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LN EXAMINATION OF DEVELOPMENTS in Jewish education during the
last decade discloses that the general contours of the enterprise remain essentially
unchanged from the past.1 Jewish schooling in the United States today, at least from
an organizational point of view, is what it has been since the earliest days of Jewish
settlement in this country—a voluntary effort of autonomous institutions related to
one another more by common aspiration than by ties of formal structure. The vast
majority of Jewish schools continue to be linked to synagogues; they are sponsored,
maintained, and ultimately controlled by individual congregations. The continued
growth of the day school movement at a rate exceeding that predicted by its most
ardent supporters has not altered the fact that Jewish education in the main is
supplementary schooling which takes place in midweek afternoon and one-day-a-
week schools.

This permanence of form and structure in Jewish education serves as background
to certain patterns and trends in enrollment, finance, personnel, and curriculum
development which carry the stamp of a particular historical moment. What goes
on in Jewish schools, as in other schools, tells us as much about the society which
supports them as about the schools themselves. Jewish education in the United
States cannot be understood in isolation from the interaction of Jews, Judaism, and
American life.

The virtual demise of secular Hebrew nationalist and Yiddish schools since
the end of World War II has made Jewish education, as we have noted, almost en-
tirely an activity of the synagogue. Even in the case of schools under communal
auspices, the support and active participation of local synagogues is essential to their

Note: I am indebted to the following people for generously responding to my request for
information used in the preparation of this article: Dr. Shimon Frost, acting director, Ameri-
can Association for Jewish Education; Dr. Eli Grad, president, Hebrew College, Boston; Dr.
Morton Siegel, director, department of elementary, secondary, and adult education, United
Synagogue of America; and Rabbi Daniel Syme, national director of education, Union of
American Hebrew Congregations. The manner in which I have chosen to deal with the wealth
of material made available to me is entirely my own responsibility.

'See Walter Ackerman, "Jewish Education—For What?" AJYB, Vol. 70, 1969, pp. 3-36.
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functioning. The perception and practice of Jewish education as religious education,
both as a faithful representation of Jewish tradition and as a form of minority group
identification which is compatible with American mores and norms, has largely
determined the character and quality of Jewish schooling in the United States.

American Jews join synagogues and send their children to Jewish schools because
they are genuinely desirous of identifying themselves as Jews and want their children
to remain Jews. They are able to do so, however, because neither synagogue mem-
bership nor school attendance dictate behavior which conflicts with what they
perceive as the American way of life. While parents often speak of the school as the
guarantor of a Jewish way of life, they are rarely prepared to accept the implications
of this position. They shy away from a recognition and acceptance of Judaism as
a code of behavior which is central to a definition of self. The discrepancy between
the desire of Jews to identify themselves as such and their unwillingness to accept
Judaism as a formative factor in their lives has led one perceptive observer to
describe their involvement in Jewish education as an exercise in self-deception. A
year and more of close study of the workings of an afternoon congregational school
led to the conclusion that" . . . the goals, the values, and the emotions o f . . . parents
seemed tied to a system that appeared little different than that of the non-Jews
residing about them. Although these Jews did identify with a Jewish people, history,
culture and religion, they did not in their own suburban American lives live accord-
ing to any Jewish way of life. It wasn't that these Jews didn't want to be living a
Jewish way of life, but rather they seemed to find the demands of modem life
uncompromising. The Jewish way, as they understood it for their own lives, could
not serve as a standard for living that suited the modern circumstances of life in
America . . . They have been unable to interpret their Jewish heritage so that it
makes sense in their American life . . ."2

It is axiomatic that schools function within parameters set by the community
which supports them. A close fit between the values of school and society creates
that context of mutual support which is a necessary condition for the transmission
of culture across generations. Where there is a gap between the two, the aspirations
of the school are generally subverted by the more powerful impact of the society.
Jewish schools are no exception to this rule, and there can be no constructive
understanding of the issues confronting Jewish education without acknowledging
the divide that stretches between its aims and the leanings of the population it serves.

Enrollment
The voluntary nature of Jewish education lends particular importance to the

statistics of enrollment in Jewish schools. The number of children enrolled, the

2David Schoem, "Cultural Dilemmas and Self-Deception in an Ethnic Minority School,"
paper presented at the 77th annual meeting, American Anthropological Association, Novem-
ber, 1978, p. 32.
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number of years of attendance, and other relevant data are an index not only of the
ability of the schools to attract and hold pupils, but also of their impact. While
enrollment in non-governmental schools, i.e., schools which are out of the reach of
compulsory education laws, is often affected by factors that have little to do with
institutional performance, patterns of recruitment and retention remain important
variables in the assessment of educational effectiveness.

