to native-born American Jews
using data from Decade 2000, some differences are seen in family behavior, which
reinforces the familistic effect of immigration. This analysis is confined to persons
ages 35-64, as the majority of first marriages have occurred by age 35, and widow-
hood is not yet common. Immigrant men are more likely to be married, less likely
to have never married, less likely to be currently divorced (although they are as
likely to have ever divorced), less likely to live alone, have larger household sizes on
average, and are less likely to be intermarried. Similar tendencies are found among
immigrant women, although they are not more likely to be currently married than
their native-born counterparts (Decade 2000). From the Pew study, we learn that
immigrants are also less likely to remain childless, and have more children in their
families on average (Table 13.5). Further, Israeli immigrants ages 35—64 tend to
have more children on average (1.92) than either the US-born (1.81) or FSU immi-
grants (1.86), according to my calculations from the Pew study. A slightly higher
proportion of Israelis are Orthodox, and a lower proportion of FSU immigrants are
Orthodox than among the US-born, but this does not explain the differences in fer-
tility: Among the Orthodox, Israelis still have more children than either FSU immi-
grants or US-born; and among the non-Orthodox, the same is true.
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Table 13.5 Family behaviors by place of origin and gender

Gender Men Women

Place of origin US-born (%) | Foreign-born (%) | US-born (%) | Foreign-born (%)
Never married 13.4 7.6 9.0 39

Currently married 73.1 82.6 73.6 73.8

Ever divorced 28.2 26.0 26.9 26.2

Remarried 17.9 18.0 15.3 13.5

Mean number of children* | 2.4 4.7 1.8 2.8

Household size (mean) 2.8 3.2 2.9 2.8
Intermarried 35.7 26.9 25.1 15.2

Source Decade 2000 data set and author analysis of Pew 2013 Survey, Ages 35-64
*author analysis of Pew 2013 Survey of US Jews, Ages 35-64

13.13 Geographical Variation

Not all Jewish communities are alike, as most know from their own personal experi-
ences, as well as from research (see, for example, Sheskin 2004). Some Jewish
communities are vibrant hubs of active, visible, Jewishly-engaged individuals,
groups, and activities; other Jewish communities are hardly communities at all, with
Jewish families distributed sparsely over a geographic area and hardly connected to
each other. With regard to family-related characteristics, Jewish communities vary
widely in terms of their demographics, which is apparent by the data published each
year in this, the American Jewish Year Book, as well as Comparisons of Jewish
Communities: A Compendium of Tables and Bar Charts prepared by Ira M. Sheskin
(2015) and available on the Berman Jewish Data Bank website (http://jewishdata-
bank.org/Studies/details.cfm?StudyID=595). The following analysis is based on
Section 7 (Household Size and Structure) of Comparisons of Jewish Communities.

The average proportion of single-person (non-family) households in the US is 27 %,
and in the Pew survey (2013) for all American Jews, 26.4 %, but the range across the
55 Jewish communities with community studies ranges from a high of 39 % in
Philadelphia (PA) to a low of 13 % in Howard County (MD) (Sheskin 2015, Section 7
Table 5). (See also Chapter 15, Table 15.9 in this volume.) One-person households are
most likely elderly living alone, or young singles not yet married. One-person house-
holds for Jewish men under age 65 are most likely to be found in New York (NY),
Tidewater (VA), Los Angeles (CA), St. Louis (MO), Washington, DC, Seattle (WA),
and Charlotte (NC), while single female Jewish households are most likely to be found
in Tucson (AZ), Philadelphia (PA), Boston (MA), Washington DC, and Seattle (WA).
There is some overlap with the “best cities for (all) singles” (not just Jewish): Boston
(MA), Washington DC, and Philadelphia (PA) (Adams 2015).

Single-person Jewish households among the elderly (ages 65 and over) are more
likely to be found in South Palm Beach, West Palm Beach, Miami, Broward and
Sarasota (FL), Philadelphia (PA), Detroit (MI), and Miami (FL) (33). Among these
only one—Philadelphia--appears on AARP’s best cities for older singles (San
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Francisco, Boston, Baltimore, Minneapolis/St. Paul, St. Louis, New York, Cleveland,
Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, and Milwaukee) (Briley 2012). Apparently Jewish geogra-
phy differs from broader American geography.

On the other hand, married Jewish households with children under age 18 at
home are most prevalent in Buffalo (NY) (47 %), Westport (CT) (44 %), Charlotte
(NC) (42 %), Harrisburg (PA), St. Paul (MN), and Columbus (OH) (all with 40 %).
They are much less prevalent in Florida (Sarasota, West Palm Beach, South Palm
Beach, Martin-St. Lucie, Broward County, Miami), where high proportions of
Jewish seniors live, Las Vegas (NV), Atlantic County, and Middlesex County (NJ),
and Tucson (AZ). (See Chapter 15, Table 15.10 of this volume.)

Children under age 18 are most likely to be living in households with parents
employed full-time in Washington, DC (55 %), and Miami (FL) (50 %) (35). On the
other hand, less than one-fourth of children in Minneapolis (MN) and Hartford (CT)
live in households with both parents employed full-time.

Children under age 18 are most likely to be living in single-parent Jewish house-
holds in San Francisco, Sarasota (FL), South Palm Beach (FL), Las Vegas (NV),
Miami (FL), Seattle (WA), and Broward County (FL) (11-18 %), but least likely in
St. Petersburg and Orlando (FL), Richmond (VA), and Harrisburg (PA) (less than
3 %) (p. 37).

Intermarriage rates also vary considerably across Jewish communities. The indi-
vidual intermarriage rate!! varies from 5 % in South Palm Beach (FL) to 44 % in
East Bay (CA), and Portland (ME) (Sheskin and Hartman 2015). The percentage of
married couples who are intermarried varies from 9 % in South Palm Beach (FL) to
61 %in East Bay (CA) and Portland (ME).

The considerable range in family-related characteristics between Jewish com-
munities raises the question of whether some pattern can be discerned concerning
these variations. The elderly population of the South (especially Florida), and the
more individualistic lifestyle of the West, for example, suggest possible regional
variations. Using Decade 2000, we looked at the regional variation in percent of
Jewish individuals who are single, the percent who live alone, the percent married,
the percent who have ever divorced and the divorce rate, the percent remarried, the
percent with an elderly person (ages 65 and over) in the household, the average
household size, the percent intermarried and the intermarriage rate for couples in
the community. The 22 communities were distributed across New England, the
MidAtlantic, the South, the “Southern Crossroads” (here represented by Texas), the
Midwest, and the Pacific or West (these regions correspond to those used by Silk
and Walsh 2008).

We can see in Table 13.6 that there are some regional patterns (high percentages
for each family behavior are bolded). New England is characterized by a relatively
high percentage married, including a high relatively percentage intermarried, the
South is characterized by a high percentage of households with at least one elderly

"'"The individual intermarriage rate is the proportion of married Jewish individuals who are mar-
ried to non-Jews, as opposed to the couples intermarriage rate, which is the proportion of married
couples in the Jewish community who are intermarried couples.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-46122-9_15
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-46122-9_15

13 The Jewish Family 113

Table 13.6 Family behaviors by US region of residence

New Mid- Southern Pacific
Region®* Family England Atlantic South | Crossroads | Midwest | (West)
characteristic (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Single 10.7 13.2 8.9 10.2 11.2 17.5
Living Alone 22.0 24.1 29.6 21.6 27.0 30.3
Married 68.7 64.9 61.2 68.6 62.5 56.1
Ever Divorced 18.2 17.3 19.8 26.2 18.1 27.7
Remarried 11.1 10.7 14.2 18.7 10.7 17.4
Mean number of 1.8 1.9 1.8 1.9 2.0 1.7
children
Mean household size 2.6 2.5 2.1 2.5 2.6 2.1
With elderly (65 and 37.7 39.0 58.3 40.6 39.3 37.7
over) in household
Intermarried 30.5 19.7 12.3 37.2 16.1 35.6

Source: Author’s analysis of Decade 2000

aStates with community studies in each of the regions include: New England (Maine, Rhode Island,
Connecticut); Mid-Atlantic (New Jersey, Maryland, Pennsylvania, Washington DC); South
(Florida, Virginia); Southern Crossroads (Texas); Midwest (Michigan, Minnesota); Pacific/
Mountain West (Arizona, Nevada)

(age 65 and over) member; there are also a high percentage living alone, and single,
related to the older ages as we saw above. The Southern Crossroads are character-
ized by a high percentage married, including a high percentage divorced and remar-
ried. The West is characterized by a relatively high percentage of singles and a
relatively low percentage married, a high percentage divorced and a relatively high
percentage remarried, and the highest rate of intermarried couples. The Mid-Atlantic
and the Midwest appear to be in the middle of the range for most of the family-
related variables.

Sheskin and Hartman (2015) found that this geographic variation in intermar-
riage rates could be explained by five variables: the percentage of the population
ages 65 and over, which is negatively associated with percent intermarried; the per-
centage with connection to Israel, also negatively associated with intermarriage; the
year of the study, the more recent studies positively associated with intermarriage;
the percentage of the Jewish population characterizing themselves as “Just Jewish”
(as opposed to a denominational affiliation), positively associated with intermar-
riage; and the percentage of Orthodox in the Jewish population of the community,
negatively associated with intermarriage (p. 153). Jewish population size and per-
centage Jewish in the broader population were not related to the extent of intermar-
riage when other variables were controlled. Heaton and Jacobson (2000) suggest
that intermarriage is related to opportunity structures, such as the military, colleges
and universities, and metropolitan areas, where groups intermingle; but since the
majority of American Jews have been to college and live in metropolitan areas, this
would not seem to be a good explanation of the variation in Jewish intermarriage
rates.
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Denominational Profiles

In studies of regional variation in family-related characteristics among the broader
US population, religion is an important source of variation in explaining age of mar-
riage, age of entering parenthood, and divorce rates (Glass and Levchak 2014) espe-
cially the proportion of conservative or evangelical Protestants in the area. Given the
variation in family characteristics between Orthodox and non-Orthodox, and affili-
ated Jews compared to non-affiliated, it is reasonable to consider the variation
across communities in terms of their denominational profiles. As we have seen
above, in Jewish communities the proportion “Just Jewish” and the proportion
“Orthodox” are related to the incidence of intermarriage. Sheskin and Hartman
(2015) developed five profiles of Jewish communities based on their denomina-
tional composition. The clusters were defined by the percentage Orthodox,
Conservative, Reform, and/or Just Jewish in the community. Cluster 1 (High
Orthodox) was characterized as having the highest percentage Orthodox of all of the
communities with approximately equal percentages of Reform, Conservative, and
Just Jewish. Cluster 2 (Equal, Except Orthodox) was characterized by having about
equal Conservative, Reform, and Just Jewish percentages with a low percentage of
Orthodox. Cluster 3 (High Reform) had the highest Reform percentages. Cluster 4
(High Reform/Low Just Jewish) had high Reform and low Just Jewish percentages.
Cluster 5 (High Just Jewish) had the highest Just Jewish percentages. In Table 13.7,
we present the variation in family characteristics across Jewish communities in
these different clusters. In each row we have bolded percentages that are either
much higher or lower than the other clusters.

Table 13.7 Family behaviors by clusters of Jewish communities’ denominational profiles

1 High 2 Equal 3 High
Cluster® Family Orthodox except Reform 5 High “Just All
characteristic (%) Orthodox (%) | (%) Jewish” (%) (%)
Single 11.2 11.3 8.8 13.3 114
Living alone 19.9 27.0 26.1 26.5 26.5
Married 68.0 63.0 64.3 62.3 63.2
Ever divorced 16.9 18.7 20.7 239 19.8
Remarried 10.1 12.1 13.7 16.0 12.9
Mean number of 2.0 1.8 2.0 1.8 1.9
children
Mean household size 2.8 2.3 2.6 2.3 2.3
With Elderly (65 and 349 47.3 444 40.1 452
over) in household
Intermarried 12.3 17.8 17.3 31.9 19.8

Source: Author’s analysis of Decade 2000

“Note: The clusters were created with the dataset of 55 communities with community studies
between 2001 and 2010. The Decade 2000 dataset only includes the 22 community studies in
which Ira M. Sheskin was principal investigator. Cluster 4 was not represented in Decade 2000
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Clearly the family characteristics vary by the denominational profile of the com-
munity. In particular, in communities with a higher proportion of Orthodox fewer
live alone, more are married, household size is higher, and fewer are intermarried.
In communities with a high proportion of “Just Jewish,” more are single, divorced,
remarried, and intermarried. From these data, it is impossible to discern whether the
communities with these denominational profiles attract different family types as in-
migrants, or whether the denominational preferences are created because of the
predominant family types in the community, but clearly community denominational
profiles and family characteristics of individuals are related.

13.14 Discussion

Three main points can be proffered about contemporary American Jewish families.
A first point concerns the implications of contemporary family patterns for Jewish
continuity. A second point concerns the interrelationships between Jewish engage-
ment and family behaviors, which is often considered primarily in terms of Jewish
continuity. However, because families are a primary gateway to the expanding
Jewish diversity, their Jewish engagement is often related to the way the Jewish
community marginalizes non-traditional Jews who stretch its boundaries. Therefore,
the consideration of Jewish engagement among families reflects the complexity of
the contemporary Jewish community. The third point is about the needs of contem-
porary Jewish families to which the Jewish community should pay special attention
so as to provide more inclusive services.

Point 1: Family and Jewish Continuity

Family behavior matters to Jewish continuity because American Jews (still) favor
reproducing and raising children in nuclear families, and, thus, the size of the Jewish
population in the next generation is therefore intimately related to family behavior.
As Bitton and Cohen (2015) remind us, “More is better when it comes to Jewish
numbers.” The most recent Sklare address began with a summary of ways in which
the family is changing, as noted above:

Pew and other recent studies show that the Jewish family—the primary social
circle of contemporary American Jews—is being challenged in three major inter-
secting ways, and we had better pay attention.

1. First, outside of Haredi societies, marriages and committed partnerships occur
later—and sometimes not at all (Fishman and Cohen 2015).

2. Second, for Jewish women and men who wish to have children, childbearing is
often further postponed, and the overall American Jewish birth rate has fallen
(Shain 2015, DellaPergola 2013) along with the birth rate of other Americans
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who resemble Jews socioeconomically and educationally (Cherlin 2010; Henig
2010; Nock 2000).

3. The third challenge to the formation of Jewish families is marriage between Jews
and non-Jews in which couples do not decide to create unambiguously Jewish
homes (Fishman 2015b).

To address these contemporary patterns of family formation and reproduction,
which ostensibly contribute to the shrinking of the contemporary American Jewish
population, a number of remedies have been proposed. A recent statement by the
Pew Survey Study Group (2015), calls for “Strategic Directions for Jewish Life: A
Call to Action.” The proposals are aimed at raising affiliation, increasing the in-
marriage rate, but more generally promoting “Jewish public health” in the Jewish
community, by raising awareness and promoting “peoplehood.” Among the propos-
als are a number related to family formation, even if indirectly. The first three are
intended to increase Jewish engagement among adolescents and young adults so
that their Jewish identity matters in the choices they make concerning family forma-
tion. They include: (1) promoting adolescent Jewish education experiences, includ-
ing Jewish day schools, long-term supplementary schools, overnight Jewish camps,
Israel trips, and youth groups, by providing subsidies and tax policies offsetting
their expenses (for families); (2) promoting organized activities on college cam-
puses (when family is less involved in their children’s social and religious lives);
and (3) promoting post-college cultural, educational and social settings to help sin-
gle—and newly coupled—IJews belong to a Jewish community (e.g., through Moishe
Houses, Jewish and Israeli film festivals, concerts, independent minyanim, and
Jewish learning experiences such as Limmud). These are extensions of activities
that research has shown to strengthen Jewish engagement among young adults.

Aviv (2014) raises issues related to reproduction that might affect the Jewish
fertility rate. She asks: “What resources (organizational, philanthropic, educational)
might we harness to support Jewish family formation when people face fertility
challenges? How might we support individuals, couples, and families to cope with
the staggering costs of bringing Jewish children into the world? How might we col-
lectively recognize and address the psychological, spiritual, and financial toll of
people who yearn to have children and are struggling to do so? How might we alle-
viate, or at least ameliorate, the suffering and sense of isolation, stigma, and uncer-
tainty that people experience?” (p. 10)

Point 2: Jewish Engagement and Families

The “sense of isolation, stigma, and uncertainty that people experience” is not only
related to childbearing. Jewish engagement is strongly influenced by inclusion in
the Jewish community, and we have covered a number of diverse instances above
where a major theme is marginalization from the Jewish community. Families with
disabled members suffer from a lack of sensitivity and a lack of opportunities to feel
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included. Families with non-whites feel singled out as “other,” whether the family
members include adopted children, intermarried spouses, immigrants, converts, or
born Jews. B’chol Lashon, mentioned above, has many activities, workshops, and
suggestions for broadening communal inclusivity. Immigrants often find that their
orientation to Jewish life differs from the typical, predominantly American-born
Jewish community; but bridges to newcomers are often not built. Rather, we are
satisfied when they form their own groups, and think perhaps this serves their needs
better. But they have ways of broadening the community that may be welcoming to
other marginalized members, and allowing their voices to become part of the main-
stream discourse is important and timely. Communal organizations and synagogues
often have difficulty adopting policies of inclusion regarding non-heterosexuals.
While some seek out (and find) special settings for inclusion, isolated synagogues
or groups cannot replace inclusion in mainstream Jewish institutions and services.
Zellman (2004) offers guidelines for “making your community more transgender
friendly.” The suggestions do not require much monetary investment, but rather a
shift in attitude, intention, and sensitivity.

It is more common to hear of such marginalization regarding intermarried
spouses or their extended families, and the Pew Study Group addresses this with
another suggestion: because conversionary mixed marriages function much like
intramarriages in terms of Jewish identification and integration, “conversion-
oriented courses and institutes [for those involved in Jewish/non-Jewish relation-
ships] will raise the conversion rate further, producing more in-marriages with all
the positive consequences for the Jewish future.” McGinity’s recent book on inter-
married Jewish men (2014) provides models of inclusion that have successfully
integrated non-Jewish as well as conversionary spouses. Big Tent Judaism provides
a wealth of suggestions for inclusivity, whether for non-Jewish family members or
others marginalized from the mainstream Jewish community (see Scheckner 2003).

The relationship between Jewish engagement and family behavior is reciprocal.
As we have seen above, Jewish engagement in various ways strengthens family
behavior (marrying, marrying earlier, having more children), and this is not just a
function of the greater engagement of the family-oriented Orthodox; the relation-
ship is found within the non-Orthodox as well (Fishman and Cohen 2015). Further,
how families raise their children influences whether and how their children will “do
Jewish” as adults. At the same time, the very act of raising their children also influ-
ences how the parents are “doing Jewish.” Pomson and Schnoor (2008) show how
the children’s day school often engages their parents in a community that strength-
ens or at least reinforces the parents’ own Jewish engagement. The very negotiation
over the children’s education affects how the family “does Jewish,” both collectively
and individually (Prell 2007).

Family behavior matters, also, because:

the shrinking numbers of active Jews matter. The low fertility rate—among non-Orthodox
Jews of just 1.7—matters. The high intermarriage rate—reaching 80 % among Reform
Jews—matters. The few grandchildren of intermarried couples raised in the Jewish reli-
gion—just 7 %--matters. The numerous adults with Jewish parents who decline to see
themselves as Jews—more than 2 million—matters...These erstwhile Jews matter because
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they could be contributing to Jewish vitality; because their absence diminishes the diversity
of Jewish life, and because every one of them has a unique chance to experience the gift of
helping shape their—and our—Jewish legacy. (Bitton and Cohen 2015)

The Pew Survey Group suggests retreat experiences for young couples and/or new
parents, to help strengthen their Jewish engagement—as well as hear their needs—
at critical stages of family formation. More generally, their statement calls for
“Jewish public health education” to strengthen the “Jewish health” of families, and
help raise and maintain stronger and more engaged Jews.

Point 3: Inclusive Services

This chapter has reviewed several sub-populations whose needs are not being met
adequately by the services offered in most Jewish communities. Among these are
the poor and economically vulnerable, who are often invisible and marginalized,
shamed by their non-normative situation, and not reached by current outreach
efforts. Others include special needs children, whose learning disabilities often dis-
qualify them from Jewish schools in their area and whose needs for camping or
other support services are not met by the Jewish community. Undoubtedly there are
other such populations, such as those suffering from domestic violence, who require
specially trained professionals and volunteers to help them reach a new and health-
ier normality. Sharing successful programs across communities is imperative to
reaching more of the vulnerable and marginalized populations whose families are
affected by their situations.

A more common population in need are dual-earner and single-parent earner
families, whose needs for child care and occasionally respite services, and informa-
tion and educational support stretch across all Jewish communities.

Research Needed

Finally, a plea for more intensive and systematic research on families: National
studies, constrained by time limitations and budget, often omit detailed information
like age of marriage, number of children born compared to the number of children
adopted, blended family composition, and employment history and occupation.
Studies could ask simpler questions to determine the extent of multigenerational
families and the like. Community studies, constrained by the needs of single com-
munity needs, likewise limit questions on family history, Jewish identity, family
formation activities, employment and occupation, and are often incompatible with
other community studies for comparative purposes. Qualitative studies, which help
us to understand the blend of Jewish engagement, secular achievement, and per-
sonal development, need to be systematic and methodologically rigorous to be of
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the best value and to help inform the next round of survey construction. All scholars
engaging in such research should make every effort possible at rigor and at compa-
rability, as well as validity (truly reflecting what happens in the “real” world). With
increasing transparency and pooling our knowledge, we can understand our families
better and help to strengthen them.

Families matter for Jewish continuity, but that is not the only concern. Families are
the gateway to the diversity penetrating every Jewish community, in many, many
ways—through intermarriage, to be sure; but let us not forget the many other ways
families are diverse and potentially enrich their environs: Family structures vary from
the single parent (whether by divorce, widowhood, or intentional plan) to the multi-
generational, from the childless to those with many children, from cohabiters to the
formally married, from adopters to biological parents; the LGBT population and their
families often struggle to find a safe and welcoming community; Jewish families vary
from the richest to those living in poverty, with many economically vulnerable in-
between; dual-career couples face their own set of concerns; families of the disabled
often suffer from needless marginalization; immigrants bring in new sets of traditions
and transnational ties, as do adoptees (both national and international). Let the Jewish
community be enriched by this diversity by becoming aware of it and embracing it, by
meeting the diverse needs presented by all families, and not just the most common.

Appendix: Data Sources

Pew 2013

The Pew Research Center Survey of US Jews was conducted February-June, 2013
among a nationally representative sample of US Jews. Interviews were completed
with 3475 Jews, including 2786 Jews self-identified by religion and 689 self-
identified Jews of no religion. Details on the survey can be found in Pew Research
Center (2013). The data set is available for public use, and unless otherwise noted,
calculations presented are by the author. For those calculations, the sample was
defined as someone who self-identified as Jewish by religion (JBR) or as someone
with no religion who had at least one Jewish parent. This criterion was adopted to
make the statistics comparable to calculations made by the author from the NJPS
1990 and NJPS 2000-2001 (Hartman and Hartman 1996, 2009).

Decade 2000

The Decade 2000 data set was compiled by Ira M. Sheskin, combining data from
the 22 Jewish community studies conducted by Sheskin as the principal investigator
from the completion of NJPS 2000-2001 through 2010. This data set includes
19,800 20-minute interviews, and is a random sample of 547,000 Jewish
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households in the 22 communities. More details on the data set can be found in
Hartman and Sheskin (2012).

ORANJ BOWL

The ORANJ BOWL (Ongoing Research on Aging in New Jersey: Bettering
Opportunities for Wellness in Life) survey was conducted by the New Jersey
Institute for Successful Aging between November 2006 and April 2008 using ran-
dom digit dialing (RDD). A sample of 5688 community-living adults ages 50-74
included 527 of Jewish religion. In comparison to the Pew 2013 survey and the three
New Jersey community samples conducted during 2001-2010 (Atlantic County,
Bergen County and Middlesex County), the Jewish sample had a comparable per-
centage of women, comparable marital status distribution, was slightly younger,
slightly less likely to be living alone, and of somewhat higher household income.
Education and employment status was comparable to the Pew distribution but more
educated than the community study samples in Decade 2000. Respondents self-
identified by religion, which means that those who identified as Jewish but not by
religion were not included in the Jewish sample. More information on the study can
be found at http://rachelpruchno.net/OB.html.
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Chapter 14

American Jews and the International Arena
(April 1, 2015-April 15, 2016): US-Israel
Relations in a Crisis, a Hiccup, or a Healthy
Alliance?

Mitchell Bard

The past year, as well as most of the past 7 years of President Barack Obama’s term,
has been dominated by the dysfunctional relationship between the president and
Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu. A relationship that started out frosty in
2009 turned frigid in 2015 as mutual slights escalated into an all-out diplomatic
battle over the negotiations aimed at preventing Iran from acquiring nuclear weap-
ons. Every other issue, including the peace process, was trumped by the intensity of
the debate regarding Iran.

By April 2015, pundits were suggesting that the US-Israel relationship might be
irretrievably damaged as the Obama-Netanyahu rift increased as a result of the
Obama administration’s “red-hot” anger over Israel’s settlement policies, the
Netanyahu government’s “open contempt for Obama’s understanding of the Middle
East,” events surrounding the Israeli election, and Netanyahu’s subsequent decision
to accept an invitation to speak before a joint session of Congress to voice his oppo-
sition to Obama’s approach to the Iran negotiations. The relationship had grown so
toxic that the president and officials in his administration were referring to the prime
minister as a liar, recalcitrant, pompous, “Aspergery,” and “chicken shit” (Jeffrey
Goldberg, “The Crisis in U.S.-Israel Relations Is Officially Here,” The Atlantic Oct.
28,2014).!

Distrust and frustration turned to anger when Obama learned that Netanyahu
planned to make his case against the Iran deal negotiated by the administration in an
address to a joint session of Congress at the invitation of House Speaker John
Boehner. The White House accused the Israelis, in particular Ambassador to the US
Ron Dermer, of trying to embarrass the president and violating protocol by failing

!'See also Jodi Rudoren’s “Israel jabs back after U.S. official calls Netanyahu a coward,” New York
Times (Oct. 29, 2014) and Yann Le Guernigou’s “Sarkozy tells Obama Netanyahu is a ‘liar,””
Reuters (Nov. 8, 2011).
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to arrange Netanyahu’s visit with the administration (“Ambassador’s Tweet Mocks
the White House on Netanyahu’s Speech to Congress,” Haaretz Feb. 3, 2015).
Democrats in Congress were furious because they believed Netanyahu’s actions
were an indication that he had become too close to the Republican Party. The
Democrats also resented what they saw as an effort to force them to choose between
their support for Israel and their support for what the president considered his great-
est foreign policy accomplishment. Eight Democratic senators and 50 Democratic
members of the House showed their disapproval by not attending the March 3
speech (CNN Mar. 3, 2015).

Just as Netanyahu had left little doubt that he preferred Mitt Romney to defeat
Obama in the 2012 election, Obama made no secret of his desire to see a new leader
emerge from Israel’s March 2015 election. As reported by Thomas Rose, shortly
after the invitation for Netanyahu to address Congress was announced, members of
Obama’s campaign team went to Israel to try to prevent the prime minister’s reelec-
tion (“Obama Campaign Team Arrives in Israel to Defeat Netanyahu in March
Elections,” Breitbart Jan. 26, 2015). Obama also announced he would not meet with
Netanyahu when he came to Washington, which some saw as retribution while the
president maintained he thought such a meeting so close to the election would be an
inappropriate demonstration of partisanship. By not meeting with Netanyahu, how-
ever, Obama sent a different partisan message; that is, reelecting Netanyahu would
hurt relations with the US.

During his election campaign, Netanyahu further aggravated the relationship by
indicating that he no longer supported a two-state solution and would never estab-
lish a Palestinian state. The position was clearly meant to appeal to right-wing vot-
ers, but it signaled to Obama a retreat from what had been seen as a major change
in the prime minister’s earlier commitments. After winning the election, Netanyahu
tried to reassure Obama he had not changed his position, but, by this point, the
president no longer trusted Netanyahu.?

During a call to congratulate Netanyahu on his reelection, Obama warned the
prime minister that Washington would “re-assess” its policies, and administration
officials openly suggested that Israel could not count on US support at the UN
where the Palestinians were planning to propose resolutions labeling Israeli settle-
ments illegal and recognizing a Palestinian state based on the 1949 armistice lines
with Jerusalem as its capital (“Obama says US to ‘re-Assess’ Options after
Netanyahu Win,” AFP Mar. 19, 2015).

*In a March 19, 2015, interview with NBC’s Andrea Mitchell, Netanyahu said his pre-election
statement was an expression of what was realistically possible at that time. “I don’t want a one-
state solution,” he said, “I want a sustainable, peaceful two-state solution. But for that, circum-
stances have to change.” http://www.nbcnews.com/news/world/netanyahu-nbc-u-s-has-no-
greater-ally-israel-n326391 accessed April 25, 2016.
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14.1 The Fight Over Iran

This was the backdrop of the crisis in relations in 2015-2016. Netanyahu did not
retreat after the brouhaha over his speech to Congress. The differences over Iran
were matters of style and substance. Netanyahu maintained that Iran posed an exis-
tential threat to Israel and that he was obligated to speak out against what he consid-
ered “a very bad deal.” Netanyahu was determined not to let Iran get away with
continuing its pursuit of nuclear weapons on his watch and, based on years of prec-
edent, had no faith in diplomacy. He insisted that Iran could be forced to dismantle
its nuclear program through a combination of draconian sanctions backed by the
threat of force. In fact, Israel’s Channel Two obtained audio recordings for former
Defense Minister Ehud Barak’s autobiography revealing that on several occasions
between 2009 and 2012, he and the prime minister were prepared to launch a mili-
tary attack against Iran’s nuclear facilities, but were opposed by the military (“Israel
Almost Attacked Iranian Military Positions Says Ehud Barak,” International
Business Times Aug. 22, 2015). Nevertheless, Netanyahu wanted the world to
believe he was prepared to go to war to add pressure on Iran to make concessions in
negotiations, and to give the US and its allies an incentive to eliminate the nuclear
threat. US officials, however, undermined this strategy by suggesting a military
attack by Israel would have catastrophic consequences and intimated they would
prevent Israel from acting. Obama, meanwhile, repeatedly said he had not moved
the military option “off the table,” but the credibility of this warning was severely
weakened by his failure to follow through on his threat to use military force in Syria
if the Assad regime used chemical weapons. The administration also gave the
impression that it was so desperate to reach an agreement that it was not prepared to
take any dramatic steps that might jeopardize negotiations.

While in the past, the US and Israel might have been expected to work closely
together on the issue, and did so early on when it came to secret operations such as
cyberwarfare against Iranian infrastructure, notably on the Stuxnet computer virus
that destroyed hundreds of Iranian centrifuges (“Stuxnet was Work of U.S. and
Israeli Experts, Officials Say,” Washington Post Jun. 2, 2012), the distrust between
the leaders increased to the point where they were literally spying on each other.
Although Israel claimed it was obtaining information about the negotiations from
the French, Obama believed Israel was spying on the US delegation. In an effort to
prevent Israeli intervention, which he feared would torpedo talks, Obama kept Israel
in the dark about secret talks that were occurring outside the formal negotiating
room in Geneva. According to Adam Entous and Danny Yadron of the Wall Street
Journal, when Israel began to lobby members of Congress to prevent approval of
the deal, the administration eavesdropped on Israeli officials and their allies in the
Jewish community and Congress to learn their strategy and prepare countermoves
(“U.S. Spy Net on Israel Snares Congress,” Dec. 29, 2015).

On April 2, 2015, the wind was taken out of Netanyahu’s sails when the US and
its negotiating partners announced a framework deal to restrict Iran’s nuclear pro-
gram in return for sanctions relief. The deadline for reaching a final agreement was
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pushed back several times in disregard of congressional legislation which placed a
June 30 deadline on completing the negotiations. Finally, on July 14, after 17 days
of almost uninterrupted negotiations, a deal was reached in Vienna that the admin-
istration hailed as an opportunity to create a new era in relations between Iran and
the west while closing all avenues for Iran to build a nuclear weapon.

Netanyahu and other critics were appalled by the details of the agreement and
argued that Congress must act to prevent its adoption. Many members of Congress,
including Democrats, were uncomfortable with the terms of the deal, but most stood
behind their president while the Republicans tried, but failed, to win over enough
Democrats to disapprove the agreement. Meanwhile, Obama threatened to veto any
legislation that would jeopardize the deal.

Undaunted, Netanyahu continued to speak out against the deal; and the pro-
Israel lobby, the American Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC), spent millions
of dollars in an effort to persuade reluctant Democrats to oppose the president.
Many of Israel’s best friends in Congress were torn by the dilemma of whether to
support the president’s signature foreign policy accomplishment or oppose the
deal — either because of the danger it posed to Israel, or because of a belief that a
better deal could be negotiated, or because of the conviction that Iran would be a
greater threat to the US and its Middle Eastern allies.

In the end, only 25 Democrats defected, with the most notable being Senator
Charles Schumer of New York.> He managed to alienate both sides and risk his
future as the party leader. While he was pilloried by the president and many of his
colleagues, Schumer earned little respect from the deal’s critics when he refused to
lobby fellow senators to oppose the deal. The outcome was never really in doubt.
Congress has a long history of deferring to the president on matters of national
security, but some Democrats, who might have been on the fence, were angered by
what they considered Netanyahu’s end run around the president to make support for
Israel a partisan issue. Consequently, it was not surprising that enough Senate
Democrats sided with the president to prevent any measures disapproving the agree-
ment from being brought to a vote (which the president would have lost and been
forced to veto).

Once Congress was effectively shut out of the decision-making process, much of
the furor over the deal abated. In succeeding months, critics would continue to high-
light holes in the agreement as well as Iran’s continuing mischief. In particular,
Republicans and Democrats alike were furious when Iran conducted a number of
ballistic missile tests in violation of UN resolutions. Iran also remained deeply
involved in the Syrian civil war while agitating against the Gulf States and Iraq.
With as much as $150 billion scheduled to be unfrozen, oil sales resuming, and a
flood of business offers from nations and companies eager to take advantage of the
lifting of sanctions, Iran suddenly had a financial windfall that critics feared would
be used to continue weapons research, fund Hezbollah and other terrorists, and

3See Rachel Stoltzfoos, “House Republicans, 25 Democrats vote against Iran deal,” The Daily
Caller (Sept. 11, 2015) and Alicia Parlapiano, “Lawmakers against the Iran nuclear deal,” New
York Times (Sept. 10, 2015).
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strengthen Iran’s ability to destabilize the region. By April 2016, however, the
nuclear deal was accepted as a fait accompli, though some opponents held out hope
that the next president might either scrap the deal or renegotiate better terms.

14.2 Peace Process in Israel

Though the Obama administration, and especially Secretary of State John Kerry,
remained determined to seek an agreement that would lead to the creation of a
Palestinian state beside Israel, the peace process was on life support, crippled by
unwise policy decisions made by Obama when he first came to office, the obduracy
of the Palestinians, who refused to agree to any compromises or to negotiate with
Netanyahu, and Netanyahu’s reluctance to offer any concessions that would threaten
his ruling coalition. Instead, Abbas decided to defy Obama and attempt to circum-
vent talks by going to the UN in the hopes of gaining international recognition for a
state of Palestine based on the 1948 armistice lines (often inaccurately referred to as
the 1967 borders) and persuading the international community to pressure Israel to
capitulate to their demands. The Palestinians did succeed in gaining recognition
from some UN bodies such as UNESCO, which prompted Congress to threaten to
stop US funding to those agencies.

Meanwhile, the administration fell into the trap set by Abbas and looked to use
the UN to pressure Israel. In June 2015, Obama raised the possibility of supporting
a Security Council Resolution on Palestinian statehood. Despite Palestinian intran-
sigence and Abbas’ refusal to negotiate, the president made clear the threat was
aimed at Netanyahu after his election comments about opposing a two-state solu-
tion. Obama said that he could not demand that the Palestinians negotiate in good
faith when no one believed the Israelis were doing the same (“Obama Raises
Possibility of Allowing U.N. Vote on Palestinian Statehood,” Los Angeles Times
Jun. 2, 2015).

In October 2015, the administration reportedly issued Israel an ultimatum that if
any new settlement construction was approved, Obama would not veto a Security
Council resolution declaring West Bank settlements illegal (““US Won’t Veto UN
Vote on Settlements if Israel Builds Anew,”” Times of Israel Oct. 6, 2015). The
administration denied issuing any threat, but the story was given credibility by the
disclosure that Senate Minority Leader Harry Reid was rebuffed on two occasions
when he sought a public commitment from Obama that he would veto any UN reso-
lution calling for an independent Palestinian state (“Exclusive: Obama Brushed off
Reid’s Plea on Palestinian State,” Politico Oct. 1, 2015). Such a resolution may be
proposed later in 2016 and, despite Netanyahu’s efforts to keep building in check,
pressure from right-wing members of his coalition are making it difficult for him to
maintain his commitment to Obama without risking the fall of his government.

Though Obama opposed Palestinian maneuvers at the UN in 2015, Israelis feared
that in his final months in office the president might support measures opposed by
Israel, in particular, voting for a resolution that would set the framework for an
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agreement to create a Palestinian state (“Some Observers Predict Obama Will Make
an 11th-Hour Push for Mideast Peace,” Washington Post Mar. 10, 2016). The mes-
sage clearly was received by the Israelis, and Netanyahu responded in a speech to
the American-Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC) in March 2016: “A Security
Council resolution to pressure Israel would further harden Palestinian positions, and
thereby it could actually kill the chances of peace for many, many years” (“Netanyahu
Cautions US Against UN Resolution on Mideast Conflict,” VOA News Mar. 22,
2016). The French drafted a resolution on statehood during the summer of 2015 but
backed off when it became clear Obama did not support the text and it was vehe-
mently opposed by both Israel and the Palestinians, who objected to the resolution’s
call for the Palestinians to recognize Israel as a Jewish State.

In early 2016, the Palestinians planned to propose that the Security Council
declare that Israeli settlements in the West Bank and east Jerusalem are illegal. The
Obama administration offered no assurance that it will veto the resolution, but the
Palestinians fear this could happen. Moreover, despite criticism from other
Palestinians, Abbas decided to postpone the idea to see if a French proposal for
convening an international peace conference would produce any results. Netanyahu,
meanwhile, called the French idea “mystifying” and complained it gave the
Palestinians no incentive to compromise. “It says, “We shall hold an international
conference but, if it doesn’t succeed, we are deciding in advance what the conse-
quence will be — we shall recognize a Palestinian state,” he said. “This of course
ensures in advance that a conference will fail, because if the Palestinians know that
their demands will be accepted, they don’t need to do anything,” he said (“Netanyahu
Rejects ‘Mystifying’ French Peace Plan,” Arutz Sheva Feb. 16, 2016).

US-Israel relations have also frayed over US policies since the onset of the Arab
Spring. Israel, like America’s Arab allies, was particularly upset when Obama
helped force Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak from office. Though a repressive
dictator, other Arab autocrats, such as the King of Saudi Arabia, feared that if
Obama would abandon a longtime friend such as Mubarak, they could not trust him
to stand by them. The feeling was exacerbated when the administration adopted a
sympathetic attitude toward the Muslim Brotherhood after it dominated the first
“democratic” election in Egyptian history. Israel was particularly alarmed by
Obama’s courtship of an organization that inspired many of today’s radical Islamic
terrorists.

When the Egyptian military staged a coup and arrested most Brotherhood offi-
cials, Obama was again uncertain of how to react. Israel, however, welcomed the
change and quickly established a close working relationship with the new Egyptian
regime that paid particular dividends in further isolating Hamas in Gaza. While the
Brotherhood’s Morsi had taken steps to bring Egypt closer to the Palestinian terror-
ists, President al-Sisi took the opposite position, declaring Hamas a terrorist organi-
zation (an Egyptian court later overruled the decision) and strengthening the
blockade of Gaza by building a wall near the border as well as a moat to flood smug-
gling tunnels (“Egypt Overturns Naming Hamas a Terror Organization,” The Times
of Israel June 6, 2015). Rather than offer Egypt full support, the Obama administra-
tion reacted tepidly toward the new regime, refusing to sell arms and criticizing the
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government on human rights. This opened the door to the restoration of a military
relationship between Russia and Egypt, which had ended in the early 1970s and had
been viewed as one of America’s major foreign policy achievements in the region.

While Kerry preached that the time was ripe for an agreement, Israel’s leaders
felt the opposite was true. They could not see ceding territory at a time when each
of their borders was unstable. In Lebanon, Hezbollah had amassed an arsenal of
150,000 rockets. In Syria, the civil war threatened to spill over into Israel, and the
possibility of a radical Islamic state emerging proved to many Israelis the wisdom
of keeping the Golan Heights. Jordan remained faithful to its peace treaty with
Israel, but it was being inundated with refugees from Syria and some Israelis were
concerned about the future of the kingdom. In the south, Israel had been particularly
alarmed when the Muslim Brotherhood came to power, but the al-Sisi regime’s
crackdown on Hamas actually made Egypt the least of Israel’s worries.

Even with the conditions in the region, Israelis have demonstrated they are open
to negotiations if they see any signs that the Palestinians or other Arabs are serious
about peace. Israelis know they have to take risks for peace, but they will only do so
if they are convinced that America has their back, and Obama’s policies made them
question the US commitment to their security. This suspicion, exacerbated by the
Iran deal, left Israelis uncomfortable with Kerry’s peace initiatives.

Meanwhile, the Palestinians and some of their supporters became equally frus-
trated with the US administration. Many had believed that an American president
had finally been elected who would pressure Israel to accept Palestinian demands.
When the president was unwilling to force Israel to stop building “settlements” in
Jerusalem, however, they began to question his will. Those doubts, already preva-
lent following the abandonment of Mubarak, were reinforced by Obama’s failure to
act in Syria after declaring that Syria’s use of chemical weapons would cross a red
line that would lead to a military response. The Arabs, especially the Gulf States,
had been the principal lobbyists for military action against Iran, and they viewed the
nuclear deal as a betrayal. Paradoxically, Obama’s alienation of the Gulf States
helped bring Israel closer to them, at least privately, as they recognized a conver-
gence of opinion on issues, particularly with regard to Iran.

A more serious impediment to negotiations between Israel and the Palestinians
was the recalcitrance of Palestinian Authority President Mahmoud Abbas, who sim-
ply refused to talk to Netanyahu. In addition to appealing to the international com-
munity for help in coercing Israel to yield to their demands without making any
concessions of their own, the Palestinians continued their decades-long policy of
inciting violence, which led to terror attacks that contributed to the Israeli belief that
it would be suicidal to concede more territory and risk the establishment of a terror
base on their doorstep akin to the one created by Hamas in Gaza.

Hamas, meanwhile, remained committed to the destruction of Israel, worked to
take over the West Bank and spent the international aid meant for the people of Gaza
on rebuilding its arsenal of rockets and reconstructing and expanding the tunnel
network meant to allow terrorists to infiltrate Israel.

Despite the long odds, Kerry earned an “A” for effort. In 2014, Abbas was pre-
sented with a framework agreement that set out the administration’s views on
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borders, security, settlements, refugees, and Jerusalem. As he had repeatedly done
in the past, Abbas rejected the deal (“Livni Reveals Pivotal Role of Abbas in
Sabotaging US-Sponsored Peace Talks,” Algemeiner Dec. 24, 2014). From that
point on, the best that can be said of Abbas is that he tried to humor Kerry while
defying Obama with his strategy of seeking UN support for the creation of a
Palestinian state.

Ironically, even after Netanyahu declared his willingness to accept a two-state
solution, something Yitzhak Rabin specifically ruled out in his last Knesset speech,
Obama saw him as opposed to any peace agreement. That skepticism was enflamed
with every report of settlement construction or expansion. Meanwhile, Abbas con-
tinued to be viewed in Washington as a “moderate” who was unable to compromise
because of Netanyahu’s obstinacy; yet, at the same time, according to Palestinian
Media Watch (www.palwatch.org), Abbas was inciting Palestinians to violence
through his specious claims that Jews were threatening the Al-Aksa Mosque and
glorifying terrorists who murdered Israelis (“Mahmoud Abbas: Murdering Israelis
is ‘Popular Peaceful Uprising,”” Dec. 1, 2015).

Peace seemed farther away than ever in early 2016 as Abbas seemed intent on
further Islamizing the conflict with Israel, in part because of the success of Hamas
playing the religion card and the general radicalization of Muslim populations
across the region. Thus, Abbas more frequently used Islamic rhetoric and resur-
rected the “Al-Aqgsa Mosque is in danger libel” (Shragai 2012) to distract attention
from his government’s corruption and other failings, and galvanize Muslim opposi-
tion to Israel.

The idea of suggesting that Jews planned to blow up or otherwise threaten the
holy Muslim shrine in Jerusalem to arouse the masses to violence dates back to the
1920s when the Grand Mufti of Jerusalem made similar claims that provoked riots.
Abbas’ repetition of this canard in late 2015 stimulated a paroxysm of violence in
which Palestinians, acting without direction from the PA or Hamas, stabbed, shot,
and rammed cars into Jews in 270 attacks that left 29 Israelis and four foreign citi-
zens dead and another 250 wounded between October 1, 2015 and April 11, 2016,
before the violence started to dissipate in March, according to Haaretz (“Palestinian
Attacks Dropped Significantly in March, Shin Bet Official Says,” Apr. 11, 2016).

One important impediment to Obama’s peace initiatives is the Israeli public’s
lack of faith that Obama recognizes or supports their interests. He entered office
with no foreign policy experience, little knowledge of the Middle East, and, in just
his first year in office, alienated both Israel and the Arabs. Obama had made clear
that he thought George W. Bush had essentially been Israel’s lawyer and that he had
to exhibit a more evenhanded approach to gain credibility with the Arabs. When
Obama insisted that Israel freeze settlements in the West Bank and Jerusalem, he
alienated even Israelis on the left who opposed settlements but did not accept the
idea that Jews living in their capital were settlers. They were also offended when
Obama failed to visit Israel after going to Cairo for his first major speech in the
Middle East. And many were appalled by what they viewed as Obama’s naiveté
with regard to the Middle East in general and radical Islam in particular. Obama also
failed to recognize that most Israelis had shifted to the right in large measure because
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of the experience following the evacuation of settlers and troops from the Gaza Strip
in 2005. Instead of trading land for peace, as the doves had urged for decades, Israel
instead was rewarded with more terror and a rain of missiles on its citizens.

Obama has remained a critic of Israeli settlements throughout his presidency.
Though a number of building projects were announced, none involved the establish-
ment of new settlements. Nevertheless, Obama objected to his predecessors’ toler-
ance for allowing “natural growth” in the existing settlements.

Still, most discussions of a potential peace deal have envisioned that Israel would
annex five major blocs of settlements, all except Ariel located just beyond the 1949
armistice line (often referred to as the Green Line). The expectation is that in
exchange for this land, Israel would cede an equivalent amount of land to the
Palestinians (such as adding a portion of the Negev to the part of a Palestinian state
in the Gaza Strip). Lost in the often hyperbolic discussion of settlements was the
fact that 85 % of settlers live in blocs that cover less than 6 % of the West Bank.
Only 2.6 % of the population lives outside the blocs in settlements that cover less
than 0.4 % of the West Bank. For all the emphasis given to the settlement issue, the
amount of territory involved is small, and the Palestinians indicated in past talks that
they were prepared to accept Israel’s annexation of the blocs.

Despite Secretary of State Kerry’s best efforts, however, no progress was made
toward an agreement because Abbas would not negotiate with Netanyahu. Obama
became so discouraged — or perhaps realistic — that he said in June 2015, “I don’t
see a likelihood of a framework agreement” before leaving the White House. In the
same interview, he criticized Netanyahu, escalating their feud, when he said, “the
international community does not believe that Israel is serious about a two-state
solution.” Referring to Netanyahu’s statement during his election campaign months
earlier that he opposed the creation of a Palestinian state, Obama said. “The state-
ment the prime minister made compounded that belief that there’s not a commit-
ment there.” Netanyahu did walk back his campaign remarks and said, “I remain
committed to the idea that the only way we can achieve a lasting peace is through
the concept of two states for two peoples — a demilitarized Palestinian state that
recognizes the Jewish nation state of Israel,” but Obama took the unusual step of
publicly casting doubt on Netanyahu’s credibility (“Obama: Netanyahu Undermines
Israeli Credibility ‘as a Whole,”” The Hill Jun. 2, 2015).

Obama may not have thought much of Netanyahu, but the Israeli public was no
fan of Obama either. By April 2015, only one in ten Israelis considered Obama
“pro-Israeli” while 60 % called his administration “pro-Palestinian.” Obama was
also ranked as by far the worst US president when asked who was best and worst for
Israel. Nearly two-thirds (63 %) of Israelis ranked him worst, with the much reviled
Jimmy Carter coming in a distant second (16 %) (“How Bad do Israelis Think
Obama is? As Bad as a US President Can Get,” Jewish Journal Apr. 28, 2015). As
the likely candidates for president in the 2016 election emerged, one poll indicated
that Israelis thought any of the candidates (Hillary Clinton, Bernie Sanders, John
Kasich, Ted Cruz, or Donald Trump) would be better for Israel than Obama (“Poll:
Most Israelis Think Any of the Candidates Would be Better for Israel than Obama,”
Times of Israel Apr. 25, 2016).
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14.3 The Alliance Holds Fast

President Obama has consistently maintained that he is a great friend of Israel and
has expressed hurt at being perceived as anything less. One area where he can genu-
inely take credit for strengthening Israel is in the area of military sales. The presi-
dent has supported the sale of sophisticated weapons to Israel, including the new
joint strike fighter and bunker buster bombs that President Bush was unwilling to
sell to Israel. Obama has also supported continued US financial support for the
ongoing development of Israeli anti-missile projects including David’s Sling, the
Arrow anti-ballistic missile, and the already proven Iron Dome system. In addition,
military exercises involving the Israel Defense Forces (IDF) and US forces contin-
ued to be held on a regular basis.

Congress, meanwhile, has repeatedly increased the funding for Israeli missile
defense beyond what is requested by the president. In fact, over the past 10 years,
Congress has appropriated $1.9 billion more than was originally requested by suc-
cessive administrations. The president requested roughly $150 million for 2016,
and Congress enacted $488 million. “Missile defense is crucially important, and
coming out of the Iran deal, we want to make clear our commitment to their security
has not wavered,” said House Armed Services Ranking Member Adam Smith
(D-WA). “Any threats Israel faces from missiles from the south — from the Gaza
Strip, Islamic Jihad and Hamas — and from the north and Hezbollah, we want to put
them in the position to have a very strong deterrent to that” (“U.S. Lawmakers
Again Seek To Boost Israeli Missile Defense Funding,” Defense News Apr. 13,
2016).

The administration was also working on a long-term agreement for military
assistance to replace an expiring 10-year deal. Israel reportedly was asking for a
package of sophisticated arms worth $4—6 billion annually, partly to compensate for
the danger seen from Iran, while the administration offered a package closer to $3
billion annually. In yet another contretemps, reports from Israel suggested the
Israelis would wait to sign an agreement until Obama leaves office, thinking they
are more likely to obtain a better deal from the next president. This rankled some in
the administration. Fears of delays in obtaining needed weapons systems, however,
seemed to convince Netanyahu an agreement was better sooner than later.
Meanwhile, critics of the president were unimpressed by the amount of military
support offered to Israel. They argued that Israel was in greater danger because of
the nuclear deal with Iran and that the qualitative edge the US has long promised to
maintain had been eroded by huge arms sales to the Gulf States. In April 2016, 83
senators, including 32 Democrats, wrote a letter to the president urging him to
quickly reach a long-term agreement on aid to Israel. “In light of Israel’s dramati-
cally rising defense challenges,” the letter said, “we stand ready to support a sub-
stantially enhanced new long-term agreement to help provide Israel the resources it
requires to defend itself and preserve its qualitative military edge” (“Large Majority
of U.S. Senate Pushes Obama to Boost Israel Aid,” Reuters Apr. 25, 2016).
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Even in the area of intelligence where both sides spied on each other during the
Iran negotiations and congressional debate, cooperation remained robust. National
Intelligence director James Clapper said, in fact, that intelligence cooperation “was
better than at any other time during his 30-year career” (“US Lawmakers Again
Seek to Boost Israeli Missile Defense Funding,” DefenseNews.com Apr. 13, 2016).

Clapper’s career largely overlapped with one of the long-term irritants in the
US-Israel relationship — the conviction of American Navy Analyst Jonathan Pollard
for spying for Israel. Many people believed Pollard’s sentence had been unjustifi-
ably harsh, and Netanyahu had lobbied unsuccessfully for his early release. In
November 2015, Pollard was freed from prison after serving a 30-year sentence.

14.4 The Boycott Divestment and Sanctions (BDS)
Campaign

Prime Minister Netanyahu has said that the campaign to delegitimize Israel through
the “anti-Semitic” BDS movement is the most serious threat to Israel other than
Iran’s nuclear program (Israeli and Hatuel-Radoshitzky 2015). The data indicate the
statement is hyperbolic; nevertheless, the government of Israel as well as Jewish
communities around the world have devoted countless hours and millions of dollars
to counter this “non-violent” approach to delegitimize Israel.