The steady rise in Jewish school enrollment which began its ascent immediately
after World War II reached a peak in the middle 1960's, and has been declining ever
since. During the ten-year interval between 1946 and 1956 the number of children
attending Jewish schools of all kinds more than doubled—from 231,028 to 488,432.
In the 1957-58 school year, registers counted 553,600 pupils. A decade later (1966-
67) the figure stood at 554,468. Data for 1970-71 disclose a decline of 17.5 per cent
over the four-year period to a figure of 457,196.' A 1974—75 school census reported
391,825 pupils enrolled.4 Current estimates put the number of children in Jewish
schools of all kinds at 360,000. While there is some question about the accuracy of
the latest estimate, there is no doubt about the overall direction—Jewish school
enrollment has suffered a decline of more than 30 per cent in the period from 1960
to the present.' There are no data available which indicate whether or not the
downward trend has reached its bottom.

As important as the absolute number of children enrolled in Jewish schools is the
percentage of all Jewish children of school age which they represent. A series of
school surveys conducted during the 1950's and 1960's revealed that well over 80
per cent of all Jewish children in the United States were receiving some form of
Jewish schooling during their elementary school years. There is less certainty about
current figures; the available data does not show whether or not the decline in school
enrollment has been accompanied by a parallel increase in the number of Jewish
children of school age who receive no Jewish education at all.

Various reasons have been offered in explanation of the drop in enrollment—a
decline in the Jewish birthrate, population shifts which have taken families with
school-age children away from areas served by existing Jewish schools, and dwin-
dling of parental interest. The single published study* which bears on the problem,
even though conducted in an intermediate-sized community which is not altogether
representative of American Jewry, provides some suggestive findings. During the
five years between 1966-67 and 1970-71 Jewish school enrollment in Buffalo, New
York declined at a mean annual rate of 5.4 per cent. This figure reflects a significant
demographic change among Buffalo's Jews: a lower birthrate in younger families

'Hillel Hochberg, "Trends and Developments in Jewish Education," AJYB, Vol. 73, 1972,
p. 199.

'American Association for Jewish Education, Trends in Jewish Enrollment. 1976, p. 6.
'Ibid., p. 8.
'George Pollack, "The Buffalo School Population Study," Jewish Education, Summer, 1978,

pp. 16-22.
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and a growing percentage of adults who are beyond child-bearing age. The combina-
tion of these two factors has caused a decrease in school registration which has not
yet reached a plateau and will continue in a downward direction. In 1975, the year
of the study, there were 1,708 children between the ages of 4 and 17 enrolled in
Jewish schools—60.7 per cent of the Jewish school-age population. The highest rate
of attendance was among children ages 6-13; more than 80 per cent of the children
of this age bracket were in school. Those parents who did not send their children
to a Jewish school indicated as their primary reason that they were either not
interested in providing a Jewish education for their children or that none of the
known Jewish schools in the city offered the sort of Jewish education they desired.
Neither the cost nor the quality of schooling appear to have been major attractions
or deterrents in their decision.

When the statistics of enrollment are broken down by sponsorship and type of
school, the following pattern emerges:7 35.2 per cent of the students attend schools
under Reform auspices; 26.9 per cent are in schools affiliated with the Conservative
movement; arid 26.5 per cent arc enrolled in Orthodox-sponsored schools. One-day-
a-week schools account for 30.2 per cent of the total enrollment (a drop from the
previous 42.2 per cent); 2 to 5-days-a-week schools enroll 44.4 per cent of the student
population; day schools account for 25.4 per cent of all registrations (an increase
of 28 per cent over a ten-year period).

Further analysis indicates that Jewish education today, as in the past, is by and
large elementary schooling. Despite a reported rise in high school enrollment (pro-
grams for youngsters above the age of thirteen which meet at least once a week),
the majority of children who attend a Jewish school drop out upon completion of
the elementary school level. The high drop-out rate remains one of the most intract-
able problems confronting Jewish educators. While what they do with a child is
surely a factor in the decision to continue or not, a whole complex of factors outside
of the school conspires to thwart even the most carefully designed and executed
programs. If, as some recent studies seem to suggest, supplementary schooling can
be effective if students stay in school long enough, high school programs with the
power to attract and hold adolescents are a first-order priority for Jewish education.

One positive factor on the Jewish educational scene today is the noticeable trend
toward more intensive Jewish schooling. In Orthodox circles, one-day-a-week
schools have practically disappeared; a similar tendency is evident in Conservative
schools; and the number of midweek afternoon schools in the Reform movement
is on the increase.8 Overall, the average number of pupil hours per school year in
Jewish schools has increased by 35 per cent since 1966-67, from 182 to 248.