Though it is getting a lot of publicity now, the boycott actually predates Israel’s
independence. The Arab boycott was formally declared by the newly formed Arab
League Council on December 2, 1945: “Jewish products and manufactured goods
shall be considered undesirable to the Arab countries.” All Arab “institutions, orga-
nizations, merchants, commission agents and individuals” were called upon “to
refuse to deal in, distribute, or consume Zionist products or manufactured goods.”
Note the terms “Jewish” and “Zionist” were used synonymously. The objective of
the boycott has been to isolate Israel from its neighbors and the international com-
munity, as well as to deny Israel trade that might be used to augment its military and
economic strength.

In 1975, Senator Frank Church made public for the first time a list of 1500
American firms on the 1970 Saudi blacklist. Publication of the list made the public
aware, for the first time, of the scope of the Arab boycott. Two years later, Congress
adopted legislation encouraging, and in some cases requiring, US companies to
refuse to take actions that have the effect of supporting the restrictive trade practices
or boycotts fostered or imposed by any foreign government against a country
friendly to the US or against any American.

In signing the anti-boycott bill into law, President Jimmy Carter said: “My con-
cern about foreign boycotts stemmed, of course, from our special relationship with
Israel, as well as from the economic, military, and security needs of both our coun-
tries. But the issue goes to the very heart of free trade among nations.” Carter said
the bill was intended to “end the divisive effects on American life of foreign boycotts
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aimed at Jewish members of our society. If we allow such a precedent to be estab-
lished, we open the door to similar action against any ethnic, religious, or social
groups in America.”™

In 2001, Israel’s enemies adopted a modified approach to the economic war
against Israel. That year, a forum of nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) was
held in Durban, South Africa, at the same time as the UN World Conference against
Racism. The forum was marked by repeated expressions of naked anti-Semitism by
NGO activists and condemned as such by United Nations High Commissioner for
Human Rights (UNHCHR) Mary Robinson, who chaired the Conference.

The Forum'’s final declaration described Israel as a “racist, apartheid state” that
was guilty of “racist crimes including war crimes, acts of genocide and ethnic
cleansing.” The declaration established an action plan — the “Durban Strategy” —
promoting “a policy of complete and total isolation of Israel as an apartheid state...
the imposition of mandatory and comprehensive sanctions and embargoes, the full
cessation of all links (diplomatic, economic, social, aid, military cooperation and
training) between all states and Israel” (para. 424).

In November 2007, the first Palestinian BDS conference convened in Ramallah
and established the BDS National Committee (BNC) as the Palestinian coordinating
body for the international campaign. Seeing the dismantling of the racist regime in
South Africa as a model, the BNC seeks to isolate and ostracize Israel and persuade
the international community to impose crippling sanctions that will bring about the
state’s collapse. During Obama’s term, the BDS campaign has also become a tool in
the Palestinian strategy to circumvent negotiations in hopes that the UN will ulti-
mately pressure Israel to cede what they are unable to obtain at the bargaining table.

The BDS movement is striking for a number of reasons. BDS activists, espe-
cially on college campuses, cleverly portray themselves as part of a non-violent
human rights movement to end Israel’s “occupation” of the West Bank. Notably,
they express no concern for the human rights of people anywhere else in the world,
including Palestinians persecuted in Arab countries. They also present a one-sided
view of the conflict in which Palestinians are victims of Israeli aggression and
blameless for any aspect of the conflict. Provocative actions, such as terrorism, are
justified in their view as a natural result of living under Israeli rule.

Some lip service is given to helping Palestinians, but the BDS strategy is opposed
by many Palestinians because Palestinians themselves are hurt by the campaign.
One of the most high profile examples involved the SodaStream Company, which
was targeted because of its factory in Mishor Adumim, adjacent to the “settlement”
of Ma’ale Adumim. The company was the largest employer of Palestinians in the
territories with nearly 600 workers who received the same salary, medical insur-
ance, and conditions as the other workers. BDS activists abroad protested outside
stores, intimidated shoppers, and vandalized SodaStream products. As a result of
financial losses, partly due to the BDS attacks, but mostly a result of the US market
shunning sugary drinks, the company closed the West Bank factory and replaced it
with one in the Negev Desert. Ali Jamar, a shift manager from a West Bank village

“Statement by President Carter upon the signing of anti-boycott legislation, (June 22, 1977).
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who had worked for SodaStream for 2 years, said: “All the people who wanted to
close [SodaStream’s West Bank factory] are mistaken. They didn’t take into consid-
eration the families” (“SodaStream Leaves West Bank as CEO Says Boycott Anti-
Semitic and Pointless,” Guardian Sept. 2, 2015). Unfortunately, according to
Haaretz, all of the Palestinian employees ultimately lost their jobs (“SodaStream’s
Last Palestinian Workers Lose Jobs After BDS Pressure Leads Company to
Relocate,” Feb. 29, 2016).

In South Africa, ironically, Abbas said, “We do not ask anyone to boycott Israel
itself...We have relations with Israel, we have mutual recognition of Israel” (“Abbas:
Don’t Boycott Israel,” Times of Israel Dec. 13,2013). The BDS advocates, however,
live thousands of miles away and do not have to deal with the consequences of their
actions.

The BDS movement rejects the peace process and the idea of a two-state solution
to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians. Omar Barghouti, founder of the
Palestinian Campaign for the Academic and Cultural Boycott of Israel, for example,
has said “good riddance” to the two-state solution and called for a “one-state solu-
tion” (Rosen 2014). As’ad AbuKhalil, professor at California State University
Stanislaus, was more explicit about the ultimate objective of the BDS movement:

The real aim of BDS is to bring down the state of Israel. That should be stated as an unam-
biguous goal. There should not be any equivocation on the subject. Justice and freedom for
the Palestinians are incompatible with the existence of the state of Israel. (cited in Rosenfeld
2015, p. 127)

The fact that BDS advocates single Israel out for special treatment, do not disguise
that Jews are targeted, and deny the right of the Jewish people to self-determination
in their homeland (while claiming that right for the Palestinians) are proof that the
movement is fundamentally anti-Semitic.

BDS advocates have targeted stores that sell Israeli products, entertainers who
plan performances in Israel, Israeli artists performing abroad, unions, professional
associations, and any other individual or group with some tie to Israel that they
believe they can intimidate. These efforts have had minimal impact in the US, but
have been more successful in Europe and a few other countries such as South Africa
whose ruling African National Congress Party (ANC) has declared their full and
unequivocal support for the BDS movement (“South Africa’s Ruling Party Endorses
BDS Campaign Against Israel,” Haaretz Dec. 21, 2012).

One group that has been susceptible to the BDS argument has been mainline
Protestant churches. According to the New York Times’ Rick Gladstone, in June
2015, one Protestant denomination, the United Church of Christ (UCC), voted to
divest from companies that profit from Israel’s “occupation” or control of Palestinian
territories and to a boycott of products from Israeli settlements (“United Church of
Christ Approves Divestment to Aid Palestinians,” June 30, 2015).

In January 2016, the General Board of Pension and Health Benefits, the United
Methodist Church’s (UMC) investment agency, announced that it would no longer
invest in Israel’s five main banks under the pretext that they did not meet their stan-
dards for sustainable investment. A spokeswoman denied the decision had anything
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to do with the BDS campaign and pointed out that funds remained invested in
“approximately 18 Israeli companies that meet our investment criteria” (New York
Times June 30, 2015).

Other mainline Protestant churches have debated the subject of divestment, but
most have not succumbed to pressure from BDS activists and either voted down
divestment proposals or approved positive resolutions calling for peace. The
Episcopal Church, for example, rejected divestment when it was raised in 2015. The
vast majority of Christians, such as evangelicals, not only object to the BDS cam-
paign, they are active supporters of Israel.

14.5 Cultural Boycott

American entertainers have been pressured not to perform in Israel. With the excep-
tion of a handful of artists, such as Elvis Costello, Roger Waters, and the late Pete
Seeger, most of those who either were intimidated not to appear or agreed with the
boycotters, have been B- or C-list celebrities. Meanwhile, superstars such as
Madonna, Lady Gaga, Bon Jovi, and Rhianna have not hesitated to perform in
Israel.

14.6 The Academic Boycott

Since the announcement of a boycott by a British teachers’ union in 2005, BDS
proponents have tried to encourage academics, professional associations, and uni-
versities to boycott Israel. Hundreds of American faculty members have signed peti-
tions supporting a boycott, which has also provoked a backlash by professors
decrying the hypocrisy of the BDS advocates who demand academic freedom and
freedom of speech for themselves while seeking to deny Israelis and colleagues who
work with them those same rights.

In 2015, the Graduate Student Union of the University of California voted to
boycott Israel, but that decision was overturned by the United Auto Workers
International, with which the graduate student union is affiliated, “on the grounds
that it inevitably implicates the international union, hurts members and violates ele-
ments of the UAW constitution.” The decision reinforced the UAW’s 2007 policy of
opposing sanctions against Israel (“UAW Nullifies California Grad Students’ BDS
Vote,” Inside Higher Ed Dec. 18, 2015).

In November 2015, the National Women’s Studies Association (NWSA) went
beyond boycotting Israeli universities and called for the “boycott, divestment and
sanctions of economic, military and cultural entities and projects sponsored by the
state of Isracl.” By condemning Israel for “sexual and gender-based violence”
against Palestinians and other Arabs, NWSA “not only created a fictional claim
about the only Middle Eastern country with relatively full gender equality, roughly
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comparable to that of America...but also ignored the real violence against women
and repression of women’s rights throughout much of the Arab world” (“The
Intersectionality Muddle,” Inside Higher Ed Feb. 15, 2016).

In 2015, more than 1000 anthropologists supported a resolution calling for a
boycott of Israeli academic institutions by the American Anthropological
Association (AAA). Other anthropologists quietly mounted a campaign to defeat
the resolution.’

While boycott proponents have claimed that Palestinians support their efforts,
the truth is that many Palestinian academics have had fruitful relationships with
their Israeli colleagues. Al-Quds University President Sari Nusseibeh, for example,
was a vocal opponent of boycotting Israeli universities: “If we are to look at Israeli
society,” he said, “it is within the academic community that we’ve had the most
progressive pro-peace views and views that have come out in favor of seeing us as
equals...If you want to punish any sector, this is the last one to approach” (Associated
Press June 18, 2006).

Earlier Al-Quds University and Hebrew University issued a joint statement
opposing the BDS campaign:

Our position is based upon the belief that it is through cooperation based on mutual respect,
rather than through boycotts or discrimination, that our common goals can be achieved.
Bridging political gulfs—rather than widening them further apart—between nations and
individuals thus becomes an educational duty as well as a functional necessity, requiring
exchange and dialogue rather than confrontation and antagonism. Our disaffection with,
and condemnation of acts of academic boycotts and discrimination against scholars and
institutions, is predicated on the principles of academic freedom, human rights, and equal-
ity between nations and among individuals.®

Academic association votes generate publicity and tarnish Israel’s image but other-
wise have little practical effect since the associations cannot tell their members what
to do, and the associations themselves have no direct contact with Israeli institu-
tions. Faculty who call for boycotts generally do not have anything to do with Israel,
and those who do work with Israelis are unencumbered by the BDS campaigns.
Students have also joined in the campaign to boycott Israel. In the US, a divest-
ment campaign was launched on college campuses in 2001 by Students for Justice
in Palestine (SJP), a student group at the University of California, Berkeley, in con-
junction with the San Francisco chapter of the American-Arab Anti-Discrimination
Committee. The movement subsequently began to spread to other universities.
Since then, student governments at approximately 44 schools have considered
resolutions calling on their universities to divest their holdings in Israeli companies
or companies doing business with Israel. Overall, in the 2014-2015 academic year,
a record 27 divestment resolutions were proposed by student governments. Of
those, 19 were defeated. Over the past 11 years, only 46 schools have voted on
divestment, barely 2 % of the 4-year colleges in the US. With the 2015-2016 school

3 At press time: In a vote open to the entire membership (though only a fraction participated), the
AAA voted narrowly in June 2016 against the proposed boycott.

¢Statement on Academic Cooperation, signed in London, (May 22, 2005).
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year nearly over, not counting graduate student associations, 16 schools considered
boycott or divestment proposals, six were approved, seven defeated, and three were
watered down.

The BDS campaign may have had some impact on student opinions about Israel,
that is, by encouraging them to question Israel’s human rights record; but students
have not become more supportive of the Palestinians (Newhouse and Blizzard
2011).

The BDS movement has also become widely regarded as anti-Semitic within the
Jewish community (Sheskin and Felson 2016). In 2002, as the BDS campaign began
to gain momentum, former Harvard University President and former Treasury
Secretary Lawrence Summers warned of its impact: “Profoundly anti-Israel views
are increasingly finding support in progressive intellectual communities,” he said.
“Serious and thoughtful people are advocating and taking actions that are anti-
Semitic in their effect, if not their intent.”

More specifically, the BDS campaign is anti-Semitic because it places all the
blame for the Israeli-Palestinian dispute on Israel, ignores the world’s worst human
rights abusers and singles out Israel for condemnation, opposes a two-state solution
to the conflict, and denies Jews the same right to self-determination in their home-
land that is demanded for the Palestinians. Furthermore, leaders of the movement
have made clear they see the destruction of Israel as their ultimate goal. Omar
Barghouti (2013), co-founder of the Palestinian Campaign for the Academic and
Cultural Boycott of Israel (and, ironically, a former doctoral student at Tel Aviv
University), has been unambiguous:

A Jewish state in Palestine in any shape or form cannot but contravene the basic rights of
the indigenous Palestinian population and perpetuate a system of racial discrimination that
ought to be opposed categorically....Definitely, most definitely we oppose a Jewish state in
any part of Palestine. No Palestinian, rational Palestinian, not a sell-out Palestinian, will
ever accept a Jewish state in Palestine.

Jews have been reluctant to label the BDS advocates anti-Semites because the term
is sometimes used too loosely, allowing the true anti-Semites to misdirect attention
from their scurrilous positions by claiming they are being silenced or by screaming
“McCarthyism.”

Zane Hellmann, a Stanford student, encapsulated the problem on campus in an
article in The Stanford Daily (n. d.) discussing a Jewish student’s allegation that a
“progressive” organization on campus, Students of Color Coalition (SOCC), was
guilty of anti-Semitism because of the way she was questioned about her views on
divestment. She felt personally targeted because of her religion. The SOCC retorted
that the woman mischaracterized their interview with her and insisted they oppose
anti-Semitism and other forms of bias.

“This is not the first time that Jews on campus have been told that something is
not anti-Semitic by those who are not a part of the Jewish community,” Hellmann
observed. “During divestment debates recently, members of SOOP (sic) repeatedly
told the senate that the bill was not anti-Semitic.” Hellmann argued that only the
Jewish community could decide what is anti-Semitic. “Just as it would be
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reprehensible for the JSA [Jewish Student Association] to tell members of other
minority communities what is and is not racist, sexist or homophobic, I find it per-
sonally atrocious that members who are not participants in the Jewish community at
Stanford would clearly state for the campus as a whole that their own actions were
not anti-Semitic” (“Don’t Tell us How to Feel,” http://www.stanforddaily.
com/2015/04/15/dont-tell-us-how-to-feel/discussing).

Numerous university presidents and chancellors have made clear they will not
support divestment or boycotts directed at Israel. For example, Columbia University
President Lee Bollinger declared: “I want to state clearly that I will not lend any
support to this proposal. The petition alleges human rights abuses and compares
Israel to South Africa, an analogy I believe is both grotesque and offensive.”” He
reiterated his position after the American Studies Association (ASA) voted to boy-
cott Israel in 2013: “I reject the ASA’s position which would compromise an essen-
tial value of universities in an increasingly global society —and we look forward to
continuing Columbia’s long history of engagement with our peers from Israel”
(“Bollinger, Spar Announce Opposition to Academic Boycotts of Israel,” Columbia
Spectator Dec. 28, 2013).

After graduate students at NYU voted to boycott Israel in April 2016, university
president Andrew Hamilton issued the following statement:

A boycott of Israeli academics and institutions is contrary to our core principles of aca-
demic freedom, antithetical to the free exchange of ideas, and at odds with the University’s
position on this matter, as well as the position of GSOC’s parent union. NYU will not be
closing its academic program in Tel Aviv, and divestment from Israeli-related investments
is not under consideration. And to be clear: whatever “pledges” union members may or may
not have taken does not free them from their responsibilities as employees of NYU, which
rejects this boycott.?

In March 2016, a landmark statement condemning anti-Semitism was issued by
unanimous vote of the regents of the University of California in response to the
BDS campaigns that were roiling the public university’s campuses and creating
what many people believe is an unsafe environment for Jewish students. Proponents
of the measure wanted the regents to condemn anti-Zionism, but they backed off
following criticism by pro-Palestinian groups that the objective was to silence crit-
ics of Israeli policies. Some academics also objected on free speech grounds. The
final statement, which pro-Israel groups applauded despite falling short of their
expectations, said: “Anti-Semitism, anti-Semitic forms of anti-Zionism and other
forms of discrimination have no place at the University of California” (“University
of California Adopts Statement Condemning Anti-Semitism,” New York Times Mar.
26, 2016).

It remains to be seen whether this statement will have any impact given that anti-
Semitism will be a matter of interpretation and no penalties were specified for

"Columbia University Statement on Divestment from Israel, (Nov. 7, 2002).

8Statement by NYU President Andrew Hamilton on Graduate Union Boycott Vote, (April 25,
2016).
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violations. Nevertheless, proponents of the statement are hoping that it will serve as
a model for other universities around the country.

14.7 Legal Responses to BDS

The BDS movement has created a backlash in the US. In February 2016, Congress
passed the Trade Facilitation and Trade Enforcement Act, which contained a provi-
sion requiring the US to oppose efforts by the European Union to engage in any
form of BDS against Israel. In addition, within 180 days after the bill becomes the
law, the administration is required to provide a report to Congress on global BDS
activities, including the participation of foreign companies in political boycotts of
Israel. The law also calls on the administration “to prevent investigations or prose-
cutions by governments or international organizations of US persons on the sole
basis of such persons doing business with Israel, with Israeli entities, or in Israeli-
controlled territories.” The president has indicated he would not enforce this provi-
sion because it implies recognition of Israeli settlements (“Signing Law to Defend
Israel from Boycott, Obama Excludes Settlements,” Times of Israel Feb. 25, 2016).
Anti-BDS legislation is also being adopted by state legislatures. At least 14 leg-
islatures have either adopted or are considering laws, with other states expected to
follow suit. The states have slightly different language in their bills. In Illinois, for
example, taxpayer-funded public pension funds are barred from investing in compa-
nies that boycott Israel. South Carolina bars public entities from contracting with
businesses engaging in the “boycott of a person or an entity based in or doing busi-
ness with a jurisdiction with whom South Carolina can enjoy open trade.” Though
Israel is not mentioned, the impetus for the law was the belief that BDS discrimi-
nates against the people of Israel and weakens the economy of South Carolina.

14.8 Positive Trends on Campus

While the media and many organizations have focused on the BDS movement and
what some have argued is a growth in anti-Semitism on campus,’ the reality is not
as bleak as it is often portrayed (Koren, Saxe, and Fleisch 2016).

With regard to anti-Semitism, not all incidents were related to Israel. The paint-
ing of swastikas, for example, may be hooliganism or a reflection of classic anti-
Semitism. According to the Anti-Defamation League (ADL), some disturbing

?See, for example, Leonard Saxe, Theodore Sasson, Graham Wright, and Shahar Hecht,
“Antisemitism on the college campus: Perceptions and realities,” Brandeis University, (July 2015);
Adam Kredo, “Anti-Semitic incidents on U.S. college campuses spike,” Washington Free Beacon,
(January 22, 2016); “Antisemitic Activity Report: Antisemitic activity in 2015 at U.S. colleges and
universities,” AMCHA Initiative, (2016).
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incidents have occurred on a handful of campuses; but, overall, the trend on campus
in recent years has been a reduction in anti-Semitic incidents. “It is important to
note that these incidents are relatively rare, and the vast majority of Jewish students
report feeling safe on their campuses. When such incidents do occur, they are gener-
ally condemned by administrators and the wider campus communities at their
respective colleges” (ADL 2015).

The fear of BDS has had a positive impact by stimulating large investments into
campus activism, training, education, conferences, trips to Israel, and other activi-
ties to prepare students to respond to Israel’s detractors better. Greater efforts have
also been made to be more proactive in setting the agenda rather than simply react-
ing to Israel’s critics. Thus, for example, many campuses now have Israel Peace
Weeks and festivals in addition to lectures, drum circles, camel rides, and other
activities to engage students in positive and fun ways to relate to Israel.

In fact, the number of pro-Israel events dwarfs the number of anti-Israel events,
and there is a similar discrepancy in the number of participants from each side. For
example, the anti-Israel groups cannot mobilize anywhere near the record 4000 stu-
dents who attended the AIPAC Policy Conference in 2016 (a number that could
have easily been doubled). That figure is even more impressive when you consider
AIPAC’s success in reaching out to potential coalition partners. Students repre-
sented 635 campuses, including Historically Black Colleges and Universities,
Christian-Centered Campuses, Hispanic-Serving Institutions, Liberal Arts Colleges,
as well as public and private high schools. AIPAC also recruited 300 Student
Government Association Presidents.

One downside to the campus investments has been a duplication of effort by
organizations, competition among them for dollars from many of the same donors,
and neglect of other critical campus issues such as support for faculty. While many
student-focused groups have raised millions of dollars, groups working to mobilize
faculty have had difficulty securing a fraction of these amounts. One reason may be
that the problems faced by students outside the classroom get more attention and
seem more serious and immediate. What happens in the classroom rarely gets pub-
licity, except in very extreme cases, in part, because students fear reporting their
professors may prompt a backlash against them that will affect their grades and,
hence, their futures. Most philanthropists also do not seem to appreciate the long-
term benefit of investing in faculty; after all, students come and go, but tenured
faculty stay for decades and can shape the campus environment as well as indoctri-
nate thousands of students during their careers with false or misleading narratives.
Faculty, as the perceived authorities, also have more impact on students’ knowledge
and perspective than their peers.

Despite the handicap, organizations such as Scholars for Peace in the Middle
East (SPME), the Academic Council for Israel (ACI), and the American-Israeli
Cooperative Enterprise (AICE) are working to mobilize faculty to become more
involved in Israel-related issues on campus and to create exchanges of Israeli and
American scholars. An especially positive trend has been the growth of the field of
Israel Studies, which barely existed in the US a decade ago. The first two centers of
Israel Studies, at Emory and American University, were created in 1998, but it was
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several more years before universities and donors began to recognize that Middle
East Studies departments had become so dominated by acolytes of Professor
Edward Said’s “orientalism” notion that holds, essentially, that only people who are
from a particular culture can accurately explain that culture. The groupthink that
now dominates all but a handful of these departments has turned them into bastions
of anti-Israel research and programming.

Paradoxically, Jewish Studies departments are often problematic as well, though
for different reasons, notably their tendency to focus on pre-state periods and
Judaism outside the Israel context. Thus, the most logical place for Israel Studies to
be housed rarely accommodates the field, prompting a number of schools to estab-
lish centers and programs in Israel Studies that are independent or quasi-independent
of other departments. Some now offer minors in Israel Studies and are considering
majors, though the consensus to this point has been that it is better for students
interested in academic careers to major in one of the disciplines since, in most cases,
departments such as history or political science will be their best chance for
employment.

Still, the growth in Israel Studies programs has been impressive (see Chap. 20 in
this volume). From two in 1998, there are now about 35 with new chairs and centers
being planned. In 2015, for example, the US Naval Academy announced the cre-
ation of a chair, one that may be especially influential over time at an institution that
has produced American presidents, military leaders, captains of industry, and policy
elites.

In addition to the focus on advocacy training for students, there are new and
continuing efforts to build and strengthen American Jewish students’ connection to
Israel. The most effective program has unquestionably been Birthright Israel
(Taglit). In 2015, thousands of students went on a variety of trips that offer a focus
on everything from politics to sports to spirituality. As research from Leonard Saxe
and other researchers at Brandeis has shown, these 10-day trips to Israel have a
profound impact on the participants:

Taglit alumni are more likely to feel a stronger connection to Israel and to the worldwide
Jewish community. They are also more likely to consider it very important for them to
marry someone Jewish and raise Jewish children. In the short-term, the trip leads to modest
behavioral changes, particularly among college-aged participants, who are more likely to
engage in Hillel activities and take classes focusing on Israel or on Jewish subjects. In the
long-term, there is evidence that the program has significant behavioral impact. Recent data
from studies of Taglit alumni who are now (on average) over 30 years old, show that partici-
pants, as compared to nonparticipants, are more likely to be married to another Jew, belong
to synagogues, celebrate Shabbat, and make charitable donations to Jewish or Israeli causes.

Students today are especially interested in hands-on social activism. Many partici-
pate in alternative spring or winter break trips to work on projects in places such as
Latin America, but not Israel. In the past few years, however, a serious effort has
finally been made to bring students to work on projects in Israel or in other locations
with Israelis. This provides another way to connect with Israel and Israelis and learn
first-hand about the country and its people in a way that also provides participants
with the satisfaction of making a difference. One program, run by the Jewish
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National Fund (JNF), brings Jewish young adults age 18 to 24 who are post high
school to work in the Negev and northern Israel on projects such as planting, prun-
ing, building, painting, gardening, harvesting, and working with children.

In addition, the Jewish Agency now has Project TEN, a “Jewish Peace Corps,”
which recruits young people to volunteer in distressed communities in Africa, South
America, and Israel. A variety of projects are offered outside Israel while those
serving in Israel either work in Arad in the south or Kibbutz Harduf in the north,
helping empower new immigrants, Bedouin youth, at-risk teens, and individuals
with special needs.

14.9 Americans Stand Behind Israel

Americans of all ages, races, and religions sympathize with Israel. This support is
also nonpartisan, with a majority of Democrats and Republicans consistently favor-
ing Israel over the Palestinians by large margins. The best indication of Americans’
attitude toward Israel is found in the response to the most consistently asked ques-
tion about the Middle East: “In the Middle East situation, are your sympathies more
with Israel or with the Arab nations?” In a February 2016 Gallup poll, 62 % of
Americans sympathized with Israel, within the margin of error of 2013s all-time
high of 64 %, while only 15 % expressed support for the Palestinians. This exceeds
the level of support (56 %) Israel enjoyed after the 1967 war, when many people
believe that Israel was overwhelmingly popular. Moreover, Gallup has noted that in
recent years many Americans have moved from “no preference” into the pro-Israeli
column (“Palestinian-Israeli Dispute Engenders American Sympathy for Israelis,”
Gallup Mar. 5, 2007).