The continued expansion of the day school movement, embracing as it does today
every sector of organized Jewry, accounts for a significant shift in the direction of
more intensive Jewish education. The growth of the Jewish day school is surely one

"'Trends in Jewish School Enrollment," loc. cit.. p. 3.
'Ibid., p. 9.
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of the hallmarks of American Jewish life in our generation. In 1944 there were 39
day schools in the United States, most of them in New York City; today there are
545. Of that number 86 per cent are under Orthodox auspices; 8 per cent are
Conservative-sponsored; 5 per cent designate themselves as communal or indepen-
dent; and 1 per cent belong to the Reform movement. Over a 15-year period, from
1962 to 1977, day school enrollment has jumped from 60,000 to 92,000 pupils.'
Approximately one out of every four children in Jewish elementary schools is in a
day school.

The day school is, first and foremost, the signal achievement of Orthodox Jewry.
Its steadfast adherence to the religious imperative of talmud-torah set a standard
for Jewish education which has touched both Conservative and Reform Jews. In
many instances day school supporters undertook the task of establishing a school
in the face of indifference, and even opposition, from official quarters. They were
frequently accused of parochialism, ghetto thinking, and, worst of all, un-American
behavior. Their persistence accounts in no small measure for the turnabout in the
position of Jewish federations, which were once centers of resistance to day schools.
In 1971 Max Fischer, then president of the Council of Jewish Federations and
Welfare Funds, urged communal leaders "to re-examine their obligations to the day
schools . . . for the day school holds one of the very best answers to further Jewish
continuity and has earned our most careful consideration of what could be done to
help." The growth of the day school movement throughout the United States is a
striking index of the maturation of Jewish consciousness in this country. It also tells
us what is possible when clearly articulated goals are pursued with sustained and
dedicated effort.

The fact that day school growth has passed its peak—actually that point was
reached more than 10 years ago—does not mean that new sources of enrollment are
not available. Day school registers reflect current Jewish experience in that they
include children of new Russian immigrants, Israeli yordim, and young couples
newly awakened to their Jewish identity.

There is much discussion about the motives which move parents to send their
children to day schools. In the case of religiously and otherwise committed families
the reasons are obvious. There is also no question that the heightened sensitivity to
ethnic identification which has characterized American society in recent years has
been a contributing factor. Dissatisfaction with supplementary Jewish schooling and
the impact of the alternative school movement, which legitimized withdrawal from
the public school, may also be counted as factors. A recent investigation of parental
attitudes toward the day school, though based on a small sample, is useful here.10

The data was collected in a large midwestern city, a setting which is perhaps more

'Alvin Schiff, "Jewish Day Schools in America: 1962-1977," The Pedagogic Reporter, Fall
1977, pp. 2-7.

'"Louise Adams, Judith Frankel, and Nancy Newbauer, "Parental Attitudes Toward the
Jewish All-Day School," Jewish Education, Winter 1972-73, p. 28.
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instructive than the traditional centers of Jewish population. Responses to a ques-
tionnaire indicate that "the most important considerations for the parents in sending
their children to this school seem to be the study of the modern Israeli state, the
acquiring of a sense of belonging and pride in being Jewish, participation in the
religious aspects of Judaism, and the small number of students per teacher." An-
other study," conducted in Los Angeles in 1977, indicates that while parents who
send their children to a non-Orthodox day school are motivated by specifically
Jewish concerns, the primary reason for the decision is the desire for high-level
general education.

Parents who are concerned about the Jewish education of their children cannot
complain about a lack of opportunities. Today the school, whatever its type, is
surrounded by a network of ancillary settings which extend the range of educational
activity beyond the limits of formal schooling. Youth groups are well within the
reach of every youngster. The largest of the youth organizations are sponsored by
national synagogue bodies. Zionist youth groups can be found in every large metro-
politan center. The latter work independently of the school and rarely have any
contact with it. The synagogue youth organizations are part of the same congrega-
tional framework as the school and provide innumerable possibilities for the integra-
tion of formal and informal programs.

Summer camps, too, must be reckoned in any assessment of the extent and reach
of Jewish education. Hebrew speaking camps, and others as well, have had a
profound influence on thousands of youngsters who, long after their days in camp,
still carry the stamp of an intensive educational experience. There are many who
would claim, and not without justice, that the expansion of educational camping
ranks alongside the growth of the day school as a major achievement of Jewish
education in the past quarter of a century.

The success of summer camping programs has led many schools to utilize camp
settings during the school year. Weekend retreats and camp programs conducted
during public school vacations, sponsored by individual schools or organized for a
group of schools by bureaus of Jewish education, are now common and considered
a necessary part of the school curriculum. In many places monthly weekends in
camp combined with guided work at home in-between have replaced the traditional
one-day-a-week Sunday School. We do not yet know whether this form of schooling
is more effective than conventional programs. There can be no doubt, however, that
it is beyond the ability of a formal school setting to duplicate the resonance of a
shared experience of study, prayer, and play in a camp environment.

Notice must also be taken of the explosive expansion of Jewish Studies programs
in American colleges and universities. Over 300 different institutions of higher
learning in this country now offer courses in Jewish Studies; 40 universities offer a

"Stuart L. Kelman, Motivation and Goals: Why Parents Send Their Children to Non-
Orthodox Day Schools, unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Southern California,
1978.
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major in the subject and 27 sponsor graduate programs.l! This is surely one of the
most important developments in Jewish life in the last decade and a half. While little
is known about the type of students enrolled in these programs, it is clear that more
students than ever before are now involved in college-level Jewish studies.

Goals
Education in its broadest sense is the transmission of a culture across generations.

This, of course, is an extremely complex process. The school is but one of a network
of agencies and institutions which touch the growing child on his way to responsible
maturity. Schools, however, differ from other educating factors in that they alone
are capable of developing systematic programs of sequential experiences directed
towards a specific goal. Schools, then, provide opportunity for a deliberate weighing
of purpose and a careful control of practice. Jewish schools, of course, are no
different in this regard.

While statements of aims and objectives in Jewish education generally lack philo-
sophical rigor, and thereby confound attempts to develop logically consistent pro-
grams of instruction, their intent is quite clear—to inculcate in pupils the desire and
ability to conduct their lives in keeping with the precepts of the Jewish tradition.
The latitudinananism which is a hallmark of modernism, invites a broad spectrum
of interpretation of that tradition and its translation into a regimen of daily life. The
components of the tradition—God, Torah, and Israel—are variously conceived, and
their valence, whether separately or in concert, differentially measured and assessed.

A new generation of Jewish educators has shifted the focus of Jewish schooling
from its traditional emphasis on predetermined subject matter to an active concern
for the self-expressed needs and interests of the student. The roots of the approach
are varied: the writings of radical school reformers; the influence of Piagetian
psychology in teacher training programs and graduate schools of education; the
ambience of American colleges and universities which give students a voice in
governance; the teachings of the "human potential" movement; and the general
permissiveness which permeates American society. These young educators are com-
mitted to ". . . uncovering the thoughts and feelings of the kids themselves, not on
a specific issue but rather in a free-wheeling open-ended way. This should allow the
kids to bring in their own experiences with very little intervention on the part of
the teacher . . .""

On the high school level this approach involves a high degree of student involve-
ment in all phases of planning and creation, a heightened emphasis on the affective,
attention to intcr-personal relationships, a readiness to move beyond the framework

'•'Will Maslow, The Structure and Functioning of the American Jewish Community (New
York, 1974).

"Burt Jacobson, American Jewish Committee and American Association for Jewish Educa-
tion, Report of Work Conference on Current Concerns in Jewish Education, 1970, pp. 45-46.
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of prescribed forms and structures, and an acceptance of the legitimacy of a wide
variety of views and patterns of personal expression. The acknowledgement of the
centrality of mitsvot in Judaism is accompanied by a view of religion as a continued
search for self-realization rather than as a closed system of preordained imperatives.
Religious practice, as a consequence, becomes a highly personal matter, with the
final determinant of the student's religious behavior being his feelings at the mo-
ment. The legitimacy of Jewish nationalism finds expression in a commitment to the
State of Israel and a recognition of its crucial role in the Jewish future. At the same
time, the American Jewish community is also accorded a place of primacy. This
conception of learning affords place to traditional modes and methods of study but
finds them lacking when used in isolation from broader and more encompassing
experiences. The task of the educator then is not simply to direct a school or to
inculcate a point of view, but rather to create an environment in which the student
is free to experiment in a variety of settings and with an assortment of materials in
an encouraged attempt to define a style of Jewishness which suits his needs and
tastes.

On the elementary school level this approach has led to experimentation with the
"open classroom"14 and, to a lesser extent, to the establishment of "free" or "alterna-
tive" Jewish schools. The open classroom simply seeks to create a better environ-
ment for learning; the alternative school, usually found in university centers and
conducted by students, constitutes a protest against what is thought to be the lack
of Jewish "authenticity" on the part of the organized community.

Much of what we have been discussing here has found expression at the confer-
ences sponsored by the Coalition of Alternatives for Jewish Education, a loosely-
knit group of young educators which is an offshoot of the North American Jewish
Students Network. The three conferences held so far—one at Brown University in
1976, a second at the University of Rochester in 1977, and a third at the University
of California at Irvine in 1978—are a pot-pourri of educational method and tech-
nique concocted by imaginative teachers and administrators who insist on "doing
their own thing." For the large number of participants the conferences have been
''happenings" at which the emphasis is on the "doing" of Jewish education and
where the affective component of learning clearly overshadows the purely cognitive.