Overall, support for Israel has been on the upswing since 1967. Paradoxically,
while many of Israel’s supporters are critical of President Obama’s policies, support
for Israel has soared to an average of 55 % in the 46 surveys conducted by multiple
pollsters during his term. During the same period, sympathy for the Palestinians has
sunk to 12 %, continuing a downward spiral that began in the 1980s. On average, in
all polls, Israel is favored over the Palestinians by more than 4 to 1.

But the Obama coalition — women, young adults, and African-Americans — are
less supportive of Israel, and more supportive of the Palestinians, than other voters.
This trend is only partially offset by the significant growth in support for Israel
among Republicans because of the small numbers of Jewish Republicans.

Still, 71 % of Americans had a favorable opinion of Israel in February 2016. By
contrast, just 19 % of Americans had a favorable opinion of the Palestinian Authority,
making it one of the least popular places in the world (Public Opinion, Jewish
Virtual Library).
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14.10 Ties Run Deep

The almost exclusive focus on the state of the peace process and the personal rela-
tionship between Obama and Netanyahu obscures the breadth and depth of the
US-Israel alliance. Close ties exist between individuals and institutions at the fed-
eral, state, and local levels. For example, at the local level, it has become routine for
mayors, first responders, fire fighters, and law enforcement officers to visit their
counterparts in Israel. Hundreds of scientists and other researchers engage in joint
projects with Israeli counterparts, many funded by the Binational Science Foundation
(BSF) and the Binational Agricultural Research & Development Fund (BARD).
Joint business research and development projects are supported by yet another bina-
tional foundation — the Binational Industrial Research and Development Foundation
(BIRD).

While the BDS movement has worked to promote a boycott of Israel, US-Israel
economic relations have been unaffected and remain robust with imports and
exports totaling approximately $38 billion. In addition, each of the 50 states benefits
from their ties with Israel. In 2015, 22 states exported more than $100 million worth
of goods to Israel, led by New York with exports of more than $5.3 billion
(WISERTrade).

More than 10,000 US companies do business in Israel, including all the major
high-tech companies. In addition, 104 Israeli companies are listed on US stock
exchanges.'® American investors and companies also made a number of large acqui-
sitions of Israeli companies in 2015. Microsoft alone acquired five Israeli compa-
nies, including cyber-security companies Adallom for $320 million; Secure Islands
Technologies for $150 million; text-analysis startup Equivio for $200 million; and
N-Trig for $200 million. In addition, Amazon bought chip-design company
Annapurna Labs for a reported $350 million; Apple bought Linx, maker of depth
sensing cameras, for $20 million; and Facebook acquired Pebbles Interfaces for a
reported $60 million. The largest deal was HeartWare’s $860 million acquisition of
valve repair company Valtech Cardio (“Record Year for Innovation Nation: Israeli
Startups Sell For $7.2B in 2015,” NoCamels Dec. 31, 2015).

14.11 Who and What Is “Pro-Israel”’?

For the past several years, the Jewish community has had a largely circular debate
as to what makes a person or an organization pro-Israel and whether those that do
not fit the definition, or whose positions are controversial, should be “in the tent”
inhabited by the Jewish establishment and majority. Individuals such as Peter
Beinart, and organizations such as J Street, have challenged the establishment and,
depending on your viewpoint, want to storm the tent, tear down the tent, have no
business near the tent, or should be welcomed as equals in the tent.

10See “The full list of Isracl ADRs,” topforeignstocks.com, http://topforeignstocks.com/foreign-
adrs-list/the-full-list-of-israel-adrs/, accessed April 27, 2016.
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J Street and Beinart have similar arguments, essentially that they represent a
silent majority of Jews who believe they need to save Israel from itself by publicly
protesting Israeli policies they view as threatening to Israeli democracy, calling for
an end to the “occupation” of the West Bank and the creation of a Palestinian state
beside Israel, and lobbying the US government to pressure Israel to accept their
agenda.

Polls indicate these are not majority views, and many members of the establish-
ment believe that including these groups and individuals in “the tent” could bring it
down.!! They object to the idea that American Jews, 6000 miles away, should be
telling Israelis, who send their children to the army and must live with the conse-
quences of any political decision, what they should do to achieve peace and security.
Critics also object to the notion that the policies of the democratically-elected gov-
ernment in Israel should be overridden by American Jews. They also fear that lob-
bying the US government to one-sidedly pressure Israel to make concessions will
endanger Israel and send the wrong message to the Palestinians, namely, that they
do not have to negotiate or compromise, they can sit back and wait for the US to
force Israel to capitulate to their demands.

Moreover, by frequently lobbying in direct opposition to the American Israel
Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC), many in the Jewish community have argued
that this group has sown dissension in the pro-Israel ranks and given cover to the
minority of members of Congress who do not want to follow the establishment line
represented by AIPAC. This became especially apparent during the debate over the
nuclear deal with Iran when AIPAC was vigorously lobbying against the agreement
and J Street supported the deal.

Though often portrayed as monolithic, the pro-Israel community is quite diverse,
and J Street is just the most recent example of a group that has presented itself as the
true representatives of the “pro-Israel, pro-peace” community. The argument over
who and what is “pro-Israel” is likely to continue into the future.

14.12 Concerns Raised Over Israeli Democracy
and Pluralism

Meanwhile, many establishment organizations became alarmed by a variety of pro-
posals by the prime minister and the Knesset that were viewed by some as sowing
dissension. One area of concern was the proposal to require nongovernmental orga-
nizations to be more transparent in reporting contributions by foreign donors. Unlike

"See, for example, the annual polls of American Jewish Opinion by the American Jewish
Committee. In 2015, nearly half of the respondents disapproved of Obama’s handling of US-Israel
relations while 55 % approved of Netanyahu’s handling of the relationship; 53 % characterized the
relationship as good or very good; 52 % thought the relationship was getting worse, and a plurality
(28 %) blamed the US; 43 % said Israel’s security would be more threatened by the Iran nuclear
deal; 45 % said “some” settlements should be dismantled, 39 % said “none,” and only 14 % said
“all”; 73 % agreed that the Arab goal is the destruction of Israel; and 72 % said that “caring about
Israel is a very important part of my being a Jew.”
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organizations associated with Israel’s political left, which receive significant fund-
ing from foreign governments, groups on the political right, such as those support-
ing settlers, receive most of their funds from individuals and therefore would not be
subject to the same reporting requirements. The prime minister proposed treating all
contributions equally, but the Knesset did not accept that idea, which would have
leveled the playing field. Many critics viewed the legislation as an effort to target
organizations that engage in activities critical of Israeli policies. To date, no legisla-
tion has been adopted, and none may ever be approved.

A second issue of longstanding contention is religious pluralism in Israel. The
Reform and Conservative movements complain about the lack of government sup-
port in Israel as well as the dominance of the Orthodox Rabbinate. Some strides
have been made toward increasing funding for Reform and Conservative institu-
tions, but it is still minuscule compared to the support for the Orthodox (“Netanyahu:
Israel to Invest Directly in its Conservative, Reform Communities,” Jerusalem Post
Nov. 10, 2015).

Beyond recognition and funding, the specific issue of the right to pray at the
Western Wall has been a flashpoint. The Orthodox establishment that controls activ-
ity at the Wall has vehemently opposed efforts by women, for example, to bring
Torah scrolls to the wall or to pray or sing aloud. When women from the Women of
the Wall group have violated the rules, confrontations have sometimes ensued. The
government finally decided to meet the needs and demands of non-Orthodox Jews
by agreeing to build a separate prayer platform in another part of the Temple Mount
area where Conservative and Reform Jews could conduct services according to their
customs. After a long, tortuous debate, an agreement was reached, but new com-
plaints by Orthodox Jews, whose parties have the capacity to bring down Netanyahu’s
coalition government, have delayed its implementation (“Netanyahu Announces
Delay in Implementing Egalitarian Section at Western Wall,” Jerusalem Post Mar.
27,2016).

14.13 Conclusion

While many Jews in the US and Israel feared the antagonism between Obama and
Netanyahu threatened the future of the relationship, a more sober assessment of the
depth and breadth of ties suggests the perceived crisis will pass when a new presi-
dent takes office. Netanyahu may still have tense relations with Obama’s successor
because of the tendency for presidents to devote a great deal of time and attention to
the Israeli-Palestinian issue. Netanyahu, however, believes that conditions are not
ripe for a peace agreement, that Israel has no partner with whom to negotiate, that
the neighborhood has grown more dangerous, and that his political coalition is too
narrow to offer any dramatic initiatives.

The leadership question aside, relations between the two countries continue to
thrive and grow in military cooperation, trade, academic exchanges, and other areas
of mutual interest at all levels of government. Despite the hyperbolic reports in the
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media, and by organizations seeking a hook for fundraising, American Jews, includ-
ing younger Jews, continue to identify with Israel and show their support through
philanthropy, activism, and politics. Moreover, historically, as young Jews age, their
views on Israel become more like their parents.

The Iranian threat, as well as the delegitimization campaign of the anti-Semitic
BDS advocates, will continue to be issues of concern in both countries, but signs are
evident that the anger over the former has dissipated, and government and university
officials are taking aim at mitigating the latter.

It is the Middle East, so new crises can arise at any time; but for the remainder of
the year, American Jews, like most Americans, will be focused on the presidential
campaign, the outcome of which could make 2016 a very interesting year with pro-
found implications for US-Israel relations in 2017 and beyond.
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Chapter 15
United States Jewish Population, 2016

Ira M. Sheskin and Arnold Dashefsky

In a previous era, the United Jewish Appeal (UJA) utilized the fund-raising slogan,
“We are one.” This reflected the traditional rabbinic aphorism: “Kol yisrael arevim
zeh lazeh,” meaning that all Jews are responsible for one another. But does the
empirical reality match the idealization suggested by the UJA slogan? It is reason-
able to suggest that any ethnoreligious group like the Jews faces challenges riven by
socioeconomic status, ethnic origin, and religious orientation; but external hostility
and internal solidarity can sometimes overcome divisiveness.

As American Jews move toward the end of the second decade of the twenty-first
century, are they more united or divided? In a discussion of this question, Alan
Cooperman (2016), religion director at the Pew Research Center, suggested that a
certain amount of polarization exists among American Jews, which can be observed
in at least three areas:

1. Demographics: The share of the American Jewish community represented by the
Orthodox, especially the Haredi community (fervently Orthodox), is growing;
and the non-Orthodox is shrinking. At the same time, “Jews, no religion™ or
secular Jews are also a growing group.

2. American politics: While Jews overall have leaned Democratic for the better part
of the twentieth and twenty-first centuries, Orthodox Jews tend to favor the
Republicans, while the non-Orthodox favor the Democrats.
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3. Attitudes toward Israel: While most American Jews have a favorable attitude
toward Israel, as do most Americans in general, Jews of no religion tend to be
less supportive, and their number is growing.

The perceived changes that have been more apparent in the Jewish community, first
with the resurgence of Orthodoxy, are highlighted in Sect. 15.6, which notes several
communities in which 10 % or more of households identify as Orthodox. (See also
Part I of this volume for a fuller description of contemporary Orthodox Judaism in
the US and associated commentaries on this phenomenon.) This development was
foreshadowed nearly two decades ago by the observation that “a combination of
synagogue membership and frequent synagogue attendance is associated with a
somewhat higher fertility rate” (Lazerwitz et al. 1998, p. 121), both characteristics
of Orthodox Jews.

At the other end of the spectrum, is the growth of the “nones,” i.e., the 22 % of
American Jews “who describe themselves as having no religion” (Pew Research
Center 2015, p. 9), a theme discussed at length in Volume 114 of the American
Jewish Year Book (see Part I in Dashefsky and Sheskin 2015). These two trends tend
to support the above observation about the polarization in American Jewish life,
now more apparent in the twenty-first century.

This chapter examines the size, geographic distribution, and selected characteristics
of the Jewish population of the US. Section 15.1 addresses the procedures employed to
estimate the Jewish population of more than 900 local Jewish communities and parts
thereof. Section 15.2 presents the major changes in local Jewish population estimates
since last year’s Year Book. Section 15.3 examines population estimates for the country
as a whole, each state, the four US Census Regions, the nine US Census Divisions, the
21 largest US Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs), the 20 largest Combined
Statistical Areas (CSAs), and the 51 Jewish Federation service areas with 20,000 or
more Jews. Section 15.4 examines changes in the size and geographic distribution of
the Jewish population at national, state, and regional scales from 1971-2016.

Section 15.5 presents a description of local Jewish community studies and lists
communities currently involved in such studies or planning such studies. Section 15.6
relates to chapters in the current volume, specifically Part I on Orthodox Jews, by
presenting comparisons of Jewish communities on the percentage of households
who are Orthodox, and to Chap. 13 on Jewish families, by presenting comparisons
of Jewish communities on the percentage of single person households and house-
holds with children. Section 15.7 presents an atlas of local American Jewish com-
munities, including a national map of Jews by county and 14 regional and state
maps of Jewish communities.

15.1 Population Estimation Methodology

The authors have endeavored to compile accurate estimates of the size of the Jewish
population in each local Jewish community, given the constraints involved in esti-
mating the size of a rare population. This effort is ongoing, as every year new local
Jewish community studies are completed and population estimates are updated. The
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current Jewish population estimates are shown in the Appendix for about 900 Jewish
communities and geographic subareas of those communities. A by-product of this
effort is that the aggregation of these local estimates yields an estimate of the total
American Jewish population, an estimate that actually may be a bit too high as
explained briefly in Sect. 15.3 below and in more detail by Sheskin and Dashefsky
(2006). The national estimate presented below, however, is in general agreement
with the recent estimates of the Pew Research Center and the Steinhardt Social
Research Institute at Brandeis University (see Sect. 15.3 below).

These estimates are derived from four sources: (1) Scientific Estimates; (2) US
Census Bureau estimates; (3) Informant Estimates; and (4) Internet Estimates.

Source One: Scientific Estimates

Scientific Estimates are most often based on the results of telephone surveys using
random digit dial (RDD) procedures (Sheskin 2001, p. 6). In other cases, Scientific
Estimates are based on Distinctive Jewish Name (DJN) studies.'

DIJN studies are sometimes used to estimate the Jewish population of an area by
itself, or of areas contiguous to areas in which an RDD telephone survey was com-
pleted? or to update a population estimate from an earlier RDD study. In a few cases,
a Scientific Estimate is based on a scientific study using a different methodology
(neither RDD nor DIN).?

Source Two: US Census Bureau estimates

Three New York Jewish communities inhabited by Hasidic sects are well above
90 % Jewish:

1. Kiryas Joel in Orange County (Satmar Hasidim)
2. Kaser Village in Rockland County (Viznitz Hasidim)
3. New Square in Rockland County (Skverer Hasidim)

'See Sheskin (1998). The fact that about 8 %—12 % of American Jews, despite rising intermarriage
rates, continue to have one of 36 Distinctive Jewish Names (Berman, Caplan, Cohen, Epstein,
Feldman, Freedman, Friedman, Goldberg, Goldman, Goldstein, Goodman, Greenberg, Gross,
Grossman, Jacobs, Jaffe, Kahn, Kaplan, Katz, Kohn, Levin, Levine, Levinson, Levy, Lieberman,
Rosen, Rosenberg, Rosenthal, Rubin, Schwartz, Shapiro, Siegel, Silverman, Stern, Weinstein, and
Weiss) facilitates making reasonable estimates of the Jewish population. See also Mateos (2014)
on the uses of ethnic names in general.

2For an example, see footnote 4 in Sheskin and Dashefsky (2008).

*Note that while we have classified DJN and “different methodology” methods as Scientific, the
level of accuracy of such methods is well below that of the RDD methodology. Most studies using
a “different methodology” have made concerted efforts to enumerate the known Jewish population
via merging membership lists and surveying known Jewish households. An estimate of the unaf-
filiated Jewish population is then added to the affiliated population.
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Thus, US Census data were used to determine the Jewish population in those
communities.

Although Monsey, another community in Rockland County with a Hasidic popu-
lation, is not 90 % or more Jewish, US Census Data on race and language spoken at
home were used to derive a conservative estimate of the Jewish population in this
community.

In addition, Hasidic Jews constitute such a large portion of the population of
Lakewood, NJ that growth in that population can be estimated from the American
Community Survey (completed annually by the US Census Bureau).

Source Three: Informant Estimates

Informants at the more than 145 Jewish Federations and the more than 300 Jewish
Federations of North America (JFNA) “network communities” were contacted via
email. Responses were emailed to the authors. These informants generally have
access to information about the number of households on the local Jewish
Federation’s mailing list and/or the number who are members of local synagogues
and Jewish organizations. For communities that did not reply and for which other
information was not available, estimates were retained from previous years.

Source Four: Internet Estimates

For some communities, we were able to update Jewish population estimates from
Internet sources, such as newspaper, Jewish Federation, and synagogue websites.
For example, the Goldring/Woldenberg Institute of Southern Jewish Life (www.isjl.
org/history/archive/index.html) has been publishing vignettes on existing and
defunct Jewish communities in 12 Southern States (Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia,
Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina,
Tennessee, Virginia, and Texas). These provide useful information for updating the
estimates for Jewish communities in these states.

Starting this year we are also consulting the websites of the Reform (www.urj.
org) and Conservative (www.uscj.org) movements. Both have listings of affiliated
synagogues. As cities are found that have not been listed in the Year Book, but have
a synagogue, entries are added as appropriate.

Other Considerations in Population Estimation

The estimates for more than 85% of the total number of Jews reported in the
Appendix are based on Scientific Estimates or US Census Bureau estimates. Thus,
less than 15% of the total estimated number of American Jews is based on the
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less-reliable Informant or Internet Estimates. An analysis presented by Sheskin and
Dashefsky (2007, pp. 136—138) strongly suggests greater reliability of Informant
Estimates than was previously assumed. It should also be noted that less than 0.2 %
of the total estimated number of American Jews is derived from Informant Estimates
that are more than 19 years old.

All estimates are of Jews living in households (and institutions, where available)
and do not include non-Jews living in households with Jews. The estimates include
Jews who are affiliated with the Jewish community as well as Jews who are not.
Different studies and different informants use different definitions of “who is a
Jew.” The problem of defining who is, and who is not, a Jew is discussed in numer-
ous books and articles. Unlike most religious groups, “being Jewish” can be both a
religious and an ethnic identity. The 2000-2001 National Jewish Population Survey
(NJPS 2000-2001) (Kotler-Berkowitz et al. 2003) suggests that about one-fifth of
American Jews are “Jews of no religion.” This is consistent with the Pew Research
Center result (Pew Research Center 2013, p. 7). Kosmin and Keysar (2013, p. 16)
suggest that 30-40 % of American Jews identify as “secular.” One does not cease to
be a Jew even if one becomes an atheist or agnostic or does not participate in syna-
gogue services or rituals. The exception to this rule, according to most Jewish iden-
tity authorities, is when a person born Jewish formally converts or practices another
monotheistic religion or professes any form of Messianic Judaism.

During biblical times, Jewish identity was determined by patrilineal descent.
During the rabbinic period, this was changed to matrilineal descent. In the contem-
porary period, Orthodox and Conservative rabbis officially recognize only matrilin-
eal descent, while Reform (as of 1983) and Reconstructionist rabbis recognize,
under certain circumstances, both matrilineal and patrilineal descent. Furthermore,
Orthodox rabbis only recognize as Jewish those Jews-by-Choice who were con-
verted by Orthodox rabbis.

In general, social scientists conducting survey research with American Jews do
not wish to choose from the competing definitions of who is a Jew and have adopted
the convention that all survey respondents who “consider themselves to be Jewish”
(with the exception noted above) are counted as such. But, clearly the estimate of
the size of the Jewish population of an area can differ depending on whom one
counts as Jewish — and also, to some extent, on who is doing the counting.

Note that, for the most part, we have chosen to accept the definition of “who is a
Jew” that was applied by the researcher when a scientific demographic study was
completed in a community, even in cases where we disagree with that definition. In
particular, this impacts the 2011 New York study (Cohen et al. 2011), which counted
as Jewish about 100,000 persons who responded that they considered themselves
Jewish in some way, although they identified their religion as Christian. Note that
the world Jewish population chapter by Sergio DellaPergola (Chap. 17 in this vol-
ume) does not include these 100,000 persons in the total for the New York metro-
politan area. This issue also arises, although to a lesser extent, in some California
Jewish communities.

Population estimation is not an exact science. If the estimate of Jews in a com-
munity reported herein differs from the estimate reported last year, readers should
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not assume that the change occurred during the past year. Rather, the updated esti-
mate in almost all cases reflects changes that have been occurring over a longer
period of time but which only recently have been documented.

15.2 Changes and Confirmations of Population Estimates

This year, more than 200 estimates in the Appendix were either changed or con-
firmed. Since last year’s Year Book, no communities have published results from
studies using RDD, but a large number of Informant/Internet Estimates have been
either changed or confirmed as “correct.”

A complete accounting of the changes made between 2015 and 2016 can be
found in the Excel version of the Appendix available at www.jewishdatabank.org
starting in March 2017. Some of the more significant changes include:

California Based on a new Informant Estimate, the Jewish population of San
Bernardino-Fontana was decreased by 67 % from 3000 to 1000. Likewise, the
Jewish population of San Luis Obispo was decreased by 50 %, from 2000 to 1000.

Based on a new Informant Estimate, the Jewish population of Santa Barbara
increased by 21 %, from 7000 to 8500.

Louisiana Based on a new Informant Estimate, the Jewish population of New
Orleans increased by 41 %, from 7800 to 11,000. This increased is based upon a sig-
nificant increase in the number of households on the Jewish Federation mailing list.

New Jersey The estimate of the number of Jews in Lakewood, based on an
Informant Estimate with access to US Census data, increased by 38 %, from 54,000
to 74,500. Based on a new Informant Estimate, the Jewish population of other parts
of Ocean County was increased by 21 %, from 7000 to 8500.

Pennsylvania The previous estimate for Harrisburg was based on a 1994 RDD
study. Based on an Informant Estimate, the Jewish population of Harrisburg
decreased by 30 %, from 7100 to 5000.

Texas Based on a new Informant Estimate, the Jewish population of Austin
increased by 11 %, from 18,000 to 20,000.

15.3 National, State, Regional, and Urban Area Totals

This Section examines population estimates for the country as a whole, each state, the
four US Census Regions, the nine US Census Divisions, the 21 largest US Metropolitan
Statistical Areas (MSAs), the 20 largest US Combined Statistical Areas (CSAs), and
the 51 Jewish Federation service areas with 20,000 or more Jews.
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National Level

More than a century ago, in the second volume of the American Jewish Year Book,
the editor observed the following in regard to the American Jewish population:

As the census of the United States has, in accordance with the spirit of American institu-
tions, taken no heed of the religious convictions of American citizens, whether native-born
or naturalized, all statements concerning the number of Jews living in this country are based
on estimates, though several of the estimates have been most conscientiously made. (Adler
1900, p. 623)

Below is a time line showing changes in the American Jewish population based
on a variety of historic estimates. Two of them are based on government sources.
The first entry of 23 persons for 1654 is derived from court records when a boat load
of Jewish refugees arrived in New Amsterdam (renamed New York in 1664). They
came to the Dutch colony from Recife, Brazil, when it was ceded by the Dutch to
the Portuguese. The 1957 entry of 5,255,000 Jews is derived from the one time that
the US Census Bureau asked a religion question on a sample survey. All estimates
for the time line from 1970 to the present are based on sample surveys, or, as in the
current estimate reported in this chapter, an aggregate of local Jewish community
sample surveys, estimates derived from the Internet and/or Informants, and to a
very limited extent, the US Census.
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*American Jewish Historical Society, **American Jewish Year Book, ***National Jewish
Population Survey

Estimates of American Jews from 2000-2002

Three estimates of the US Jewish population are available from the beginning of the
twenty-first century:

1. National Jewish Population Survey (NJPS 2000-01): 5,200,000 (Kotler-
Berkowitz et al. 2003) (www.jewishfederations.org/njps)

2. American Jewish Identity Survey (AJIS 2001): 5,340,000 (Mayer, Kosmin, and
Keysar 2001) (www.jewishdatabank.org)

3. Survey of Heritage and Religious Identification (HARI 2001-02): 6,000,000
(Groeneman and Tobin 2004) (www.jewishdatabank.org)


http://www.jewishfederations.org/njps
http://www.jewishdatabank.org/
http://www.jewishdatabank.org/
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Estimates of American Jews from 2013-2016

As stated above, estimating the number of American Jews is dependent upon the
definition of who is Jewish. Nevertheless, it is interesting that three different meth-
odologies have recently produced estimates of the number of American Jews and all
three are in general agreement:

1. AJYB 2016: Based on a simple summation of local Jewish community estimates
in the Appendix, the estimated size of the American Jewish community in 2016
is 6.856 million Jews, an increase of about 26,000 from the 2015 estimate.
Allowing for some double counting (see below), the American Jewish Year Book
estimate is 6.7-6.8 million. This estimate is based on the aggregation of local
estimates of more than 900 American Jewish communities and parts thereof. The
bulk of the estimate is based on studies conducted over the past decade.

The 6.856 million is about 1.6 million more than the Jewish population estimate
reported by United Jewish Communities (now The Jewish Federations of North
America) in its 2000-2001 National Jewish Population Survey (NJPS 2000-2001)
(Kotler-Berkowitz et al. 2003). These differences are discussed in Sheskin and
Dashefsky (2006), Sheskin (2008), and DellaPergola (2013a).

For reasons discussed in Sheskin and Dashefsky (2006), it is unlikely that the
number of American Jews really is as high as 6.856 million. Rather, we maintain
that the actual number of Jews is more likely between 6.7 million and 6.8 million.
Some percentage of part-year households (households who spend part of the year in
one community and part in another), college students (who may be counted in both
their home and school communities), and households who moved from one com-
munity to another between local Jewish community studies are likely to be double-
counted in the Appendix.

2. Pew 2013: The Pew Research Center estimate (www.pewresearch.com) is
6.7 million. This includes 5.7 million persons who are Jewish and one million
who are partly Jewish. This estimate is based on a national RDD study conducted
in 2013 (Pew Research Center 2013). However, with the advent of a high percent-
age of households who rely solely on cell phones, the lower response rates on cell
phones, and the increasing tendency of households with landlines to only answer
calls from known phone numbers, conducting RDD surveys has become increas-
ingly challenging and response rates on this and other surveys reflect this.

3. SSRI 2014: The Steinhardt Social Research Institute (SSRI) Brandeis Meta-
Analysis estimate of 7.1 million is based on an “averaging” of the percentage of
Jews found in tens of national studies conducted over the past decade that hap-
pened to ask a question about religion (Tighe et al. 2014) http://ajpp.brandeis.
edu/index.php. Note that DellaPergola (2013b) takes serious issue, among other
things, with: (a) the fact that the SSRI estimates are based on adults only; (b)
SSRI’s methodology for estimating the number of children; and (c) SSRI’s
method for extrapolating the number of Jews “not by religion” from surveys that
only estimate adult Jews by religion. See Chap. 17 in this volume for further
elucidation of this issue.


http://www.pewresearch.com/
http://ajpp.brandeis.edu/index.php
http://ajpp.brandeis.edu/index.php
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-46122-9_17
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Thus, we have three recent estimates of the number of American Jews, all using
different methodologies, each with their own significant shortcomings. Yet, all three
methods yield relatively comparable estimates.

A different estimate of the American Jewish population (5.7 million) is employed
in Chap. 17 of this volume on World Jewish Population. In that chapter, Sergio
DellaPergola relies on the Pew Research Center estimate, but, to be comparable
with definitions accepted and used in other countries, and to keep to a consistent
concept of “core Jewish” population worldwide, he does not include the one million
persons who identify as “partly Jewish” (who are included in the American Jewish
Year Book, Pew, and SSRI totals).

State Level

The first data column of Table 15.1 shows the number of Jews in each state. Eight
states have a Jewish population of 200,000 or more: New York (1,760,000);
California (1,231,000); Florida (655,000); New Jersey (545,000); Illinois (298,000);
Pennsylvania (291,000); Massachusetts (275,000); and Maryland (238,000).

The third column of Table 15.1 shows the percentage of the population in each
state that is Jewish. Overall, about 2.1 % of Americans are Jewish, but the percent-
age is 4% or higher in New York (8.9%), New Jersey (6.1 %), the District of
Columbia (4.2 %), Massachusetts (4.0 %), and Maryland (4.0 %).

The final column of Table 15.1 shows the percentage of the total US Jewish
population that each state represents. The four states with the largest shares of the
Jewish population — New York (26 %), California (18 %), Florida (10 %), and New
Jersey (8 %) — account for 61 % of the 6.856 million American Jews reported in
Table 15.1. These four states account for only 27 % of the total American popula-
tion. The Jewish population, then, is very geographically concentrated, particularly
compared to the total population. In fact, using a measure known as the index of
dissimilarity or the segregation index (Burt et al. 2009, pp. 127-129), 39 % of Jews
would have to change their state of residence for Jews to be geographically distrib-
uted among the states in the same proportions as the total population. The same
measure for 1971 was 44 %, indicating that Jews are less geographically concen-
trated in 2016 than they were in 1971. In 1971, the four states with the largest
Jewish populations — New York (42 %), California (12 %), Pennsylvania (8 %), and
New Jersey (7 %) — accounted for 68 % of the 6.060 million American Jews.

Census Regions and Divisions

Table 15.2 shows that, on a regional basis, the Jewish population also is distributed
very differently from the American population as a whole. Map 15.1 shows the defi-
nitions of the Census Regions and Census Divisions.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-46122-9_17
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Table 15.1 Jewish population in the United States by State, 2016

% of total US
Number of Percentage Jewish
State Jews Total population® Jewish (%) population (%)
Alabama 9425 4,858,979 0.2 0.1
Alaska 5750 738,432 0.8 0.1
Arizona 106,225 6,828,065 1.6 1.5
Arkansas 2225 2,978,204 0.1 0.0
California 1,230,540 39,144,818 3.1 17.9
Colorado 102,600 5,456,574 1.9 1.5
Connecticut 117,850 3,590,886 3.3 1.7
Delaware 15,100 945,934 1.6 0.2
District of Columbia 28,000 672,228 4.2 0.4
Florida® 654,860 20,271,272 32 9.6
Georgia 128,420 10,214,860 1.3 1.9
Hawaii 7100 1,431,603 0.5 0.1
Idaho 2125 1,654,930 0.1 0.0
Illinois 298,035 12,859,995 2.3 4.3
Indiana 17,020 6,619,680 0.3 0.2
Towa 6170 3,123,899 0.2 0.1
Kansas 17,425 2.911,641 0.6 0.3
Kentucky 11,300 4,425,092 0.3 0.2
Louisiana 13,875 4,670,724 0.3 0.2
Maine 13,890 1,329,328 1.0 0.2
Maryland 238,200 6,006,401 4.0 35
Massachusetts 274,680 6,794,422 4.0 4.0
Michigan 83,155 9,922,576 0.8 1.2
Minnesota 45,750 5,489,594 0.8 0.7
Mississippi 1525 2,992,333 0.1 0.0
Missouri 64,275 6,083,672 1.1 0.9
Montana 1450 1,032,949 0.1 0.0
Nebraska 6150 1,896,190 0.3 0.1
Nevada 76,300 2,890,845 2.6 1.1
New Hampshire 10,120 1,330,608 0.8 0.1
New Jersey 545,450 8,958,013 6.1 8.0
New Mexico 12,625 2,085,109 0.6 0.2
New York 1,759,570 19,795,791 8.9 25.7
North Carolina 35,435 10,042,802 0.4 0.5
North Dakota 400 756,927 0.1 0.0
Ohio 147,715 11,613,423 1.3 22
Oklahoma 4625 3,911,338 0.1 0.1
Oregon 40,650 4,028,977 1.0 0.6
Pennsylvania 291,140 12,802,503 2.3 4.2
Rhode Island 18,750 1,056,298 1.8 0.3
South Carolina 13,820 4,896,146 0.3 0.2
South Dakota 250 858,469 0.0 0.0

(continued)
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Table 15.1 (continued)
% of total US
Number of Percentage Jewish
State Jews Total population® Jewish (%) population (%)
Tennessee 19,800 6,600,299 0.3 0.3
Texas 160,505 27,469,114 0.6 2.3
Utah 5650 2,995,919 0.2 0.1
Vermont 5985 626,042 1.0 0.1
Virginia 95,695 8,382,993 1.1 1.4
Washington 72,185 7,170,351 1.0 1.1
West Virginia 2310 1,844,128 0.1 0.0
Wisconsin 33,055 5,771,337 0.6 0.5
Wyoming 1150 586,107 0.2 0.0
Total 6,856,304 321,418,820 2.1 100.0

Note that the total number of American Jews is probably about 6.7-6.8 million due to some

double-counting between states (Sheskin and Dashefsky 2006)

3Source: www.census.gov (July 1, 2015 estimates)
"Excludes 74,875 Jews who live in Florida for 3-7 months of the year and are counted in their
primary state of residence

Table 15.2 Jewish population in the United States by Census Region and Census Division, 2016

Jewish population Total population

Census region/ Percentage Percentage
Division Number distribution (%) Number® distribution (%)
Northeast 3,037,435 44.3 56,283,891 17.5
Middle Atlantic 2,596,160 37.9 41,556,307 12.9
New England 441,275 6.4 14,727,584 4.6
Midwest 719,400 10.5 67,907,403 21.1

East North Central 578,980 8.4 46,787,011 14.6
West North Central 140,420 2.0 21,120,392 6.6
South 1,435,120 20.9 121,182,847 37.7

East South Central 42,050 0.6 18,876,703 5.9
South Atlantic 1,211,840 17.7 63,276,764 19.7
West South Central 181,230 2.6 39,029,380 12.1
West 1,664,350 24.3 76,044,679 23.7
Mountain 308,125 4.5 23,530,498 7.3
Pacific 1,356,225 19.8 52,514,181 16.3
Total 6,856,305 100.0 321,418,820 100.0

Note that the total number of American Jews is probably about 6.7-6.8 million due to some

double-counting between states (Sheskin and Dashefsky 2006)

aSource: www.census.gov (July 1, 2015 estimates)


http://www.census.gov/
http://www.census.gov/
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Map 15.1 US Census regions and divisions

While only 18 % of all Americans live in the Northeast, 44 % of Jews live there.
While 21 % of all Americans live in the Midwest, only 10 % of Jews do. While 38 %
of all Americans live in the South, only 21 % of Jews do. Approximately equal per-
centages of all Americans and Jews live in the West (24 %).

Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs)
and Combined Statistical Areas (CSAs)

Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) are geographic entities delineated by the US
Office of Management and Budget (OMB) for use by Federal statistical agencies in
collecting, tabulating, and publishing Federal statistics. Each MSA has a core urban
area with a population of at least 50,000. Each MSA consists of one or more coun-
ties and includes the counties containing the core urban area, as well as any adjacent
counties that have a high degree of social and economic integration (as measured by
commuting to work) with the urban core.

Combined Statistical Areas (CSAs) consist of two or more adjacent MSAs or
micropolitan areas (essentially MSAs where the major city is between 10,000—
50,000 population), that have substantial employment interchange. Thus, CSAs are
always wider areas than MSAs.

Table 15.3 shows the total population (for 2015) and the Jewish population of the
21 largest MSAs in 2015. The Jewish population estimates in Table 15.3 were com-
piled from the data in the Appendix.
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Table 15.3 Jewish population in the top 21 Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) in the United
States, 2016

MSA Population

rank MSA Name Total* Jewish % Jewish

1 New York-Newark-Jersey City, 20,182,305 2,140,300 10.6 %
NY-NJ-PA

2 Los Angeles-Long Beach-Anaheim, 13,340,068 617,480 4.6 %
CA

3 Chicago-Naperville-Elgin, IL-IN-WI 9,551,031 294,280 3.1%
Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington, TX 7,102,796 75,005 1.1%

5 Houston-The Woodlands-Sugar Land, 6,656,947 45,640 0.7%
X

6 Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, 6,069,875 292,350 4.8%
PA-NJ-DE-MD

7 ‘Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, 6,097,684 217,390 3.6%
DC-VA-MD-WV

8 Miami-Fort Lauderdale-W Palm 6,012,331 565,025 9.4 %
Beach, FL

9 Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Roswell, GA 5,710,795 119,800 2.1%

10 Boston-Cambridge-Newton, MA-NH 4,774,321 238,560 5.0%

11 San Francisco-Oakland-Hayward, CA 4,656,132 295,850 6.4 %

12 Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale, AZ 4,574,531 82,900 1.8%

13 Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario, CA 4,489,159 23,625 0.5%

14 Detroit-Warren-Livonia, MI 4,302,043 67,000 1.6%

15 Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue, WA 3,733,580 61,100 1.6 %

16 Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington, 3,524,583 44,500 1.3%
MN-WI

17 San Diego-Carlsbad, CA 3,299,521 100,000 3.0%

18 Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, FLL 2,975,225 58,350 2.0%

19 Denver Aurora-Lakewood, CO 2,814,330 95,000 3.4%

20 St. Louis, MO-IL 2,811,588 61,300 2.2%

21 Baltimore-Columbia-Towson, MD 2,797,407 115,400 4.1%

Total Population in Top 21 MSAs 125,658,252 5,533,780 4.4 %

Total US Population 321,418,820 6,856,305 2.1%

Percentage of Population in Top 21 MSAs 39.1% 80.7 %

Notes: (1) See www.census.gov/population/metro/files/lists/2009/Listl.txt or the List of
Metropolitan Statistical Areas article in Wikipedia for a list of the counties included in each MSA;
(2) Total Jewish population of 5,533,780 excludes 77,075 part-year residents who are included in
MSAs 8, 13, and 18; (3) The total number of American Jews is probably about 6.7-6.8 million due
to some double-counting between states (Sheskin and Dashefsky 2006)

*Source: www.census.gov (July 1, 2015 estimates)

Thirty-nine percent of all Americans live in the 21 largest MSAs, as do 81 % of
American Jews, and while Jews are only 2.1 % of all Americans, they constitute
4.4 % of the population of the top 21 MSAs.


http://www.census.gov/population/metro/files/lists/2009/List1.txt
http://www.census.gov/
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The New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island, NY-NJ-PA MSA and Miami-Fort
Lauderdale-West Palm Beach, FL MSAs are 10.6% and 9.4 % Jewish, respectfully,
while the Los Angeles-Long Beach-Anaheim, CA, Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington,
PA-NJ-DE-MD, Boston-Cambridge-Newton, MA-NH, and San Francisco-Oakland-
Hayward, CA MSAs are all 4.6-6.4 % Jewish.

Table 15.4 shows the total population (for 2015) and the Jewish population of the
20 largest CSAs in 2016. The Jewish population estimates in Table 15.4 were com-
piled from the data in the Appendix.

Forty-six percent of all Americans live in the 20 largest CSAs, as do 84 % of
American Jews, and while Jews are only 2.1 % of all Americans, they constitute
3.9 % of the population of the top 20 CSAs.

The New York-Newark, NY-NJ-CT-PA CSA Is 9.5 % Jewish, while the Miami-
Fort Lauderdale-Port St. Lucie, FL. CSA is 7.6 % Jewish. The Boston-Worcester-
Providence,MA-RI-NH-CT,Washington-Baltimore-Arlington, DC-MD-VA-WV-PA,
Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA, Philadelphia-Reading-Camden, PA-NJ-DE-MD, and
San Jose-San Francisco-Oakland, CA CSAs are all 3.4-—4.4 % Jewish.

Note that, with some exceptions, the Jewish populations shown in Tables 15.3
and 15.4 are not presented in the same manner as in the Appendix or in Table 15.5.
The major communities listed in the Appendix are generally based on Jewish
Federation service areas, while Tables 15.3 and 15.4 show the population for each
MSA and CSA. Thus, for example, the Appendix shows the Jewish population of
Baltimore to be 93,400, while Table 15.3 shows a Jewish population of 115,400,
because the Baltimore-Columbia-Towson, MD MSA covers a larger geographic
area than the service area of The Associated: Jewish Community Federation of
Baltimore. Table 15.4 shows that the Jewish population of the Washington-
Baltimore-Arlington CSA is 333,520.

Jewish Federation Service Areas

Among American Jewish communities, more than 140 are served by organizations
known as Jewish Federations. The Jewish Federations of North America is the cen-
tral coordinating body for the local Jewish Federations.

A Jewish Federation is a central fundraising and coordinating body for the area
it serves. It provides funds for various Jewish social service agencies, volunteer
programs, educational bodies, and related organizations, with allocations being
made to the various beneficiary agencies by a planning or allocation committee. A
local Jewish Federation’s broad purposes are to provide “human services (generally,
but not exclusively, to the local Jewish community) and to fund programs designed
to build commitment to the Jewish people locally, in Israel, and throughout the
world.” In recent years, funding programs to assure Jewish continuity has become a
major focus of Jewish Federation efforts.
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Table 15.4 Jewish population in the Top 20 Combined Statistical Areas (CSAs) in the United
States, 2016

CSA Population

Rank CSA Name Total? Jewish % Jewish

1 New York-Newark, NY-NJ-CT-PA 23,723,696 2,257,700 9.5%

2 Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA 18,679,763 685,575 3.7 %

3 Chicago-Naperville, IL-IN-WI 9,923,358 294,685 3.0%

4 Washington-Baltimore-Arlington, 9,625,360 333,520 3.5%
DC-MD-VA-WV-PA

5 San Jose-San Francisco-Oakland, CA 8,713,914 376,450 4.3%

6 Boston-Worcester-Providence, 8,152,573 279,463 34%
MA-RI-NH-CT

7 Dallas-Fort Worth, TX-OK 7,504,362 75,065 1.0%

8 Philadelphia-Reading-Camden, 7,183,479 308,990 4.3 %
PA-NJ-DE-MD

9 Houston-The Woodlands, TX 6,855,069 45,767 0.7 %

10 Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Port-St. Lucie, 6,654,565 506,210 7.6 %
FL

11 Atlanta-Athens-Clarke County-Sandy 6,365,108 120,575 1.9%
Springs, GA

12 Detroit-Warren-Ann Arbor, MI 5,319,913 76,500 1.4%

13 Seattle-Tacoma, WA 4,602,591 66,460 1.4%

14 Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN-WI 3,866,768 44,500 1.2%

15 Cleveland-Akron-Canton, OH 3,493,596 85,653 2.5%

16 Denver-Aurora, CO 3,418,876 95,495 2.8%

17 Portland-Vancouver, Salem, OR-WA 3,129,308 34,600 1.1%

18 Orlando-Deltona-Daytona Beach, FL 3,110,906 37,900 1.2%

19 St. Louis-St. Charles-Farmington, 2,916,447 61,300 2.1%
MO-IL

20 Pittsburgh-New Castle-Weirton, 2,648,605 43,130 1.6%
PA-OH-WV

Total Population in Top 20 CSAs 145,888,256 5,761,662 3.9%

Total US Population 318,418,820 6,856,305 2.2%

Percentage of Population in Top 20 CSAs 45.8% 84.0 %

Notes: (1) See https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/bulletins/2013/b13-01.pdf for
a list of the MSAs and micropolitan areas included in each CSA; (2) Total Jewish population of
5,742,527 excludes 67,875 part-year residents who are included in CSAs 10 and 18; (3) The total
number of American Jews is probably about 6.7-6.8 million due to some double-counting between
states (Sheskin and Dashefsky 2006)

2Source: www.census.gov (July 1, 2015 estimates)

Most planning in the American Jewish community is done either nationally (by
The Jewish Federations of North America and other national organizations) or
locally by Jewish Federations. Population data for local Jewish Federation service
areas is essential to the American Jewish community and to the planning done both
locally and nationally (Sheskin 2009, 2013).


https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/bulletins/2013/b13-01.pdf
http://www.census.gov/
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Table 15.5 Jewish
Population of Jewish
Federation Service Areas
with 20,000 or More Jews,
2016

I.M. Sheskin and A. Dashefsky

Number of
Community Jews
1 New York 1,538,000
2 Los Angeles 519,200
3 Chicago 291,800
4 Boston 229,100
5 San Francisco 227,800
6 Washington 215,600
7 Philadelphia 214,600
8 Broward County 170,700
9 Atlanta 119,800
10 Northern NJ 119,400
11 Miami 119,000
12 Middlesex-Monmouth NJ 116,000
13 MetroWest NJ 115,000
14 South Palm Beach 107,500
15 ‘West Palm Beach 101,350
16 East Bay (Oakland) 100,750
17 San Diego 100,000
18 Denver 95,000
19 Baltimore 93,400
20 Rockland County (NY) 91,100
21 Ocean County (NJ) 83,000
22 Phoenix 82,900
23 Cleveland 80,800
24 Orange County (CA) 80,000
25 Las Vegas 72,300
26 Dallas 70,000
27 Detroit 67,000
28 Seattle 63,400
29 San Jose 63,000
30 St. Louis 61,100
31 Southern NJ 56,700
32 Houston 45,000
33 Pittsburgh 42,200
34 Portland (OR) 36,400
35 Orange County (NY) 34,000
36 St. Petersburg 33,400
37 Hartford 32,800
38 Orlando 30,600
39 San Gabriel (CA) 30,000
40 Minneapolis 29,300
41 Cincinnati 27,000
42 Milwaukee 25,800

(continued)
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Table 15.5 (continued) Number of

Community Jews

43 Columbus 25,500

44 Eastern Fairfield County 24,450
(CT)

45 Long Beach (CA) 23,750

46 New Haven 23,000

47 Tampa 23,000

48 Tucson 21,400

49 Sacramento 21,000

50 Austin 20,000

51 Somerset (NJ) 20,000

Includes only full-year population in Florida commu-
nities, Monmouth County, and Tucson. See the
Appendix for the year of each estimate

The geographic extent of the areas served by local Jewish Federations is a result
of historical forces and the geographic distribution of the Jewish population. History
has produced service areas that vary significantly in size and population. UJA-
Federation of New York serves an 8-county area with 1,538,000 Jews, while three
Jewish Federations serve parts of Fairfield County in Connecticut which has about
50,000 Jews.

The Jewish Federation service areas rarely align themselves geographically with
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) or Combined Statistical Areas (CSAs) as
defined by the US Census Bureau. Thus, the estimates in Table 15.5 are often quite
different from those found in Tables 15.3 and 15.4. The Jewish Federation service
areas are generally smaller than the geographic areas of the MSAs.

Table 15.5 shows the Jewish population in 2016 of the service areas of all Jewish
Federations with 20,000 or more Jews. The Jewish Federation service areas with
200,000 or more Jews are New York (1,538,000), Los Angeles (519,200), Chicago
(291,800), Boston (229,100), San Francisco (227,800), Washington (215,600), and
Philadelphia (214,600).

15.4 Changes in the Size of the Jewish Population,
1971-2016

This part shows the changing geographic distribution of the Jewish population from
1971 to 2016. In examining the maps, note that the dot symbols are randomly placed
within each state (Maps 15.2, 15.3 and 15.4).
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National Level Changes

Overall, the data reveal an increase of 770,200 (13.1%) Jews from 1971-2016.
During the 1971-2014 period, the number of non-Hispanic whites increased by
17.6 %. Had the Jewish population increased at this same rate, the 6,060,000 Jews
in 1971 would have increased to 7,130,000 in 2016, or about 273,000 more than the
6,856,000 shown in Table 15.6. The smaller than expected increase in Jewish popu-
lation is due to such factors as low birth rates, children in intermarried households
not being raised Jewish, and persons of Jewish ancestry simply “opting out” of
identifying as Jews. Without the significant in-migration of Jews from the Former
Soviet Union during this time period, the number of Jews would be even lower. If
we chose not to accept that very broad definition of a Jew used in the recent
New York study, the increase becomes less.

Note that the total Jewish population for 1971 from the American Jewish Year
Book is 6,059,730. The 1971 National Jewish Population Survey (Massarik and
Chenkin 1973) estimated 5,420,000 American Jews. Thus, the American Jewish
Year Book produced an estimate that was about 12 % higher than the 1971 National
Jewish Population Survey (NJPS 1971). The difference was no doubt due to inac-
curacies in both figures. NJPS 1971 was not a random digit dialing telephone sur-
vey, but a home interview survey that did not fully cover the entire geography of the
US. The American Jewish Year Book data had many fewer local scientific Jewish
community studies upon which to rely.

Table 15.6 Changes in Jewish Population in the United States by State, 1971-2016

Increase/
State 1971° 2016 (Decrease) Percentage Change
Alabama 9140 9425 285 31%
Alaska 300 5750 5450 1816.7 %
Arizona 21,000 106,225 85,225 405.8 %
Arkansas 3030 2225 (805) —26.6 %
California 721,045 1,230,540 509,495 70.7 %
Colorado 26,475 102,600 76,125 287.5%
Connecticut 105,000 117,850 12,850 12.2%
Delaware 9000 15,100 6100 67.8%
District of Columbia 15,000 28,000 13,000 86.7 %
Florida 260,000 654,860 394,860 151.9%
Georgia 25,650 128,420 102,770 400.7 %
Hawaii 1500 7100 5600 373.3%
Idaho 630 2125 1495 237.3%
Illinois 284,285 298,035 13,750 4.8 %

(continued)
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Table 15.6 (continued)

I.M. Sheskin and A. Dashefsky

Increase/
State 1971° 2016 (Decrease) Percentage Change
Indiana 24,275 17,020 (7255) -29.9%
Towa 8610 6170 (2440) -28.3%
Kansas 2100 17,425 15,325 729.8 %
Kentucky 10,745 11,300 555 52%
Louisiana 16,115 13,875 (2240) —-13.9%
Maine 7295 13,890 6595 90.4 %
Maryland 187,110 238,200 51,090 27.3%
Massachusetts 267,440 274,680 7240 2.7%
Michigan 93,530 83,155 (10,375) -11.1%
Minnesota 34,475 45,750 11,275 32.7%
Mississippi 4125 1525 (2600) -63.0%
Missouri 84,325 64,275 (20,050) -238%
Montana 845 1450 605 71.6%
Nebraska 8290 6150 (2140) -25.8%
Nevada 3380 76,300 72,920 2157.4 %
New Hampshire 4000 10,120 6120 153.0%
New Jersey 412,465 545,450 132,985 32.2%
New Mexico 2700 12,625 9925 367.6 %
New York 2,535,870 1,759,570 (776,300) -30.6%
North Carolina 10,165 35,435 25,270 248.6 %
North Dakota 1250 400 (850) —68.0%
Ohio 158,560 147,715 (10,845) —6.8%
Oklahoma 5940 4625 (1315) —-22.1%
Oregon 8785 40,650 31,865 362.7%
Pennsylvania 471,930 291,140 (180,790) —-38.3%
Rhode Island 22,280 18,750 (3530) -15.8%
South Carolina 7815 13,820 6005 76.8 %
South Dakota 760 250 (510) —67.1%
Tennessee 17,415 19,800 2385 13.7%
Texas 67,505 160,505 93,000 137.8%
Utah 1900 5650 3750 197.4 %
Vermont 1855 5985 4130 222.6%
Virginia 41,215 95,695 54,480 132.2%
Washington 15,230 72,185 56,955 374.0 %
West Virginia 4880 2310 (2570) —-52.7%
Wisconsin 32,150 33,055 905 2.8%
Wyoming 345 1150 805 2333%
Total 6,059,730 6,856,304 796,574 13.1%

Note that the total number of American Jews in 2016 is probably about 6.7-6.8 million due to
some double-counting between states (Sheskin and Dashefsky 2006)

*Source: Chenkin (1972, pp. 384-392)
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State Level Changes

At the state level (Table 15.6), the number of Jews in New York decreased by
776,000 (31 %), reflecting primarily the decrease in the New York City area, from
2,536,000 in 1971 to 1,760,000 in 2016. The number of Jews in Pennsylvania
decreased by 181,000 (38 %), reflecting primarily the decrease in Philadelphia,
from 472,000 in 1971 to 291,000 in 2016. Other notable decreases in states with
significant Jewish population include Missouri (20,000, 24 %), Ohio (11,000, 7 %),
Michigan (10,000, 11 %), and Indiana (7000, 30 %).

The most significant percentage decreases not referenced in the preceding para-
graph occurred in North Dakota (68 %), South Dakota (67 %), Mississippi (63 %),
and West Virginia (53 %), all of which have small Jewish populations.

The number of Jews in California increased by 510,000 (71 %), reflecting
increases particularly in San Francisco, Orange County, and San Diego, from
721,000 in 1971 to 1,231,000 in 2016. The number of Jews in Florida increased by
395,000 (152 %), reflecting increases particularly in Broward and Palm Beach
Counties, from 260,000 in 1971 to 655,000 in 2016.* Other significant increases
include New Jersey (133,000, 32 %), especially reflecting migration from New York
City to the suburbs in northern New Jersey; Georgia (103,000, 401 %), reflecting
most notably the growth in Atlanta; Texas (93,000, 138 %), reflecting largely the
growth in Dallas and Houston; Arizona (85,000, 406 %), reflecting particularly the
growth in Phoenix; Colorado (76,000, 288 %), reflecting primarily the growth in
Denver; Nevada (73,000, 2157 %), reflecting especially the growth in Las Vegas;
Washington State (57,000, 374 %), reflecting the growth in Seattle, Virginia (54,000,
132 %), reflecting the growth in the northern Virginia suburbs of Washington, DC;
and Maryland (51,000, 27 %), reflecting the growth in the Montgomery County
suburbs of Washington, DC.