Attention to the affective and concern for the involvement of students in the
development of programs is by no means limited to the Coalition. For almost a
decade the Rhea Hirsch School of Education of the Hebrew Union College-Jewish
Institute of Religion in Los Angeles has conducted a project in "confluent educa-
tion." This project is an adaptation, in the setting of the Jewish school, of work done
at the Esalen Institute and the University of California at Santa Barbara. As de-
scribed by one of its major theoreticians, confluent education calls for the "integra-
tion or flowing together of the affective and cognitive elements in individual and

"American Association for Jewish Education, Opening the Classroom and Individualizing
Instruction, 1972.
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group learning . . ."" The program in Los Angeles began with the training of
teachers on the assumption that changes in the ways students learn could come
about only as the result of changes in the behavior of teachers." Teachers who
participated in the training program reported that they had gained a great deal.
Unfortunately, there has been no published report of a systematic empirical investi-
gation evaluating the impact of confluent education on children in Jewish schools.

On a larger scale we may point to the curriculum development program an-
nounced several years ago by the Commission of Jewish Education of the Union of
American Hebrew Congregations." The conceptual framework of the undertaking
rests on the assumption that ". . . educators must be receptive to the problems and
needs of the students and attempt to create a synthesis between the traditional values
and present concerns. The focal points of the curriculum are both what the learner
wants to learn and what he ought to learn." Student input was achieved through
"a national survey . . . conducted to determine the interests, concerns and problems
of students on all age levels . . . " Whatever the ultimate form of the curriculum and
its effectiveness, there is no question that the approach represents a fundamental
commitment to responding to student interests.

Orthodox day schools, whose curricular options are relatively clear-cut, have
also explored the significance of the experiential. There is a familiar ring to the
observation of a leading day-school spokesman that "too many of our schools are
satisfied with formal education conducted in and around the classroom. If our
goal of commitment is to be a realistic one we must look for opportunities for
students to act out the values and life style we are teaching . . . students will
'learn' more about the plight of Soviet Jewry in two hours devoted to neighbor-
hood campaigning for signatures on a petition . . . than in two weeks of classes on
Soviet-Jewish problems . . ."'8 In part, a heightened concern for the affective in
day-school education reflects a desire to provide additional support for those stu-
dents who come from non-Orthodox homes.

A good deal of what we have been describing here may be nothing more than
educational gimmickry—harried Jewish educators latching on to another passing
fad in general education. A careful reading of the evidence, however, suggests
something more significant. The emphasis on the affective may be interpreted as a
conclusion drawn from two interacting factors: the failure of most Jewish schools
to impart basic knowledge and the belief that the emotive is the critical influence
in the formation of identity.

"George I. Brown, Human Teaching for Human Learning (New York, 1971), pp. 10-11.
"William Cutter and Jack Dauber, Rhea Hirsch School of Education, Hebrew Union

College-Jewish Institute of Religion, Confluent Education in the Jewish Setting, n.d.
"See Jack D. Spiro, "Toward a Conceptual Framework for Reform Jewish Education,"

Compass, Jan.-Feb., 1971.
"Haskel Lookstein, "The Jewish Day School: A Symposium," Tradition, (Summer 1972),

pp. 113-114.
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The curricula developed by the Melton Research Center and the United Syna-
gogue Commission on Jewish Education reflect a quite different approach to Jewish
education. While certainly not unmindful of the affective aspects of learning, the
materials produced by these two agencies of the Conservative movement emphasize
subject matter and the development of cognitive skills. The curriculum of the
Melton Research Center is " . . . designed to teach information, skills and competen-
cies" and is based on the assumption that "Jewish education must embody the
thinking and the wisdom found in Jewish texts—Bible, Siddur, Talmud, Midrash
and historical documents—and that it [is] desirable to have the students confront
those texts directly and extract from them the themes which are basic to Jewish life
and religion."" Together with a strict definition of subject matter, provided by
members of the faculty of the Jewish Theological Seminary, the Melton material
mandates a very specific method. The new Curriculum for the Afternoon Jewish
School, published by the United Synagogue Commission on Jewish Education, is
another example of a subject-centered program of study.20 Though different in
structure from the Melton program and more flexible in terms of method, it too rests
on the assumption that knowledge is central to the life of the Jew and that what
a Jewish child should know is best determined by scholars and educators. Both of
these programs reflect a renewed commitment to formal schooling, and a belief in
the potential efficacy of the supplementary afternoon school. Whatever the power
of other settings, the new curricula of the Conservative movement, like that cur-
rently under development in the Reform movement, assume that the great majority
of children will receive their Jewish education in the afternoon school. Moreover,
they reflect a heightened sense of ideology and stress the religious rather than the
nationalist dimension of Jewishness.

The statement of goals of the United Synagogue curriculum is noteworthy from
yet another point of view. When it proclaims that " . . . the whole point of studying
in the religious school is to learn what makes the Jew different . . . and to make a
decision as to why you should be different,"2' it reveals a shift in the definition of
Jewishness and Americanism and the relationship between the two. An earlier
generation of Jewish educators stressed the similarities between Judaism and the
norms of American democracy. That posture is easily understood when we remem-
ber that the perceptions of both teachers and students were in the main shaped by
the immigrant experience. A curriculum which consciously teaches the importance
of difference is clearly addressing itself to a changed America and to another sort
of Jew.