The most significant percentage increases not referenced in the previous para-
graph occurred in Alaska (1817 %), Kansas (730 %), Hawaii (373 %), New Mexico
(368 %), Oregon (363 %), North Carolina (249 %), Wyoming (233 %), and Vermont
(223 %), most of which have relatively small Jewish populations.

Regional Level Changes

Table 15.7 shows that the changes in the geographic distribution of Jews by Census
Region and Census Division from 1971 to 2016, to some extent, reflect the changing
geographic distribution of Americans in general. The percentage of Jews in the
Northeast decreased from 63 % in 1971 to 44 % in 2016. The 12 % of Jews in the
Midwest remained virtually unchanged during this period. The percentage of Jews

*The number of Jews in Florida in 2016 excludes Jews in part-year households (“snowbirds”). The
historical record does not indicate the portion of the population that was part year in 1971.
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Table 15.7 Changes in Jewish population in the United States by census region and census
division, 1971-2016

1971 2016
Census region/ Number of Percentage Number of Percentage Percent-age
Division Jews distribution Jews distribution change
Northeast 3,828,135 63.2 % 3,037,435 44.3 % (20.7)%
Middle Atlantic 3,420,265 56.4 % 2,596,160 37.9% 24.1)%
New England 407,870 6.7 % 441,275 6.4 % 8.2%
Midwest 732,610 12.1 % 719,400 10.5 % (1.8)%
East North 592,800 9.8% 578,980 8.4% 2.3)%
Central
West North 139,810 2.3% 140,420 2.0% 0.4 %
Central
South 694,850 11.5 % 1,435,120 20.9 % 106.5 %
East South 41,425 0.7 % 42,050 0.6 % 1.5%
Central
South Atlantic 560,835 9.3% 1,211,840 17.7% 116.1 %
West South 92,590 1.5% 181,230 2.6% 95.7%
Central
West 804,135 13.3 % 1,664,350 24.3 % 107.0 %
Mountain 57,275 0.9% 308,125 4.5% 438.0%
Pacific 746,860 12.3% 1,356,225 19.8% 81.6%
Total 6,059,730 100.0 % 6,856,305 100.0 % 13.1 %

Note that the total number of American Jews in 2016 is more likely about 6.7-6.8 million due to
some double-counting between states (Sheskin and Dashefsky 2006)

in the South increased from 12 to 21 %, and the percentage of Jews in the West
increased from 13 to 24 %. In sum, the Jewish population shifted from the Northeast
to the West and the South, with little change in the Midwest.

The final column of Table 15.7 shows that the number of Jews in the Northeast
decreased by 21 % (791,000) from 1971 to 2016 and the number of Jews in the
Midwest decreased by 2 % (13,000), while the number of Jews in the South and the
West each doubled from 1971 t02016. The number of Jews in the South increased
by 740,000 from 1971 t02016, and the number of Jews in the West increased by
860,000.

15.5 Local Jewish Community Studies

Most local Jewish community studies produce information about the size and geo-
graphic distribution of the Jewish population, migration patterns, basic demograph-
ics (e.g., age, marital status, income), religiosity, intermarriage, membership in the
organized Jewish community, Jewish education, familiarity with and perception of
Jewish agencies, social service needs, visits and emotional attachment to Israel,
experience with and perception of anti-Semitism, usage of Jewish and general
media, philanthropy, and other areas of interest.
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Several local Jewish community population studies, based upon random digit
dialing, are currently underway: Broward (FL), Houston (TX), Indianapolis (IN),
Omaha (NE), Pinellas County (FL), and San Francisco Bay Area (CA).

15.6 Comparisons Among Jewish Communities

Since 1993, about 55 American Jewish communities have completed one or more
scientific Jewish community studies. Each year, this chapter presents tables compar-
ing the results of these studies. This year, three tables are presented: (1) the percent-
age of households in which the respondent identifies as Orthodox; (2) the percentage
of single person households; and (3) the percentage of households with children.

Excluded from the tables are results from older community studies (prior to
1993) that are viewed as too dated for current comparisons or where more recent
results are available. For example, studies were completed in Houston in 1986 and
Dallas in 1988, but those results were deemed too dated to include. Studies were
completed in Miami in 1994, 2004, and 2014, but only the results for 2014 are
shown. Comparison tables are available elsewhere that contain the results of Jewish
community studies completed between 1982 and 1999 that are not included in this
chapter (Sheskin 2001).

The comparisons among Jewish communities should be treated with caution,
because the studies span a 22-year period, use different sampling methods, use dif-
ferent questionnaires (Bradburn et al. 2004), and differ in other ways (Sheskin and
Dashefsky 2007, pp. 136-138; Sheskin 2005). Note that many more comparison
tables may be found in Sheskin (2015) and Sheskin (2001).

Orthodox Identification

Table 15.8 shows the percentage of respondents in Jewish households in 57
American Jewish communities who consider themselves Orthodox. Jewish identifi-
cation is a self-identification and is not necessarily based on (nor consistent with)
synagogue membership, ideology, or religious practice. In fact, discrepancies
between Jewish identification and practice are sometimes evident. For example,
respondents may identify as Orthodox or Conservative, but report that they do not
keep kosher. Some respondents, because they frequent Chabad, will identify as
Orthodox although they do not completely follow Orthodox religious practices.

The percentage Orthodox ranges from 1 % in Howard County, Atlantic County,
Martin-St. Lucie, and York to 21 % in Baltimore and 20 % in New York. The median
value is 4 % and in all but 8 communities, the percentage is less than 10 %. Except
for Miami and Atlanta, all communities with 10% or higher values are in the
Northeast or Midwest.
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Table 15.8 Orthodox
Identification Community

Comparisons

I.M. Sheskin and A. Dashefsky

Base: Jewish respondents

Community Year %

Baltimore 2010 21%
New York 2011 20 %
Bergen 2001 12%
Miami 2014 11%
Detroit 2005 11%
Cleveland 2011 10 %
Atlanta 2006 10%
Harrisburg 1994 10 %
Monmouth 1997 9%
Chicago 2010 7%
Middlesex 2008 7%
Pittsburgh 2002 7%
St. Louis 2014 6%
Philadelphia 2009 6 %
Rhode Island 2002 6 %
Rochester 1999 6%
Palm Springs 1998 6%
Los Angeles 1997 6%
Buffalo 1995 6%
Wilmington 1995 6%
Columbus 2013 5%
Cincinnati 2008 5%
Seattle 2000 5%
New Haven 2010 4%
Lehigh Valley 2007 4%
San Antonio 2007 4%
Boston® 2005 4%
S Palm Beach 2005 4%
Hartford 2000 4%
Broward 1997 4%
Richmond 1994 4%
East Bay 2011 3%
Las Vegas 2005 3%
San Francisco 2004 3%
San Diego 2003 3%
Phoenix 2002 3%
Tidewater 2001 3%
Essex-Morris 1998 3%
Milwaukee 1996 3%
St. Petersburg 1994 3%
Denver 2007 2%
Portland (ME) 2007 2%
W Palm Beach 2005 2%

(continued)
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Table 15.8 (continued) Base: Jewish respondents

Community Year %o

Minneapolis 2004 2%
St. Paul 2004 2%
Washington 2003 2%
Jacksonville 2002 2%
Tucson 2002 2%
Sarasota 2001 2%
Westport 2000 2%
Charlotte 1997 2%
Orlando 1993 2%
Howard County 2010 1%
Atlantic County 2004 1%
Martin-St. Lucie 1999 1%
York 1999 1%

The percentages in the table do, however, generally under report the percentage
of Jews who are Orthodox, since the percentages in the table are the percentage of
Jewish households who are Orthodox. Because (1) the average Orthodox household
size is much higher than the average household size in non-Orthodox households;
and (2) virtually everyone in Orthodox households is Jewish, while such is not the
case in non-Orthodox households, the percentage of Jews who are Orthodox is
higher than the percentage of Jewish households who are Orthodox. For example, in
New Haven, while the table shows that 4 % of Jewish households are Orthodox, 6 %
of Jews in New Haven are Orthodox. In Miami, while 11 % of Jewish households
are Orthodox, 16 % of Jews are Orthodox.

Many community studies collect information from synagogues that allows for an
examination of synagogue membership over time. What is clear is that the percent-
age of households who attend Orthodox institutions is increasing at a higher rate
than is the percentage of persons who identify as Orthodox.

Single Person Households

Table 15.9 shows that the percentage of households in 54 American Jewish com-
munities containing a single adult living alone varies from 13 % in Howard County
(MD) to 39 % in Philadelphia The median value is 24 %. These percentages com-
pare to 27 % for all American households according to the American Community
Survey (ACS). Most of the communities with high values are either retirement com-
munities, like South Palm Beach and Broward, or large communities, such as
Philadelphia and New York.
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Table 15.9 Single person
households community
comparisons

I.M. Sheskin and A. Dashefsky

Base: Jewish households

Community Year Percentage
Philadelphia 2009 39%
South Palm Beach 2005 35%
Broward 1997 35%
Tucson 2002 33%
Miami 2014 31%
New York 2011 30 %
Las Vegas 2005 29 %
Los Angeles 1997 28 %
Detroit 2005 28 %
Sarasota 2001 27 %
San Francisco 2004 27 %
Tidewater 2001 27 %
St. Paul 2004 27 %
Seattle 2000 26 %
Middlesex 2008 26 %
Milwaukee 1996 26 %
Rhode Island 2002 26 %
‘Washington 2003 26 %
Baltimore 2010 26 %
West Palm Beach 2005 25 %
Jacksonville 2002 25%
Minneapolis 2004 25%
Palm Springs 1998 24 %
St. Petersburg 1994 24 %
Cleveland 2011 24 %
St. Louis 1995 24 %
Richmond 1994 24 %
Atlantic County 2004 23 %
Hartford 2000 23 %
Pittsburgh 2002 23 %
Boston 2005 23 %
Lehigh Valley 2007 22%
San Antonio 2007 22 %
New Haven 2010 22 %
Denver 2007 22 %
Rochester 1999 22 %
York 1999 22 %
Westport 2000 22 %
Phoenix 2002 21 %
Wilmington 1995 21 %
Chicago 2010 20 %
San Diego 2003 20 %

(continued)
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Table 15.9 (continued) Base: Jewish households

Community Year Percentage
Bergen 2001 20 %
Cincinnati 2008 20 %
Harrisburg 1994 20 %
Monmouth 1997 20 %
Charlotte 1997 20 %
Atlanta 2006 18%
Orlando 1993 18 %
Martin-St. Lucie 1999 16 %
Columbus 2001 15%
Portland (ME) 2007 14 %
Howard County 2010 13%
American Community 2010 27 %
Survey (US)

The interest in single person households is that such households, should they
suffer a job loss or a medical issue, for example, will need social services sooner
than households with two or more members.

Households with Children Table 15.10 shows the percentage of households with
children age 0—17 at home for 54 American Jewish communities. The percentage
varies from 9 % in South Palm Beach to 47 % in Buffalo. The median value is 30 %,
The communities below 20 % are all retirement communities. Jewish community
institutions, particularly synagogues and Jewish Community Centers, are often
designed for households with children. Yet in none of the 54 communities studies
do such households constitute the majority of households in the community.

15.7 Atlas of American Jewish Communities

This section presents regional and state maps showing the approximate sizes of each
Jewish community. State maps are presented for the states with the largest Jewish
populations. In a few cases, states with smaller Jewish populations are presented on
the state maps because of proximity. For example, Delaware is presented on the
Maryland map. The Appendix should be used in conjunction with the maps, as it
provides more exact population estimates and more detailed descriptions of the geo-
graphic areas included within each community. Note that in some places, county
names are utilized, and in other cases, town or city names appear. In general, we
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Table 15.10 Households
with children age 0-17 at
home community
comparisons

I.M. Sheskin and A. Dashefsky

Base: Jewish households

Community Year Percentage
Buffalo 1995 47 %
Westport 2000 44 %
Charlotte 1997 42 %
Harrisburg 1994 40 %
St. Paul 2004 40 %
Columbus 2001 40 %
Portland (ME) 2007 39 %
Atlanta 2006 38%
Boston 2005 38 %
Richmond 1994 37 %
York 1999 37 %
Wilmington 1995 36 %
Bergen 2001 36 %
Orlando 1993 35%
Minneapolis 2004 35%
East Bay 2011 35%
Monmouth 1997 33%
Tidewater 2001 33%
Seattle 2000 33%
Rochester 1999 32%
Baltimore 2010 32%
Howard County 2010 31%
Denver 2007 31%
Washington 2003 31%
Chicago 2010 31%
Hartford 2000 30 %
Detroit 2005 30 %
Milwaukee 1996 30 %
Pittsburgh 2002 30 %
San Diego 2003 30 %
Cincinnati 2008 29 %
San Francisco 2004 29 %
Jacksonville 2002 28 %
Cleveland 2011 28 %
Rhode Island 2002 27 %
St. Louis 1995 27 %
San Antonio 2007 27 %
Los Angeles 1997 27 %
New Haven 2010 26 %
St. Petersburg 1994 25 %
Lehigh Valley 2007 25%
Phoenix 2002 25 %
New York 2011 25 %

(continued)
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Table 15.10 (continued) Base: Jewish households

Community Year Percentage
Miami 2014 23 %
Philadelphia 2009 22 %
Middlesex 2008 21 %
Tucson 2002 20 %
Atlantic County 2004 19 %
Broward 1997 16 %
Las Vegas 2005 16 %
Martin-St. Lucie 1999 15 %
Sarasota 2001 12%
West Palm Beach 2005 10%
South Palm Beach 2005 9%
ACS (US) 2012 30 %

have tried to use the names that reflect the manner in which the local Jewish com-
munity identifies itself. In some cases, because of spacing issues on the maps, we
have deviated from this rule.

The rankings of the population sizes of the communities within the US are from
Table 15.5, which is based on the Jewish populations of Jewish Federation service
areas.

Map 15.5 shows the percentage of Jews by county (Comenetz 2011). As expected,
the percentages are highest in the Northeast, California, and Florida. Note that in
some cases, particularly in the West, where counties are generally larger, it may
seem that the Jewish population is spread over larger areas of a state than is actually
the case. For example, San Bernardino County (CA), the largest county in area in
the US, covers 20,105 mile? and is larger than nine US states. Almost all Jews in this
county live in the southwestern section of the county, but on the map a very large
area is shaded.

Large areas of the country have virtually no Jewish population. Rural, agrarian
areas, in particular, are often devoid of any Jewish population. In Europe, from
which most American Jews can trace their ancestry, Jews often did not become
farmers, because (1) during many eras and in many geographic locations, Jews were
not allowed to own land; and (2) as a people who often felt that they could be
expelled at any time, Jews did not tend to invest in real estate, which clearly could
not be taken with them if they were expelled. Thus, when Jews came to the US, they
tended to settle in urban areas. This is still evident.
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New England (Maps 15.6 and 15.7)

Connecticut (Map 15.6) The estimates for Hartford (32,800 Jews), New Haven
(23,000), and Eastern Fairfield® (24,450) are based on 2000, 2010, and 2000 RDD
studies, respectively. Hartford is the largest Jewish community in Connecticut,
accounts for 28 % of the Jews in Connecticut, and is the 37th largest American
Jewish community. New Haven is the 46th largest American Jewish community.

The estimate for Western Connecticut (8000) is based on a 2010 DJN study. All
other estimates are Informant/Internet Estimates.

Maine (Map 15.7) Based on a 2007 RDD study, 8350 Jews live in Southern Maine
(Portland). The estimates for Oxford County (South Paris) (750 Jews), Androscoggin
County (Lewiston-Auburn) (600), and Sagadahoc (Bath) (400) are DIN estimates.
All other estimates are Informant/Internet Estimates.

Massachusetts (Map 15.6) Based on a 2005 RDD study, 229,100 Jews live in
Boston. Boston is the largest Jewish community in Massachusetts, accounts for
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>Only the Westport, Weston, Wilton, Norwalk areas of the Eastern Fairfield community were
included in the survey in 2000.
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Map 15.7 Jewish communities of Northern New England

83% of the Jews in Massachusetts, and is the 4th largest American Jewish
community.

The estimate for Worcester (9000 Jews) is based on a 2014 Informant update of
a 1986 RDD study. An estimate of 7050 Jews (including part-year residents) for the
Berkshires (2008) is based on a scientific study using a different methodology (nei-
ther RDD nor DJN). Attleboro, based on a 2002 DJN estimate, has 800 Jews. All
other estimates are Informant/Internet Estimates.

New Hampshire (Map 15.7) Manchester (4000 Jews) is the largest Jewish com-

munity in New Hampshire. Most of the estimates are Informant/Internet Estimates.

Rhode Island (Map 15.6) The estimate of 18,750 Jews in the state is based on a
2002 RDD study of the entire state.

Vermont (Map 15.7) Burlington (3200 Jews) is the largest Jewish community in
Vermont. All estimates are Informant/Internet Estimates.
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Middle Atlantic (Maps 15.8, 15.9 and 15.10)

New Jersey (Map 15.8) The most significant Jewish populations are in Bergen
County, Monmouth County, Ocean County, Southern New Jersey, Middlesex
County, and Essex County. Part-year residents live in a community for 3—7 months
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Based, in part, on a 2001 RDD study updated by a 2016 Informant/Internet
Estimate, 119,400 Jews live in the service area of the Jewish Federation of Northern
New Jersey, including 100,000 in Bergen County, 8000 in northern Passaic County,
and 11,400 in Hudson County. Northern New Jersey is the largest Jewish commu-
nity in New Jersey, accounts for 22 % of the Jews in New Jersey, and is the 10th
largest American Jewish community

Based, in part, on a 1997 RDD study in Monmouth and a 2008 RDD study in
Middlesex, the now merged Jewish community, called the Jewish Federation in the
Heart of New Jersey (Middlesex-Monmouth), contains 116,000 Jews, including
70,000 Jews in Monmouth (including 7000 part-year residents) and 52,000 Jews in
Middlesex County. Middlesex-Monmouth is the second largest Jewish community
in New Jersey, accounts for 21 % of the Jews in New Jersey, and is the 12th largest
American Jewish community.

Based, in part, on a 1998 RDD study, updated with a 2012 DJN study, 115,000
Jews live in the service area of the Jewish Federation of Greater MetroWest NJ,
including 48,200 in Essex County, 30,300 in Morris County, 24,400 in Union
County, 7400 in northern Somerset County, and 4700 in Sussex County. Greater
MetroWest is the third largest Jewish community in New Jersey, accounts for 21 %
of the Jews in New Jersey, and is the 13th largest American Jewish community.

The estimate for Ocean County (83,000 Jews) is based on an Informant/Internet
Estimate that is derived, in part, from a count of a mailing list said to be a complete
listing of the ultra-Orthodox community in the Lakewood area. Ocean County is the
21st largest American Jewish community.

Other communities with RDD studies in New Jersey include Southern New
Jersey (2013) (56,700), and Atlantic and Cape May Counties (2004) (20,400,
including 8200 part-year residents). The 1991 Southern New Jersey (Cherry Hill)
study was updated with a 2013 scientific study using a different methodology (nei-
ther RDD nor DJN). Southern New Jersey is the 31st largest American Jewish
community.

A 2012 DJN study estimates 20,000 Jews for the service area of the Jewish
Federation of Somerset, Hunterdon & Warren Counties, including 11,600 Jews in
southern Somerset County, 6000 in Hunterdon County, and 2400 in Warren County.
Somerset, Hunterdon & Warren Counties is the 51st largest American Jewish
community.

All other estimates are Informant/Internet Estimates, including southern Passaic
County (12,000) and Trenton (6000).

New York (Map 15.9) Based on a 2011 RDD study, 1,538,000 Jews live in the
UJA-Federation of New York service area, including 561,100 in Brooklyn,
239,700 in Manhattan, 229,900 in Nassau County, 197,800 in Queens, 136,200 in
Westchester County, 85,700 in Suffolk County, 53,900 in The Bronx, and 33,900 in
Staten Island. New York is the largest Jewish community in New York State,
accounts for 88 % of the Jews in New York State, and is the largest American Jewish
community.
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The 91,100 estimate for Rockland County is based primarily on an Informant/
Internet Estimate. Rockland County is the 20th largest American Jewish commu-
nity. The 34,000 estimate for Orange County includes an estimate of 22,000 for
Kiryas Joel based on the US Census. Orange County is the 35th largest American
Jewish community.

The five most significant Jewish communities in upstate New York are Rochester
(19,900 Jews), Buffalo (12,050), Albany (12,000), Dutchess County (10,000), and
Syracuse (9000). The estimate for Rochester is based on a 1999 RDD study, updated
using a different methodology (neither RDD nor DJN). The estimate for Buffalo is
based on a study using a different methodology (neither RDD nor DIN).

Putnam County (3900) is based on a study using a different methodology (nei-
ther RDD nor DJN). All other estimates are Informant/Internet Estimates.

Pennsylvania (Map 15.10) Based on a 2009 RDD study, 214,600 Jews live in the
service area of the Jewish Federation of Greater Philadelphia, including 66,800 in
the City of Philadelphia, 64,500 in Montgomery County, 41,400 in Bucks County,
21,000 in Delaware County, and 20,900 in Chester County. Philadelphia is the
largest Jewish community in Pennsylvania, accounts for 74 % of the Jews in
Pennsylvania, and is the 7th largest American Jewish community.

The estimate of 42,200 Jews for Pittsburgh is based on a 2002 RDD study.
Pittsburgh is the 33rd largest American Jewish community.

Other Jewish communities with RDD studies in Pennsylvania include Lehigh
Valley (Allentown, Bethlehem, and Easton) (2007) (8050 Jews), Harrisburg (2016)
(5000), and York (1999) (1800). The 2007 estimates of Jews for Monroe County
(2300) and Carbon County (600) are based on DJN studies. The estimate of 1800
Jews for Wilkes-Barre is based on a 2014 Informant update of a 2005 scientific
study using a different methodology (neither RDD nor DIN). All other estimates are
Informant/Internet Estimates.

Midwest (Maps 15.11, 15.12, 15.13 and 15.14)

Illinois (Map 15.11) Based on a 2011 RDD study, Chicago (291,800 Jews) is the
largest Jewish community in Illinois, accounts for 98 % of the Jews in Illinois, and
is the 3rd largest American Jewish community.

The only other scientific estimate is for Quad Cities (750, of which 300 live in
Illinois), which is based on a 1990 scientific study using a different methodology
(neither RDD nor DJIN). All other estimates are Informant/Internet Estimates.

Indiana (Map 15.11) Indianapolis (10,000 Jews) is the largest Jewish community
in Indiana and accounts for 59 % of the Jews in Indiana. All estimates are Informant/
Internet Estimates.
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Map 15.11 Jewish communities of the Midwest — Part 1

Iowa (Map 15.12) Des Moines-Ames (2800 Jews) is the largest Jewish commu-
nity in Iowa, based on a /956 scientific study using a different methodology (neither
RDD nor DIN), updated by an Informant Estimate between 1997-2001. Des
Moines-Ames accounts for 45 % of the Jews in Iowa. The only other scientific esti-
mate is for Quad Cities (750, of which 450 live in Iowa), which is based on a 1990
scientific study using a different methodology (neither RDD nor DJN). All other
estimates are Informant/Internet Estimates.
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Map 15.12 Jewish communities of the Midwest — Part 2

Kansas (Map 15.12) The Kansas portion of the Kansas City Jewish community
contains 16,000 Jews, based on a 1985 scientific study using a different methodol-
ogy (neither RDD nor DIN) updated in 2015. Kansas City is the largest Jewish
community in Kansas, accounting for 92 % of the Jews in Kansas. Adding in the
2000 Jews who live in the Missouri portion of Kansas City, yields a combined popu-
lation of 18,000. All other estimates are Informant/Internet Estimates.
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Map 15.13 Jewish communities of Ohio

Michigan (Map 15.11) Detroit (67,000 Jews), the largest Jewish community in
Michigan, accounts for 80 % of the Jews in Michigan, and is the 27th largest
American Jewish community. The estimate is based on a 2005 RDD study, updated
by a 2010 scientific study using a different methodology (neither RDD nor DIN).

The estimate for Ann Arbor (8000) is based on a 2010 DJN study, updated by a
2014 Informant Estimate. Flint (1300) is based on a /956 scientific study using a
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different methodology (neither RDD nor DIN), updated by a 2009 Informant
Estimate. All other estimates are Informant/Internet Estimates.

Minnesota (Map 15.12) The combined Twin Cities Jewish community of
Minneapolis and St. Paul, with 39,200 Jews based on a 2004 RDD study (partially
updated with a 2010 DJN study), is the largest Jewish community in Minnesota and
accounts for 86 % of the Jews in Minnesota. Minneapolis, with 29,300 Jews, is the
40th largest American Jewish community. The estimate of 5300 Jews for the coun-
ties surrounding the Twin Cities is based on a 2004 DJN study. All other estimates
are Informant/Internet Estimates.

Missouri (Map 15.12) St. Louis (61,100 Jews), based on a 2014 RDD study, is the
largest Jewish community in Missouri, accounts for 95 % of the Jews in Missouri,
and is the 30th largest American Jewish community.

The Missouri portion of the Kansas City Jewish community contains 2000 Jews,
based on a 1985 scientific study using a different methodology (neither RDD nor
DIJN) updated in 2015. All other estimates are Informant/Internet Estimates.

Nebraska (Map 15.12) Omaha (5400 Jews), based on a 2010 DJN estimate, is the
largest Jewish community in Nebraska and accounts for 88 % of the Jews in Nebraska.
The estimate for Lincoln-Grand Island-Hastings is an Informant/Internet Estimate.

North Dakota (Map 15.12) The estimates for both Fargo (150 Jews) and Grand
Forks (150) are based on Informant/Internet Estimates.

Ohio (Map 15.13) Cleveland, with 80,800 Jews, based on a 2011 RDD study, is
the largest Jewish community in Ohio, accounts for 54 % of the Jews in Ohio, and
is the 23rd largest American Jewish community.

The next two largest Jewish communities in Ohio are Cincinnati, with 27,000
Jews, and Columbus, with 25,500. These estimates are based on RDD studies in
2008 and 2013, respectively. Cincinnati is the 41st largest American Jewish com-
munity and Columbus is the 43rd largest. Cleveland, Cincinnati, and Columbus
combined account for 89 % of the Jews in Ohio.