"Elaine Morris, "The Melton Approach: Accent on the Teacher," United Synagogue Re-
view. Winter 1979, p. 6.

'"United Synagogue Commission on Jewish Education, A Curriculum for the Afternoon
Jewish School, 1978.

"Ibid., p. 505.
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The specific content of current curricula, whatever their thrust, is by and large
drawn from the time-honored subjects of Jewish study. The literary nature of the
Jewish tradition dictates the parameters of subject matter. The individual school,
working by itself or guided by outlines prepared by national agencies, chooses the
material of instruction and the mode of treatment. Both the time available to the
school and its ideological orientation determine the curriculum space allotted any
particular subject. As a rule, the more intensive the school the greater the concentra-
tion on traditional text or on material drawn from that source. Day schools alone
are able to introduce students to the Talmud and cognate Rabbinic literature. There
is probably no Jewish school in the country which does not teach Bible and history
in some form. Hebrew remains a problematic area for afternoon supplementary
schools unless they are willing to devote most of the time at their disposal to
language instruction. The new curriculum of the United Synagogue, mindful of the
low level of achievement which characterizes most of its affiliated congregational
schools, advises that unless there is a commitment to a "concentration" in Hebrew,
language instruction should be restricted to a basic phonics program geared to
preparing the pupil to follow the synagogue service.

The core subjects of Bible, history, and Hebrew are surrounded by a wide array
of courses, reflecting particular educational outlooks. In recent years there has been
a decided emphasis on Jewish religious thought. As in the case of other subjects,
the more intensive and traditional the school—and the two generally go hand in
hand—the greater the reliance on classic texts. Mention should also be made of the
near-universal inclusion of Israel and the Holocaust in the curricula of Jewish
schools. These two topics, more than any others, pose problems for Jewish educa-
tors; when treated as "subject" they are threatened by the heavy hand of trivializa-
tion; when viewed as the central events of modern Jewish existence, they call into
question many of the assumptions which guide Jewish schools in the United States.

Effectiveness
Discussions of schools and the things they do inevitably lead to questions of their

effectiveness. The avowed purpose of schooling is to induce some sort of change in
students and it is legitimate to inquire whether or not anything does indeed happen
to a child as a result of all those hours spent in a classroom. The information
available from research on the effects of schooling is divided. A considerable body
of data seems to indicate that schools have very little effect either in terms of
cognitive outcomes or in attitude and personality change; other studies argue just
as persuasively that schools do make a difference in such matters as political infor-
mation, "modern" attitudes and behavior, religious behavior and attitudes and
general information.

The conventional wisdom of the Jewish community is that Jewish education,
especially in its supplementary form, has little impact on students. Indeed there are
those who argue that Jewish schools not only fail to achieve their goals, but actually
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have a negative effect on children in that they confirm the impression that Judaism
is irrelevant to their lives.

We have no reliable empirical evidence concerning the effectiveness of Jewish
schooling when the criteria are the acquisition of knowledge or the development of
skills. Published curricula materials sometimes tell us what schools want to teach.
We know little, however, about what teachers actually teach, and even less about
what children actually learn. We are similarly ignorant regarding the efficiency of
the Jewish school—the relationship between what is learned and the investments
involved. While critics are quick to charge that Jewish schools provide their pupils
with very little knowledge, it is not clear that they achieve less, all factors consid-
ered, than other kinds of schools, public or private. Since the overwhelming majority
of children in Jewish schools are of elementary school age, we have no reason to
expect that even under the best of circumstances they can acquire anything more
than a rudimentary knowledge of Judaism. The rhetoric of both the critics and the
defenders of Jewish education is all too often unmindful of the fact that the object
of its concern is a child between the ages of seven and twelve. The postulated
ineffectiveness of the Jewish school may very well be the ineluctable consequence
of the constraints within which it is forced to function.

Several recent studies, marked by a methodological sophistication all too rare in
research on Jewish education, report findings which seem to indicate that Jewish
schooling does make a difference. One investigator studied adults between the ages
of 30 and 45 who had been exposed to Jewish education of varying intensity to
determine "what, if any, residual effect Jewish secondary school education in Phila-
delphia had on the Jewish life style of its graduates."22 The findings of the study
indicate that those respondents who had had an intensive Jewish secondary school
education were more involved in Jewish affairs than those who had received a more
limited Jewish education. Members of the "intensive" group rated parents and
Jewish schooling as the two most important influences on their Jewish identity.

Two other studies suggest that under certain conditions Jewish schooling has an
effect which is independent of familial background and other socializing influences.2'
According to Geoffrey Bock, better-schooled Jews are more identified Jewishly. He
found that, all other things being equal, there was a positive relationship between
time spent in Jewish classrooms during childhood and youth and adult religiosity,
involvement in informal Jewish social networks, knowledge of Jewish culture, and
support for Israel. When identification is defined as "public Jewishness"—attend-
ance at synagogue services, participation in secular synagogue affairs, support for

"Sol Ribner, "The Effects of Intensive Jewish Education on Adult Jewish Life Styles,"
Jewish Education, Spring 1978, pp. 6-12.

"Geoffrey E. Bock, The Jewish Schooling of American Jews: A Study of Non-Cognitive
Educational Effects, unpublished doctoral dissertation, Harvard University, 1976, and Harold
S. Himmelfarb, "The Non-Linear Impact of Jewish Schooling: Comparing Different Types and
Amounts of Jewish Education," Sociology of Education, April 1977, pp. 114-129.
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Israel, and attitudes about American public issues—Jewish schooling is often as
important a factor as Jewish home background. However, approximately 1,000
hours of instruction are necessary before Jewish schooling begins to effect Jewish
identification in any significant fashion. The relationship between Jewish identifica-
tion and schooling appears to reach its peak at about 4,000 hours of attendance in
a Jewish school.

Harold Himmelfarb's study attempted to determine the relationship, if any, be-
tween adult religious involvement and the "intensity" and "extensity" of Jewish
education. He reports that Jewish schooling does not have any statistically signifi-
cant impact on adult religiosity until there are approximately 3,000 hours of attend-
ance. The discrepancy between the two studies as to the minimum number of hours
of instruction required if Jewish schooling is to have any effect may be a function
of the criterion measure. The data support the assumption that both identification
and religiosity are complex constructs and that the various elements of which they
are composed may each require different minimums of instructional hours if school-
ing is to have any impact. Himmelfarb also found thai there is a steady increase in
adult religiosity as attendance moves from 3,000 to 4,000 hours; however, beyond
4,000 hours increased schooling does not result in increased religiosity unless rein-
forced by other factors, particularly the spouse. If such reinforcement occurs there
is another significant increase in religiosity when schooling approaches approxi-
mately 10,000 hours. Instruction beyond that point appears to have no significant
impact on religiosity as defined in this study. These two studies suggest that current
curricular changes, no matter how refined and sophisticated, will have little long-
range impact on students if they do not inspire attendance at a Jewish school well
beyond the elementary level.

Bock's and Himmelfarb's threshold figures place the statistics of Jewish school
enrollment in painful perspective. More than 75 per cent of the children who receive
a Jewish education attend schools which meet for 2-6 hours a week; the full program
of these schools extends over 4-7 years; the overwhelming majority of these children
do not continue their studies beyond Bar/Bat Mitzvah or Confirmation; and a large
percentage do not get even that far. Even those youngsters who complete the first
level of the most intensive kind of supplementary education currently in existence
fall short of the minimum number of hours judged essential if schools are to have
a long-range impact.

The foregoing supports the long-standing contention of Jewish educators that
children do not stay long enough in Jewish schools to permit anything positive to
happen. The data suggest that it makes little difference what the schools do, and how
they do it, as long as the children leave before a certain point.

Personnel
The critical act of all schooling is the meeting of teacher and pupil, and the quality

of that meeting is determined by the personal resources of the teacher, his training,
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and the climate of the school. Without the painstaking day-to-day work of talented
and dedicated teachers there can be no meaningful Jewish education.

The status of the Jewish teacher makes painfully clear the gulf that exists between
word and deed in Jewish education. The rhetorical fervor which places education
at the center of Jewish life seldom moves to serious consideration of the conse-
quences of the demise of the profession of Jewish teaching. At the present time there
are approximately 3,500 teachers employed in day schools and some 5,500 in
weekday afternoon schools. Of this number less than one-third may be considered
full-time teachers if full-time teaching in day schools is set at 20 hours per week and
in afternoon schools at 12 hours per week. We have no exact figures on the number
of teachers working in one-day-a-week schools, although it is safe to assume that
declining enrollments and school consolidations have reduced this number consider-
ably below the 9,559 reported 20 years ago in the National Study of Jewish Educa-
tion."

Except in day schools, there are almost no full-time teaching positions available
in Jewish education today. During the 1978-79 school year only 15 per cent of 116
teachers appointed to Conservative afternoon schools in the Chicago area were in
full-time positions. In the entire Greater Boston area there were only 12 full-time
positions available in afternoon schools. Much the same situation obtained in Cleve-
land.