The estimates for Dayton (4000 Jews), Akron-Kent (3000), Toledo-Bowling
Green (2100), Youngstown-Warren (1400), and Canton-New Philadelphia (1000)
are based on older scientific studies using a different methodology (neither RDD
nor DJN), and most were updated recently by Informant/Internet Estimates. All
other estimates are Informant/Internet Estimates.

South Dakota (Map 15.12) The estimates for both Sioux Falls (100 Jews) and
Rapid City (100) are based on Informant/Internet Estimates.
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Map 15.15 Jewish communities of Maryland, Delaware, DC, and Northern Virginia

Wisconsin (Map 15.11) Milwaukee (25,800 Jews), based on a 2011 RDD study, is
the largest Jewish community in Wisconsin, accounts for 78 % of the Jews in
Wisconsin, and is the 42nd largest American Jewish community. All other estimates
are Informant/Internet Estimates.

South (Maps 15.12 and 15.14, 15.15, 15.16 and 15.17)

Alabama (Map 15.14) Birmingham (5500 Jews) is the largest Jewish community
in Alabama and accounts for 59% of the Jews in Alabama. All estimates are
Informant/Internet Estimates.

Arkansas (Map 15.17) Little Rock (1500 Jews) is the largest Jewish community
in Arkansas and accounts for 67 % of the Jews in Arkansas. All estimates are
Informant/Internet Estimates.

Delaware (Map 15.15) The estimates of Jewish population in Delaware are all
based on a 1995 RDD study, updated with a 2006 DIN study. Wilmington (7600
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Jews) is the largest Jewish community in Delaware and accounts for 50 % of the
Jews in Delaware. The other Jewish communities are Newark (4300) and Kent and
Sussex Counties (Dover) (3200).

District of Columbia/Greater Washington (Map 15.15) Based on a 2003 RDD
study, 215,600 Jews live in the service area of the Jewish Federation of Greater
Washington, including 113,000 in Montgomery County (MD), 67,400 in Northern
Virginia, 28,000 in the District of Columbia, and 7200 in Prince George’s County
(MD). Greater Washington is the 6th largest American Jewish community.

Florida (Map 15.16) Based on RDD studies, 565,025 Jews (including 66,475
part-year residents) live in the three South Florida counties (Broward County,
Miami-Dade County, and Palm Beach County®), including Broward County (1997
RDD study, updated by a 2008 DJN study) (186,275 Jews), South Palm Beach
(2005) (131,300), West Palm Beach (2005) (124,250), and Miami (2014) (123,200).
Note that population estimates on the map for Florida exclude part-year residents.
Excluding part-year residents, Broward County (170,700) is the 8th largest
American Jewish community, South Palm Beach (107,500) is the 14th largest,
Miami (119,000) is the 11th largest, and West Palm Beach (101,350) is the 15th
largest. Excluding part-year residents, these four communities account for 76 % of
the Jews in Florida.

Other important Jewish communities in Florida include the service area of the
Jewish Federation of Pinellas (St. Petersburg) & Pasco Counties (35,000, including
1600 part-year residents), Orlando (31,100, including 500 part-year residents),
Tampa (23,000), Sarasota (15,500, including 3300 part-year residents), and
Jacksonville (13,000, including 100 part-year residents). Excluding part-year resi-
dents, St. Petersburg-Pasco (33,400) is the 36th largest American Jewish commu-
nity, Orlando (30,600) is the 38th largest, and Tampa (23,000) is the 47th largest.

The estimates for Jacksonville and Sarasota are based on RDD studies (2002 and
2001, respectively). The RDD studies for Pinellas (St. Petersburg) (1994) and
Orlando (1993) are considerably older, but both estimates were updated with 2010
DIJN studies. The estimate for Tampa is based on a 2010 DJN study.

The estimates for Naples (10,000), including 2000 part-year residents and
Tallahassee (2800) are both based on 2010 DJN studies. The estimate of 6700 Jews
(including 900 part-year residents) for Stuart-Port St. Lucie is based on a 1999 RDD
study, updated with a 2004 DJIN study. All other estimates are Informant/Internet
Estimates, including Fort Myers-Arcadia-Port Charlotte-Punta Gorda (8000).

Georgia (Map 15.14) Atlanta (119,800 Jews), based on a 2006 RDD study, is the
largest Jewish community in Georgia, accounts for 94 % of the Jews in Georgia, and

%Palm Beach County consists of two Jewish communities: The South Palm Beach community
includes Greater Boca Raton and Greater Delray Beach. The West Palm Beach community
includes all other areas of Palm Beach County from Boynton Beach north to the Martin County
line.
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is the 9th largest American Jewish community. The only other significant Jewish
community in Georgia is Savannah (4300), which, like all the other communities in
Georgia, is based on an Informant/Internet Estimate.

Kentucky (Map 15.14) Based on a 2006 scientific study using a different method-
ology (neither RDD nor DJN), Louisville (8300 Jews) accounts for 73 % of the Jews
in Kentucky. Lexington (2500), which is based on an Informant/Internet Estimate,
is the only other significant Jewish community. All other estimates (except
Covington-Newport which is based on an RDD study) are Informant/Internet
Estimates.

Louisiana (Map 15.17) New Orleans (11,000 Jews), based on a 1984 RDD study,
updated in 2009 (post-Katrina) with a scientific study using a different methodology
(neither RDD nor DJN) and in 2016 with an Informant/Internet estimate, accounts
for 79% of the Jews in Louisiana. All other estimates are Informant/Internet
Estimates.

Maryland (Map 15.15) Based on a 2003 RDD study, the largest Jewish commu-
nity in Maryland is Montgomery County (113,000 Jews), which is part of the ser-
vice area of the Jewish Federation of Greater Washington. (See District of Columbia
above.) Montgomery County accounts for 47 % of the Jews in Maryland.

Based on a 2010 RDD study, Baltimore (93,400) is the second largest Jewish
community in Maryland, accounts for 39 % of the Jews in Maryland, and is the 19th
largest American Jewish community.

The estimate of 17,200 Jews for Howard County (Columbia) is based on a 2010
RDD study. Three communities, the Maryland portion of the service area of the
Jewish Federation of Greater Washington (Montgomery and Prince George’s
Counties), Baltimore, and Howard County, account for 90% of the Jews in
Maryland.

Based on a 2010 DJN estimate, 3500 Jews live in Annapolis. All other estimates
are Informant/Internet Estimates

Mississippi (Map 15.14) The estimates for all four small Jewish communities in
Mississippi are Informant/Internet Estimates.

North Carolina (Map 15.14) Charlotte (12,000 Jews), based on a 1997 RDD
study, is the largest Jewish community in North Carolina. Durham-Chapel Hill
(6000), Raleigh (6000), Western North Carolina (3400), and Greensboro (3000) are
other significant communities. With the exception of Western North Carolina, which
is based on a scientific study using another methodology (neither RDD nor DJN),
the other estimates are Informant/Internet Estimates. Winston-Salem (1400) is
based on a 2011 DJN estimate. All other estimates are Informant/Internet Estimates.

Oklahoma (Map 15.17) Based on a 2010 DIN study, the largest Jewish commu-
nity in Oklahoma is Oklahoma City-Norman (2500 Jews). The estimate for Tulsa
(2000) is an Informant/Internet Estimate.
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South Carolina (Map 15.14) Charleston (6000 Jews) is the largest Jewish com-
munity in South Carolina and accounts for 44 % of the Jews in South Carolina. The
estimate for Greenville (2000) is based on a DJN study. All other estimates are
Informant/Internet Estimates.

Tennessee (Map 15.14) The estimates for Memphis (8000 Jews) and Nashville
(8000), the two largest Jewish communities in Tennessee, are based on scientific
studies using another methodology (nether RDD nor DIN). Memphis and Nashville
combined account for 81 % of the Jews in Tennessee. The estimates for Knoxville
(2000), Chattanooga (1400), and Oak Ridge (150) are based on DIN studies.
Bristol-Johnson City-Kingsport (125) is an Informant/Internet Estimate.

Texas (Map 15.17) Dallas (70,000 Jews) is the largest Jewish community in Texas,
accounts for 44 % of the Jews in Texas, and is the 26th largest American Jewish
community. The estimate for Dallas is based on a 1988 RDD study, updated by a
2013 scientific study using a different methodology (neither DJN nor RDD).

Houston (45,000) is the second largest Jewish community in Texas, accounts for
28 % of the Jews in Texas, and is the 32nd largest American Jewish community. The
estimate for Houston is based on a 1986 RDD study, updated by a 2009 Informant
Update. Dallas and Houston combined account for 72 % of the Jews in Texas.

The only other RDD study completed in Texas was in 2007 in San Antonio
(9200). Based on a 2007 DJN study, an additional 1000 Jews live in counties sur-
rounding San Antonio.

All other estimates are Informant/Internet Estimates, including Austin (20,000),
El Paso (5000), and Fort Worth (5000).

Virginia (Maps 15.14 and 15.15) Based on a 2003 RDD study, Northern Virginia
(67,400 Jews) is the largest Jewish community in Virginia and is part of the service
area of the Jewish Federation of Greater Washington. (See District of Columbia
above.) Northern Virginia accounts for 71 % of the Jews in Virginia.

Other significant Jewish communities in Virginia are Tidewater (mainly Norfolk
and Virginia Beach) (10,950), based on a 2001 RDD study, and Richmond (10,000),
based on a 1994 RDD study, updated with a 2011 DJN study. All other estimates are
Informant/Internet Estimates.

West Virginia (Map 15.14) Charleston (975 Jews) is the largest Jewish commu-
nity in West Virginia and accounts for 42 % of the Jews in West Virginia. All esti-
mates are Informant/Internet Estimates.

West (Maps 15.18 and 15.19)

Alaska (Map 15.18) Anchorage (5000 Jews) is the largest Jewish community in
Alaska and accounts for 87 % of the Jews in Alaska. All estimates are Informant/
Internet Estimates.
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Map 15.18 Jewish community of the West

Arizona (Map 15.18) Based on a 2002 RDD study, Phoenix (82,900 Jews) is the
largest Jewish community in Arizona, accounts for 78 % of the Jews in Arizona, and

is the 22nd largest American Jewish community.
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A 2002 RDD study of Tucson estimated 22,400 Jews (including 1000 part-year
residents) making it the second largest Jewish community in Arizona and accounts
for 20 % of the Jews in Arizona. Tucson (21,400, excluding the part-year residents)
is the 48th largest American Jewish community. Phoenix and Tucson combined
account for 98 % of the Jews in Arizona.
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The estimates for Cochise County (450) and Santa Cruz County (100) are based
on 2002 DIJN studies. All other estimates are Informant/Internet Estimates.

California (Map 15.19) Based on a 1997 RDD study, 519,200 Jews live in the
service area of the Jewish Federation of Greater Los Angeles, which is the largest
Jewish community in California, accounts for 42 % of the Jews in California, and is
the 2nd largest American Jewish community.

Based on a 2004 RDD study, 227,800 Jews live in the service area of the Jewish
Community Federation of San Francisco, the Peninsula, Marin and Sonoma
Counties, including 72,500 in South Peninsula, 65,800 in San Francisco County,
40,300 in North Peninsula, 26,100 in Marin County, and 23,100 in Sonoma County.
The San Francisco area is the 2nd largest Jewish community in California, accounts
for 19% of the Jews in California, and is the 5th largest American Jewish
community.

Based on a 2011 RDD study, 100,750 Jews live in the service area of the Jewish
Federation of the East Bay, including 59,050 in Alameda County, 32,100 in Contra
Costa County, 5000 in Solano County, and 4600 in Napa County. East Bay is the 3rd
largest Jewish community in California and the 16th largest American Jewish
community.

Based on a 2003 RDD study, updated by a 2014 Informant/Internet Estimate,
100,000 Jews live in San Diego, which is the 4th largest Jewish community in
California and the 17th largest American Jewish community. Based on a 1986 RDD
study, 63,000 Jews live in San Jose, which is the 29th largest American Jewish
community.

Based on a 1993 scientific study using a different methodology (neither RDD nor
DIN), 21,000 Jews live in Sacramento, which is the 49th largest American Jewish
community.

Based on Informant/Internet Estimates, 80,000 Jews live in Orange County
(excluding parts included in Long Beach); 30,000, in San Gabriel and Pomona
Valleys; 23,750, in Long Beach; 15,000, in Ventura County (excluding the Simi-
Conejo area included in Los Angeles); and 8500, in Santa Barbara. Orange County
is the 24th largest American Jewish community, San Gabriel and Pomona Valleys is
the 39th largest, and Long Beach is the 45th.

Based on a 1998 RDD study updated by an Informant/Internet Estimate in 2015,
20,000 Jews (including 9000 part-year residents) live in Palm Springs.

DIJN studies were completed in 2011 in Santa Cruz-Aptos (6000 Jews), the
Monterey Peninsula (4500), and Fresno (3500). All other estimates are Informant/
Internet Estimates.

Colorado (Map 15.18) Denver (95,000 Jews), based on a 2007 RDD study,
updated by a 2016 Informant/Internet Estimate, is the largest Jewish community in
Colorado, accounts for 93 % of the Jews in Colorado, and is the 18th largest
American Jewish community.

The estimates for Colorado Springs (2500) and Vail-Breckenridge-Eagle (1500)
are based on DIN studies completed in 2010 and 2011, respectively. All other esti-
mates are Informant/Internet Estimates.
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Hawaii (Map 15.18) Oahu (Honolulu) (5200 Jews), based on a 2010 DJIN study, is
the largest Jewish community in Hawaii and accounts for 73 % of the Jews in
Hawaii. All other estimates are Informant/Internet Estimates.

Idaho (Map 15.18) Boise (1500 Jews) is the largest Jewish community in Idaho
and accounts for 71 % of the Jews in Idaho. Estimates for all four small Jewish com-
munities in Idaho are based on Informant/Internet Estimates.

Montana (Map 15.18) Estimates for all five small Jewish communities are based
on Informant/Internet Estimates.

Nevada (Map 15.18) Las Vegas (72,300 Jews), based on a 2005 RDD study,
updated by a 2009 Informant Estimate, is the largest Jewish community in Nevada,
accounts for 95 % of the Jews in Nevada, and is the 25th largest American Jewish
community. Based on a 2011 DJN study, 4000 Jews live in Reno-Carson City.

New Mexico (Map 15.18) Albuquerque (7500 Jews), based on a 2011 DIN study,
is the largest Jewish community in New Mexico and accounts for 59 % of the Jews
in New Mexico. All other estimates are Informant/Internet Estimates, including
Santa Fe-Las Vegas.

Oregon (Map 15.18) The service area of the Jewish Federation of Greater Portland
(36,400 Jews), based on a 2011 scientific study using a different methodology (nei-
ther RDD nor DJN), includes 33,800 Jews in Portland and 2600 in Vancouver (WA)
and is the 34th largest American Jewish community. Portland is the largest Jewish
community in Oregon and accounts for 83 % of the Jews in Oregon.

The estimate for Bend (1000) is based on a 2010 DJN study. All other estimates
are Informant/Internet Estimates.

Utah (Map 15.18) Salt Lake City (4800 Jews), based on a 2010 DJN study, is the
largest Jewish community in Utah and accounts for 85 % of the Jews in Utah. All
other estimates are Informant/Internet Estimates.

Washington (Map 15.18) Seattle (63,400 Jews), based on a 2014 RDD study, is
the largest Jewish community in Washington, accounts for 88 % of the Jews in
Washington, and is the 28th largest American Jewish community.

The estimate for Clark County (2600) is based on a 2011 scientific study using a
different methodology (neither RDD nor DIN). All other estimates are Informant/
Internet Estimates.

Wyoming (Map 15.18) Estimates for all four small Jewish communities are
Informant/Internet Estimates.
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15.8 Conclusion

While it might be more appropriate to provide a range of estimates for the US
Jewish population, running from a low of 5,700,000 by DellaPergola (see Chap. 17)
to 7,100,000 by Tighe et al. (2014), the current number reported in this chapter of
6,700,000-6,800,000 provides a reasonable estimate, which is supported by the
2013 Pew figure of 6,700,000. The difference between the low figure and the AJYB
estimate results from counting those individuals who are partly Jewish both in the
latter case as well as in the Pew study. As one professional observer put it, “It’s not
like we have a set of estimates claiming 15 million and another claiming 3 million.
That they are all between 6.7 and 7.1 million, using different methods, is quite
astounding.” The increase in Orthodox Jews and in “Jews, no religion” is also note-
worthy as is the continuing tendency for Jews to vote for Democrats.

In conclusion, the problem of assessing the composition and changes of a rare
population, like American Jews, is complicated by a shifting sense of personal iden-
tity, i.e., of how one defines oneself (see Dashefsky et al. 2003). Consequently, in
addition to the standard demographic variables of fertility, mortality, and net migra-
tion, there are also accessions and secessions from the Jewish population based on
identity shifts. Thus, the move to recognize patrilineal descent by some Jewish
denominations and the growth of intermarried households have provided further
challenges to offering an accurate estimate of the US Jewish population.
Nevertheless, our effort is to provide in one source, estimates for the national, state,
regional, urban, and local areas of the American Jewish population, as a reference
for today and a legacy for posterity.
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Appendix

This Appendix presents detailed data on the US Jewish population in four
columns:

Date Column This column provides the date of the latest Scientific Estimate or
Informant/Internet Estimate for each geographic area. This chapter’s former authors
provided only a range of years (pre-1997 or 1997-2001) for the last informant con-
tact. For estimates after 2001, exact dates are shown. For communities for which the
date is more recent than the date of the latest scientific study shown in boldface type
in the Geographic Area column, the study estimate has been confirmed or updated
by an Informant/Internet Estimate subsequent to the scientific study.

Geographic Area Column This column provides estimates for about 900 Jewish
communities (of 100 Jews or more) and geographic subareas thereof. Many esti-
mates are for Jewish Federation service areas. Where possible, these service areas
are disaggregated into smaller geographic subareas. For example, separate estimates
are provided for such places as West Bloomfield, Michigan (part of the service area
of the Jewish Federation of Metropolitan Detroit) and Boynton Beach (Florida)
(part of the service area of the Jewish Federation of Palm Beach County). This col-
umn also indicates whether each estimate is a Scientific Estimate:

1. Scientific Estimates. Estimates in boldface type are based on scientific studies,
which, unless otherwise indicated, are Random Digit Dial (RDD) studies. The
boldface date in the Geographic Area column indicates the year in which the
field work was conducted. Superscripts are used to indicate the type of Scientific
Estimate when it is not RDD:

(a) indicates a Distinctive Jewish Name (DJN) study

(b) indicates a DJN study used to update a previous RDD study (first date is for
the RDD study, second date is for the DJN-based update)

(c) indicates the use of US Census data

(d) indicates a scientific study using a different methodology (neither RDD nor
DIN)

(e) indicates a scientific study using a different methodology (neither RDD nor
DIJN) that is used to update a previous RDD study (first date is for the RDD
study, second date is for the other scientific study)

2. Informant/Internet Estimates. Estimates for communities not shown in boldface
type are generally based on Informant/Internet Estimates.

# of Jews This column shows estimates of the number of Jews for each area or
subarea, exclusive of part-year Jews.

Part-Year For communities for which the information is available, this column
presents estimates of the number of Jews in part-year households. Part-year house-
holds are defined as households who live in a community for 3—7 months of the
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year. Note that part-year households are probably important components of many
additional communities.

Jews in part-year households form an essential component of some Jewish com-
munities, as many join synagogues and donate to Jewish Federations in the com-
munities in which they live part time. This is particularly true in Florida, and, to a
lesser extent, in other states with many retirees. Presenting the information in this
way allows the reader to gain a better perspective on the size of Jewish communities
with significant part-year populations, without double-counting the part-year Jewish
population in the totals. Note that Jews in part-year households are reported as such
in the community that is most likely their “second home.”

Excel Spreadsheet The Excel spreadsheet used to create this Appendix and the
other tables in this chapter is available at www.jewishdatabank.org. This spread-
sheet also includes information on about 250 Other Places with Jewish populations
of less than 100 which are aggregated and shown as the last entry for many of the
states in this Appendix. The spreadsheet also contains Excel versions of the other
tables in this chapter as well as a table showing some of the major changes since last
year’s Year Book and a table showing the calculations for the indices of dissimilarity
referenced above.

Communities with Jewish population of 100 or more, 2016

Date Geographic Area #of Jews | Part-Year
2014 Birmingham (Jefferson County) 5500
2014 Dothan 200
2016 Huntsville 750
2014 Mobile (Baldwin & Mobile Counties) 1350
2014 Montgomery 1100
2008 Tuscaloosa 200
Other Places 325
Total Alabama 9425
2008 Anchorage (Anchorage Borough) 5000
2013 Fairbanks (Fairbanks North Star Borough) 275
2012 Juneau 300
2016 Kenai Peninsula 100
1997-2001 | Other Places 75
Total Alaska 5750
2002 Cochise County (2002)* 450
2014 Flagstaff (Coconino County) 500
1997-2001 | Lake Havasu City 200

(continued)
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Communities with Jewish population of 100 or more, 2016
Date Geographic Area #of Jews | Part-Year
2009 Northwest Valley (Glendale-Peoria-Sun City) (2002) 10,900
2009 Phoenix (2002) 23,600
2009 Northeast Valley (Scottsdale) (2002) 34,500
2009 Tri Cities Valley (Ahwatukee-Chandler-Gilbert-Mesa- | 13,900
Tempe) (2002)
2009 Greater Phoenix Total (2002) 82,900
2008 Prescott 300
2002 Santa Cruz County (2002) 100
2008 Sedona 300 50
2005 West-Northwest (2002) 3450
2005 Northeast (2002) 7850
2005 Central (2002) 7150
2005 Southeast (2002) 2500
2005 Green Valley (2002) 450
2005 Jewish Federation of Southern Arizona -Tucson (Pima 21,400 1000
County) Total (2002)
2016 Other Places 75
Total Arizona 106,225 1050
2016 Bentonville 175
2008 Fayetteville 175
2001 Hot Springs 150
2010 Little Rock 1500
2007 Other Places 225
Total Arkansas 2225
1997-2001 | Antelope Valley (Lancaster-Palmdale in LA County) 3000
1997-2001 | Bakersfield (Kern County) 1600
1997-2001 | Chico-Oroville-Paradise (Butte County) 750
1997-2001 | Eureka (Humboldt County) 1000
2011 Fresno (Fresno County) (2011)* 3500
2016 Grass Valley (Nevada County) 300
2015 Long Beach (Cerritos-Hawaiian Gardens-Lakewood- 23,750
Signal Hill in Los Angeles County & Buena Park-
Cypress-La Palma-Los Alamitos-Rossmoor-Seal Beach in
Orange County)
2009 Airport Marina (1997) 22,140
2009 Beach Cities (1997) 17,270
2009 Beverly Hills (1997) 20,500
2009 Burbank-Glendale (1997) 19,840
2009 Central (1997) 11,600
2009 Central City (1997) 4710

(continued)
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Communities with Jewish population of 100 or more, 2016

Date Geographic Area #of Jews | Part-Year

2009 Central Valley (1997) 27,740

2009 Cheviot-Beverlywood (1997) 29,310

2009 Culver City (1997) 9110

2009 Eastern Belt (1997) 3900

2009 Encino-Tarzana (1997) 50,290

2009 Fairfax (1997) 54,850

2009 High Desert (1997) 10,920

2009 Hollywood (1997) 10,390

2009 Malibu-Palisades (1997) 27,190

2009 North Valley (1997) 36,760

2009 Palos Verdes Peninsula (1997) 6780

2009 San Pedro (1997) 5310

2009 Santa Monica-Venice (1997) 23,140

2009 Simi-Conejo (1997) 38,470

2009 Southeast Valley (1997) 28,150

2009 West Valley (1997) 40,160

2009 Westwood (1997) 20,670

2009 Los Angeles (Los Angeles County, excluding parts 519,200
included in Long Beach, & southern Ventura County)
Total (1997)

2010 Mendocino County (Redwood Valley-Ukiah) 600

1997-2001 | Merced County 190

1997-2001 | Modesto (Stanislaus County) 500

2011 Monterey Peninsula (2011) 4500

1997-2001 | Murrieta Hot Springs 550

2016 Orange County (excluding parts included in Long Beach) | 80,000

2015 Palm Springs (1998) 2500 900

2015 Cathedral City-Rancho Mirage (1998) 3300 5900

2015 Palm Desert-Sun City (1998) 3700 1900

2015 East Valley (Bermuda-Dunes-Indian Wells-Indio-La 1200 250
Quinta) (1998)

2015 North Valley (Desert Hot Springs-North Palm 300 50
Springs-Thousand Palms) (1998)

2015 Palm Springs (Coachella Valley) Total (1998) 11,000 9000

2010 Redlands 1000

2016 Redding (Shasta County) 150

2016 Riverside-Corona-Moreno Valley 2000

1997-2001 | Sacramento (El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, & Yolo 21,000
Counties) (1993) (except Lake Tahoe area)

2015 Salinas 300

2010 San Bernardino-Fontana 1000

2016 North County Coastal (2003) 27,000

2016 North County Inland (2003) 20,300

(continued)
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Communities with Jewish population of 100 or more, 2016
Date Geographic Area #of Jews | Part-Year
2016 Greater East San Diego (2003) 21,200
2016 La Jolla-Mid-Coastal (2003) 16,200
2016 Central San Diego (2003) 13,700
2016 South County (2003) 1600
2016 San Diego (San Diego County) Total (2003) 100,000
2015 Hayward (2011) 5350
2015 Oakland-Berkeley Corridor (2011) 43,500
2015 Tri-Valley Tri-Cities (2011) 10,200
2015 Alameda County Subtotal (2011) 59,050
2015 680 Corridor (2011) 4400
2015 Central Contra Costa (2011) 13,100
2015 East Contra Costa (2011) 5250
2015 Lafayette-Morega-Orinda (2011) 3150
2015 Western Contra Costa (2011) 6200
2015 Contra Costa County Subtotal (2011) 32,100
2015 Napa County (2011) 4600
2015 Solano County (Vallejo) (2011) 5000
2015 Jewish Federation of The East Bay Total (2011) 100,750
2007 Marin County (2004) 26,100
2007 North Peninsula (2004) 40,300
2007 San Francisco County (2004) 65,800
2007 Sonoma County (Petaluma-Santa Rosa) (2004) 23,100
2007 South Peninsula (Palo Alto) (2004) 72,500
2007 San Francisco Subtotal (2004) 227,800
2016 San Jose (Silicon Valley) (1986) 63,000
San Francisco Bay Area Total 391,550
1997-2001 | San Gabriel & Pomona Valleys (Alta Loma-Chino- 30,000
Claremont-Cucamonga-La Verne-Montclair-Ontario-
Pomona-San Dimas-Upland)
2016 San Luis Obispo-Atascadero (San Luis Obispo County) 1000
2016 Santa Barbara (Santa Barbara County) 8500
2011 Santa Cruz-Aptos (Santa Cruz County) (2011) 6000
1997-2001 | Santa Maria 500
2016 South Lake Tahoe (El Dorado County) 100
2016 Stockton 900
2016 Tahoe Vista 200
2016 Tulare & Kings Counties (Visalia) 350
1997-2001 | Ventura County (excluding Simi-Conejo of Los Angeles) 15,000
2016 Victorville 100
1997-2001 | Other Places 450
Total California 1,230,540 9000

(continued)



212

I.M. Sheskin and A. Dashefsky

Communities with Jewish population of 100 or more, 2016

Date ‘ Geographic Area ‘ # of Jews ‘ Part-Year
2014 Aspen 750
2010 Colorado Springs (2010)* 2500
2008 Crested Butte 175
2016 Durango 200
2016 Denver (2007) 32,500
2016 South Metro (2007) 22,400
2016 Boulder (2007) 14,600
2016 North & West Metro (2007) 12,900
2016 Aurora (2007) 7500
2016 North & East Metro (2007) 5100
2016 Greater Denver (Adams, Arapahoe, Boulder, Broomfield, | 95,000
Denver, Douglas, & Jefferson Counties) Total (2007)
2013 Fort Collins-Greeley-Loveland 1500
2016 Grand Junction (Mesa County) 300
2015 Pueblo 150
2016 Steamboat Springs 300
pre-1997 | Telluride 125
2011 Vail-Breckenridge-Eagle (Eagle & Summit Counties) 1500
(2011)*
1997-2001 | Other Places 100
Total Colorado 102,600
pre-1997 | Colchester-Lebanon 300
2014 Danbury (Bethel-Brookfield-New Fairfield-New 5000
Milford-Newtown-Redding-Ridgefield-Sherman)
2008 Greenwich 7000
2009 Core Area (Bloomfield-Hartford-West Hartford) 15,800
(2000)
2009 Farmington Valley (Avon-Burlington-Canton-East 6400
Granby-Farmington-Granby-New Hartford-Simsbury)
(2000)
2009 East of the River (East Hartford-East Windsor- 4800
Enfield-Glastonbury-Manchester-South Windsor in
Hartford County & Andover-Bolton-Coventry-
Ellington-Hebron-Somers-Tolland-Vernon in Tolland
County) (2000)
2009 South of Hartford (Berlin-Bristol-New Britain- 5000
Newington-Plainville-Rocky Hill-Southington-
Wethersfield in Hartford County, Plymouth in
Litchfield County, Cromwell-Durham-Haddam-
Middlefield-Middletown in Middlesex County, &
Meriden in New Haven County) (2000)
2009 Suffield-Windsor-Windsor Locks (2000) 800

(continued)



15 United States Jewish Population, 2016

213

Communities with Jewish population of 100 or more, 2016

Date Geographic Area #of Jews | Part-Year
2009 Jewish Federation of Greater Hartford Total (2000) 32,800
2016 The East (Centerbrook-Chester-Clinton-Deep 4900
River-Ivoryton-Killingworth-Old Saybrook-Westbrook
in Middlesex County & Branford-East Haven-Essex-
Guilford-Madison-North Branford-Northford in New
Haven County) (2010)
2016 The West (Ansonia-Derby-Milford-Seymour-West 3200
Haven in New Haven County & Shelton in Fairfield
County) (2010)
2016 The Central Area (Bethany-New Haven-Orange- 8800
Woodbridge) (2010)
2016 Hamden (2010) 3200
2016 The North (Cheshire-North Haven-Wallingford) (2010) 2900
2016 Jewish Federation of Greater New Haven Total (2010) 23,000
1997-2001 | New London-Norwich (central & southern New London 3800
County)
2010 Southbury (Beacon Falls-Middlebury-Naugatuck- 4500
Oxford-Prospect-Waterbury-Waolcott in New Haven
County & Washington-Watertown in Litchfield
County) (2010)*
2010 Southern Litchfield County (Bethlehem-Litchfield- 3500
Morris-Roxbury-Thomaston-Woodbury) (2010)?
2010 Jewish Federation of Western Connecticut Total (2010)* 8000
2009 Stamford (Darien-New Canaan) 12,000
2006 Storrs-Columbia & parts of Tolland County 500
1997-2001 | Torrington 600
2000 Westport (2000) 5000
2000 Weston (2000) 1850
2000 Wilton (2000) 1550
2000 Norwalk (2000) 3050
2014 Bridgeport (Easton-Fairfield-Monroe-Stratford-Trumbull) | 13,000
2000 Federation for Jewish Philanthropy in Upper Fairfield 24,450
County Total (2000)
2006 Windham-Willimantic & parts of Windham County 400
Total Connecticut 117,850
2009 Kent & Sussex Counties (Dover) (1995, 2006)° 3200
2009 Newark (1995, 2006)" 4300
2009 Wilmington (1995, 2006)" 7600
Total Delaware (1995, 2006)° 15,100
2016 Total District of Columbia (2003) 28,000
2016 Lower Montgomery County (Maryland) (2003) 88,600
2016 Upper Montgomery County (Maryland) (2003) 24,400
2016 Prince George’s County (Maryland) (2003) 7200

(continued)
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Communities with Jewish population of 100 or more, 2016

Date Geographic Area #of Jews | Part-Year
2016 Arlington-Alexandria-Falls Church (Virginia) (2003) 27,900
2016 South Fairfax-Prince William County (Virginia) (2003) 25,000
2016 West Fairfax-Loudoun County (Virginia) (2003) 14,500
2016 Jewish Federation of Greater Washington Total (2003) 215,600

2016 Beverly Hills-Crystal River (Citrus County) 350

2016 Brevard County (Melbourne) 4000

2016 Clermont (Lake County) 200

1997-2001 | Fort Myers-Arcadia-Port Charlotte-Punta Gorda 8000
(Charlotte, De Soto, & Lee Counties)

1997-2001 | Fort Pierce (northern St. Lucie County) 1060

2016 Fort Walton Beach 200

2008 Gainesville 2500

2015 Jacksonville Core Area (2002, 2015)¢ 8800

2015 The Beaches (Atlantic Beach-Jacksonville Beach- 1900
Neptune Beach-Ponte Vedra Beach) (2002, 2015)¢

2015 Other Places in Clay, Duval, Nassau, & St. Johns 2200
Counties (including St. Augustine) (2002, 2015)°

2015 Jacksonville Total (2002, 2015)° 12,900 100

2016 Key Largo 100

2014 Key West 1000

pre-1997 | Lakeland (Polk County) 1000

2010 Naples (Collier County) (2010)* 8000 2000

1997-2001 | Ocala (Marion County) 500

2016 Oxford (Sumter County) 2000

2010 North Orlando (Seminole County & southern Volusia 11,900 300
County) (1993, 2010)°

2010 Central Orlando (Maitland-parts of Orlando-Winter 10,600 100
Park) (1993, 2010)"

2010 South Orlando (parts of Orlando & northern Osceola 8100 100
County) (1993, 2010)°

2010 Orlando Total (1993, 2010)° 30,600 500

2016 Panama City (Bay County) 100

2015 Pensacola (Escambia & Santa Rosa Counties) 800

2016 North Pinellas (Clearwater) (1994, 2010)° 10,300 600

2016 Central Pinellas (Largo) (1994, 2010)° 4700 200

2016 South Pinellas (St. Petersburg) (1994, 2010)° 10,000 800

2016 Pinellas County (St. Petersburg) Subtotal (1994, 2010)" 25,000 1600

2010 Pasco County (New Port Richey) (2010)* 8400

2010 Jewish Federation of Pinellas & Pasco Counties Total 33,400 1600
(2010)

2015 Sarasota (2001) 8600 1500

2015 Longboat Key (2001) 1000 1500

2015 Bradenton (Manatee County) (2001) 1750 200

(continued)



15 United States Jewish Population, 2016

Communities with Jewish population of 100 or more, 2016

Date Geographic Area

2015 Venice (2001)

2015 Sarasota-Manatee Total (2001)

2005 East Boca (2005)

2005 Central Boca (2005)

2005 West Boca (2005)

2005 Boca Raton Subtotal (2005)

2005 Delray Beach (2005)

2005 South Palm Beach Subtotal (2005)

2015 Boynton Beach (2005)

2015 Lake Worth (2005)

2015 Town of Palm Beach (2005)

2015 West Palm Beach (2005)

2015 Wellington-Royal Palm Beach (2005)

2015 North Palm Beach-Palm Beach Gardens-Jupiter
(2005)

2015 West Palm Beach Subtotal (2005)

2005 Palm Beach County Total (2005)

2014 North Dade Core East (Aventura-Golden Beach-parts
of North Miami Beach) (2014)

2014 North Dade Core West (parts of North Miami
Beach-Ojus) (2014)

2014 Other North Dade (parts of City of Miami) (north of
Flagler Street) (2014)

2014 North Dade Subtotal (2014)

2014 West Kendall (2014)

2014 East Kendall (parts of Coral Gables-Pinecrest-South
Miami) (2014)

2014 Northeast South Dade (Key Biscayne-parts of City of
Miami) (2014)

2014 South Dade Subtotal (2014)

2014 North Beach (Bal Harbour-Bay Harbor Islands-Indian
Creek Village-Surfside) (2014)

2014 Middle Beach (parts of City of Miami Beach) (2014)

2014 South Beach (parts of City of Miami Beach) (2014)

2014 The Beaches Subtotal (2014)

2014 Miami-Dade County Total (2014)

2015 East (Fort Lauderdale) (1997, 2008)°

2015 North Central (Century Village-Coconut Creek-
Margate-Palm Aire-Wynmoor) (1997, 2008)°

2015 Northwest (Coral Springs-Parkland) (1997, 2008)"

2015 Southeast (Hallandale-Hollywood) (1997, 2008)"

2015 Southwest (Cooper City-Davie-Pembroke Pines-
Weston) (1997, 2008)°

2015 West Central (Lauderdale Lakes-North Lauderdale-

Plantation-Sunrise-Tamarac) (1997, 2008)"

# of Jews
850
12,200
8900
33,800
17,000
59,700
47,800
107,500
45,600
21,600
2000
8300
9900
13,950

101,350
208,850
36,000

18,500

9500

64,000
17,500
6800

11,900

36,200
4300

9800
4800
18,900
119,000
12,400
23,900

23,600
25,100
37,500

48,200

215

Part-Year
100
3300
2400
8900
1700
13,000
10,800
23,800
10,700
3300
2000
2000
1400
3500

22,900
46,700
2200

200

100

2500
200
100

400

700
400

500
100
1000
4200
2450
5225

2500
1600
3800
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Communities with Jewish population of 100 or more, 2016

Date Geographic Area #of Jews | Part-Year

2015 Broward County Total (1997, 2008)° 170,700 15,575
Southeast Florida (Broward, Miami-Dade, & Palm 498,550 66,475
Beach Counties) Total

2016 Sebring (Highlands County) 150

2012 Spring Hill 350

2004 Stuart (Martin County) (1999, 2004)" 2900

2004 Southern St. Lucie County (Port St. Lucie) (1999, 2900
2004)°

2004 Stuart-Port St. Lucie (Martin-St. Lucie) Total (1999, 5800 900
2004)°

2015 Tallahassee (2010)* 2800

2016 Tampa (Hillsborough County) (2010)* 23,000

2016 Vero Beach (Indian River County) 1000

2007 Volusia (Daytona Beach) (excluding southern parts 4000
included in North Orlando) & Flagler Counties

pre-1997 | Winter Haven 300

2009 Albany 200
2012 Athens 750
2012 Intown (2006) 28,900
2012 North Metro Atlanta (2006) 28,300
2012 East Cobb Expanded (2006) 18,400
2012 Sandy Springs-Dunwoody (2006) 15,700
2012 Gwinnett-East Perimeter (2006) 14,000
2012 North & West Perimeter (2006) 9000
2012 South (2006) 5500
2012 Atlanta Total (2006) 119,800
2016 Augusta (Burke, Columbia, & Richmond Counties) 1300
2009 Brunswick 120
2015 Columbus 600
2009 Dahlonega 150
2015 Macon 750
2010 Rome 100
2016 Savannah (Chatham County) 4300
2009 Valdosta 100
2009 Other Places 250

2012 Hawaii (Hilo) 100
2011 Kauai 300
2008 Maui 1500 1000
2010 Oahu (Honolulu) (2010)* 5200

(continued)
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Communities with Jewish population of 100 or more, 2016

Date ‘ Geographic Area ‘ # of Jews ‘ Part-Year

2015 Boise (Ada, Caldwell, Weiser, Nampa, & Boise Counties) 1500

2014 Ketchum-Sun Valley-Hailey-Bellevue 350

2014 Moscow (Palouse) 100

2009 Pocatello 150
Other Places 25
Total Idaho 2125

2015 Bloomington-Normal 500

2015 Champaign-Urbana (Champaign County) 1400

2014 City North (The Loop to Rogers Park, including North | 70,150
Lakefront) (2010)

2014 Rest of Chicago (parts of City of Chicago not included @ 19,100
in City North) (2010)

2014 Near North Suburbs (Suburbs contiguous to City of 64,600
Chicago from Evanston to Park Ridge) (2010)

2014 North/Far North (Wilmette to Wisconsin, west to 56,300
include Northbrook, Glenview, Deerfield, etc.) (2010)

2014 Northwest Suburbs (includes northwest Cook County, 51,950
parts of Lake County, & McHenry County) (2010)

2014 Western Suburbs (DuPage & Kane Counties & Oak 23,300
Park-River Forest in Cook County) (2010)

2014 Southern Suburbs (south & southwest Cook County 6400
beyond the City to Indiana & Will County) (2010)

2014 Chicago (Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry, & Will | 291,800
Counties) Total (2010)

1997-2001 | DeKalb 180

2016 Lindenhurst (Lake County) 100

2015 Peoria 800

2005 Quad Cities-Illinois portion (Moline-Rock Island) 300
(1990)¢

2005 Quad Cities-Iowa portion (Davenport & surrounding 450
Scott County) (1990)¢

2005 Quad Cities Total (1990)¢ 750

2015 Quincy 100

2016 Rockford-Freeport (Boone, Stephenson, & Winnebago 650
Counties)

2015 Southern Illinois (Alton-Belleville-Benton-Carbondale- 500
Centralia-Collinsville-East St. Louis-Herrin-Marion)

2016 Springfield-Decatur (Macon, Morgan, & Sangamon 930
Counties)
Other Places 325
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2015 Jewish Federation of Southern Illinois, Southeast Missouri 650
and Western Kentucky (Alton-Belleville-Benton-
Carbondale-Centralia-Collinsville-East St. Louis-Herrin-
Marion in Southern Illinois, Cape
Girardeau-Farmington-Sikeston in Southeast Missouri, &
Paducah in Western Kentucky) Total
1997-2001 | Bloomington 1000
2015 Evansville 300
1997-2001 | Fort Wayne 900
2012 Gary-Northwest Indiana (Lake & Porter Counties) 2000
2016 Indianapolis 10,000
2014 Lafayette 400
2015 Michigan City (La Porte County) 300
1997-2001 | Muncie 120
2016 South Bend-Mishawaka-Elkhart (Elkhart & St. Joseph 1650
Counties)
2016 Benton Harbor (Michigan) 150
2016 Jewish Federation of St. Joseph Valley Total 1800
1997-2001 | Terre Haute (Vigo County) 100
1997-2001 | Other Places 250
1997-2001 | Cedar Rapids 420
1997-2001 | Council Bluffs 150
19972001 | Des Moines-Ames (1956)¢ 2800
1997-2001 | Iowa City (Johnson County) 1300
2009 Postville 250
2005 Quad Cities-Illinois portion (Moline-Rock Island) 300
(1990)¢
2005 Quad Cities-Iowa portion (Davenport & surrounding 450
Scott County) (1990)¢
2005 Quad Cities Total (1990)° 750
1997-2001 | Sioux City (Plymouth & Woodbury Counties) 400
2014 Waterloo (Black Hawk County) 100
1997-2001 | Other Places 300
2016 Kansas City-Kansas portion (Johnson & Wyandotte 16,000
Counties) (1985)¢
2016 Kansas City-Missouri portion (1985)¢ 2000
2016 Kansas City Total (1985)° 18,000
1997-2001 | Lawrence 200
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2014 Manhattan 175
2015 Mid-Kansas (Dodge City-Great 750
Bend-Hays-Liberal-Russell-Salina-Wichita)
2014 Topeka (Shawnee County) 300
2008 Covington-Newport (2008) 300
2016 Lexington (Bourbon, Clark, Fayette, Jessamine, Madison,
Pulaski, Scott, & Woodford Counties)
Jewish Federation of the Bluegrass 2500
2015 Louisville (Jefferson County) (2006)" 8300
2015 Paducah 100
2013 Other Places 100
2015 Jewish Federation of Southern Illinois, Southeast Missouri 650

and Western Kentucky (Alton-Belleville-Benton-
Carbondale-Centralia-Collinsville-East St. Louis-Herrin-
Marion in Southern Illinois, Cape
Girardeau-Farmington-Sikeston in Southeast Missouri, &
Paducah in Western Kentucky) Total

2009 Alexandria (Allen, Grant, Rapides, Vernon, & Winn 175
Parishes)
1997-2001 | Baton Rouge (Ascension, East Baton Rouge, Iberville, 1600
Livingston, Pointe Coupee, St. Landry, & West Baton
Rouge Parishes)
2008 Lafayette 200
2008 Lake Charles 200
2016 New Orleans (Jefferson & Orleans Parishes) (1984, 11,000
2009)°
2007 Monroe-Ruston 150
2007 Shreveport-Bossier 450
2007 North Louisiana (Bossier & Caddo Parishes) Total 600
2007 Other Places 100
2007 Androscoggin County (Lewiston-Auburn) (2007)* 600
pre-1997 | Augusta 140
1997-2001 | Bangor 3000
2007 Oxford County (South Paris) (2007)* 750
pre-1997 | Rockland 300
2007 Sagadahoc County (Bath) (2007)* 400
2007 Portland (2007) 4425
2007 Other Cumberland County (2007) 2350
2007 York County (2007) 1575
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2007 Southern Maine Total (2007) 8350
2014 Waterville 225
1997-2001 | Other Places 125
Total Maine 13,890
S Meylamd
2010 Annapolis (2010)* 3500
2010 Pikesville (2010) 31,100
2010 Park Heights-Cheswolde (2010) 13,000
2010 Owings Mills (2010) 12,100
2010 Reisterstown (2010) 7000
2010 Mount Washington (2010) 6600
2010 Towson-Lutherville-Timonium-Interstate 83 (2010) 5600
2010 Downtown (2010) 4500
2010 Guilford-Roland Park (2010) 4100
2010 Randallstown-Liberty Road (2010) 2900
2010 Other Baltimore County (2010) 3700
2010 Carroll County (2010) 2800
2010 Baltimore Total (2010) 93,400
1997-2001 | Cumberland 275
1997-2001 | Easton (Talbot County) 100
1997-2001 | Frederick (Frederick County) 1200
1997-2001 | Hagerstown (Washington County) 325
1997-2001 | Harford County 1200
2010 Howard County (Columbia) (2010) 17,200
2016 Lower Montgomery County (2003) 88,600
2016 Upper Montgomery County (2003) 24,400
2016 Prince George’s County (2003) 7200
2016 Jewish Federation of Greater Washington Total in 120,200
Maryland (2003)
1997-2001 | Ocean City 200
2012 Prince Frederick (Calvert County) 100
1997-2001 | Salisbury 400
2012 South Gate 100
Total Maryland 238,200
2016 Attleboro (2002)* 800
2016 State of Rhode Island (2002) 18,750
2016 Jewish Alliance of Greater Rhode Island Total 19,550
2016 Northern Berkshires (North Adams) (2008)¢ 600 80
2016 Central Berkshires (Pittsfield) (2008)¢ 1600 415
2016 Southern Berkshires (Lenox) (2008)¢ 2100 2255
2016 Berkshires Total (2008)¢ 4300 2750
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2014 Brighton-Brookline-Newton & Contiguous Areas 61,500
(2005)
2014 Central Boston-Cambridge & Contiguous Areas (2005) 43,400
2014 Greater Framingham (2005) 18,700
2014 Northwestern Suburbs (2005) 24,600
2014 Greater Sharon (2005) 21,000
2014 North Shore (1995) 18,600
2014 Other Towns (2005) 41,300
2014 Boston Total 229,100
1997-2001 | Cape Cod (Barnstable County) 3250
1997-2001 | Fall River 1100
2008 Martha’s Vineyard (Dukes County) 375 200
2005 Andover-Boxford-Dracut-Lawrence-Methuen-North 3000
Andover-Tewksbury
2005 Haverhill 900
2005 Lowell 2100
2005 Merrimack Valley Jewish Federation Total 6000
2014 Nantucket 100 400
2008 New Bedford (Dartmouth-Fairhaven-Mattapoisett) 3000
1997-2001 | Newburyport 280
2014 Plymouth 1200
2012 Springfield (Hampden County) (1967)¢ 6600
2012 Franklin County (Greenfield) 1100
2012 Hampshire County (Amherst-Northampton) 6500
2012 Jewish Federation of Western Massachusetts Total 14,200
2014 Taunton 400
2016 Worcester (central Worcester County) (1986) 9000
2016 South Worcester County (Southbridge-Webster) 500
2016 North Worcester County (Fitchburg-Gardner-Leominster) 1000
2016 Jewish Federation of Central Massachusetts (Worcester 10,500
County) Total
1997-2001 | Other Places 75
Total Massachusetts 274,680 3350
2014 Ann Arbor (Washtenaw County) (2010)* 8000
2012 Bay City 150
2016 South Bend-Mishawaka-Elkhart (Elkhart & St. Joseph 1650
Counties)
2016 Benton Harbor, Michigan 150
2016 Jewish Federation of St. Joseph Valley Total 1800
2016 West Bloomfield (2005, 2010)° 17,700
2016 Bloomfield Hills-Birmingham-Franklin (2005, 2010)¢ 6000
2016 Farmington (2005, 2010)¢ 11,700
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2016 Oak Park-Huntington Woods (2005, 2010)¢ 11,700
2016 Southfield (2005, 2010)° 6500
2016 East Oakland County (2005, 2010)° 1800
2016 North Oakland County (2005, 2010)° 3600
2016 West Oakland County (2005, 2010)° 2200
2016 Wayne County (2005, 2010) 5300
2016 Macomb County (2005, 2010)° 500
2016 Detroit (Macomb, Oakland, & Wayne Counties) Total 67,000

(2005, 2010)°
2009 Flint (1956)" 1300
2007 Grand Rapids (Kent County) 2000
2007 Jackson 200
2012 Kalamazoo (Kalamazoo County) 1500
2016 Lansing 1800
2015 Lenawee & Monroe Counties 200
2007 Midland 120
2007 Muskegon (Muskegon County) 210
2015 Saginaw 100
2007 Traverse City 150
2007 Other Places 275
2015 Jewish Federation of Greater Toledo (Fulton, Lucas, & 2300

Wood Counties in Ohio & Lenawee & Monroe Counties in

Michigan) Total

Total Michigan 83,155
2015 Duluth (Carlton & St. Louis Counties) 600
1997-2001 | Rochester 550
2015 City of Minneapolis (2004) 5200
2015 Inner Ring (2004) 16,100
2015 Outer Ring (2004) 8000
2015 Minneapolis (Hennepin County) Subtotal (2004) 29,300
2016 City of St. Paul (2004, 2010)° 4000
2016 Southern Suburbs (2004, 2010)" 5300
2016 Northern Suburbs (2004, 2010)" 600
2016 St. Paul (Dakota & Ramsey Counties) Subtotal (2004, 9900

2010)®

Twin Cities Total 39,200
2004 Twin Cities Surrounding Counties (Anoka, Carver, 5300

Goodhue, Rice, Scott, Sherburne, Washington, &

Wright Counties) (2004)*
1997-2001 | Other Places 100

Total Minnesota 45,750
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2015 Biloxi-Gulfport 200
2008 Greenville 120
2008 Hattiesburg (Forrest & Lamar Counties) 130
2008 Jackson (Hinds, Madison, & Rankin Counties) 650

Other Places 425
2014 Columbia 400
2009 Jefferson City 100
2009 Joplin 100
2016 Kansas City-Kansas portion (Johnson & Wyandotte 16,000

Counties) (1985)¢
2016 Kansas City-Missouri portion (1985)¢ 2000
2016 Kansas City Total (1985)¢ 18,000
2009 St. Joseph (Buchanan County) 200
2016 Creve Coeur Area (2014) 13,550
2016 Chesterfield (2014) 12,150
2016 University City/Clayton (2014) 9100
2016 Olivette/Ladue (2014) 6200
2016 St. Charles County (2014) 5900
2016 St. Louis City (2014) 5150
2016 Des Peres/Kirkwood/Webster (2014) 2750
2016 Other North County (2014) 4400
2016 Other South County (2014) 1900
2016 St. Louis Total (2014) 61,100
2009 Springfield 300
1997-2001 | Other Places 75
2015 Jewish Federation of Southern Illinois, Southeast Missouri 650

and Western Kentucky (Alton-Belleville-Benton-

Carbondale-Centralia-Collinsville-East St. Louis-Herrin-

Marion in Southern Illinois, Cape

Girardeau-Farmington-Sikeston in Southeast Missouri, &

Paducah in Western Kentucky) Total

1997-2001 | Billings (Yellowstone County) 300
2009 Bozeman 500
2011 Butte-Helena 150
2015 Kalispell-Whitefish (Flathead County) 250
1997-2001 | Missoula 200
1997-2001 | Other Places 50

(continued)



224 I.M. Sheskin and A. Dashefsky

Communities with Jewish population of 100 or more, 2016

Date Geographic Area #of Jews | Part-Year
2014 Lincoln-Grand Island-Hastings 700
2010 Omabha (2010)* 5400
2012 Other Places 50

2015 Northwest (2005) 24,500
2015 Southwest (2005) 16,000
2015 Central (2005) 6000
2015 Southeast (2005) 18,000
2015 Northeast (2005) 7800
2015 Las Vegas Total (2005) 72,300
2011 Reno-Carson City (Carson City & Washoe Counties) 4000

(2011)

1997-2001 | Concord 500
1997-2001 | Franklin-Laconia-Meredith-Plymouth 270
pre-1997 | Hanover-Lebanon 600
2001 Keene 300
1997-2001 | Littleton-Bethlehem 200 70
1997-2001 | Manchester (1983)¢ 4000
1997-2001 | Nashua 2000
2008 North Conway-Mount Washington Valley