Salary schedules also contribute to the difficulties of developing a corps of teach-
ers who have made career commitments to Jewish education. A study conducted
in the 1975-76 school year by the American Association for Jewish Education found
that "teacher salaries in Jewish day and supplementary schools are too low to afford
a head of family a decent, comfortable standard of living as the sole wage earner."
The analysis of the data gathered from 382 schools in 31 metropolitan areas showed
that the median maximum salary of a full-time day school teacher was $13,433 per
year, while that of a full-time teacher in a supplementary school was $9,400. The
salary figure for day-school teachers was 13.2 per cent below what public school
teachers earned. The data reveal a situation which has made it impossible to main-
tain rigorous standards of certification and professional requirements—the hall-
marks of a profession.

There has been no dearth of sensible suggestions for improving the economic
situation of teachers: employment by the community rather than by individual
schools of limited resources; consolidation of schools in order to increase teaching
loads; training teachers so that they would be able to work in both formal and
informal settings; and establishing clearly-defined promotion procedures leading to
administrative posts. The readiness of the central agencies of the Jewish community
to act quickly and tellingly to insure the calling of the Jewish teacher is the ultimate
test of their commitment to Jewish education.

"The data in this section are drawn from George Pollack, Employment Realities and Career
Opportunities in Jewish Education, paper presented at Hebrew College, Boston, Mass., 1978.
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Teachers in the Jewish school system are a varied group: yeshiva graduates who
have opted for teaching careers in day schools; graduates of Jewish teacher training
institutions; Israelis who are in this country either permanently or temporarily; and
those who arrive at a Jewish school through no recognizable route of Jewish learning
or training.

Yeshiva graduates are the backbone of the Orthodox day school system. Israeli
teachers, both in the day and afternoon schools, pose particular problems. Israelis
are the present-day equivalents of the European-born teachers of an earlier period
—they are separated from their students by deep cultural differences. While the
conscientious teacher from Israel may succeed in bridging the gap, his residence in
the United States seriously compromises a curriculum in which Israel is an impor-
tant element. The penalties of an excess of imports are as severe in education as in
economics.

No other institution involved in Jewish education has undergone as much change
in the last decade as the Hebrew teachers college—even the name is no longer
appropriate. Once the pinnacles of non-rabbinic Jewish learning in this country,
these schools today are hard put to maintain their undergraduate programs. Enroll-
ments on the undergraduate level, which require simultaneous attendance at two
institutions of higher learning, are considerably below the peak of 1,812 reported
in the mid-1960's." The reasons for the decline are many: the growth of Jewish
studies programs on college campuses; skyrocketing tuition rates which force many
young people to work during the time formerly available for study in these schools;
and the decrease in the number of lower-level schools which provide the background
necessary for admission. The decline of undergraduate programs has meant a nar-
rowing of opportunities for comprehensive Jewish socialization of young people.
Hebrew teachers colleges, also known as colleges of Jewish studies, were more than
schools. Attendance at one of these institutions circumscribed the life of the student;
it determined his friends, limited his time for non-Jewish activities, and set the
boundaries of possible interests.

Several Jewish teacher training schools have developed imaginative new pro-
grams. Spertus College in Chicago "supplies" Jewish Studies programs to several
colleges in the area. Hebrew College in Boston is developing a program which it
hopes will attract students whose backgrounds do not meet formal admission re-
quirements but who are prepared to do make-up work. At the same time the College
has invested heavily in adult learning. The various units of Yeshiva University offer
a wide variety of pre-professional and professional programs. The Teachers Institute
of the Jewish Theological Seminary and its West Coast school, the University of
Judaism, as well as the Rhea Hirsch School of Education of the Hebrew Union
College-Jewish Institute of Religion in Los Angeles, have successfully launched
Master's degree programs for college graduates interested in careers in Jewish

2!Walter I. Ackerman, "A Profile of the Hebrew Teachers College," in Oscar J. Janowsky
(ed.), The Education of American Jewish Teachers (Boston, 1967), pp. 41-60.
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education. Even though the background of the students participating in these pro-
grams may be somewhat weaker than was the case of students in the more tradi-
tional setting, the fact that they are full-time students attending only one school
undoubtedly contributes to a higher level of academic work. It is doubtful, however,
that these students will long remain classroom teachers; those who will remain in
Jewish education have clearly set their sights on administrative posts.

In contrast to the situation in teaching is that in administration. There are
currently some 1,300-1,400 administrative positions in Jewish schools, bureaus of
Jewish education, and national agencies." Reform congregations employ 245 full-
time principals; the remainder of the 775 Reform schools employ part-time educa-
tors, rabbis who perform other duties, or lay administrators. A number of Reform
congregations have charged educators with the total responsibility for the congrega-
tional educational program, formal and informal, from pre-school through adult
education. Conservative congregations employ 350 full-time principals. Day school
principalships are generally full-time positions. There is no question that administra-
tors in Jewish schools are as well-qualified as their counterparts in public education.
The problem is the lack of qualified personnel to meet the demand; each placement
season resembles a game of musical chairs. Salary schedules range from $15,000 per
year for principals to as much as $50,000 for directors of central agencies. These
salaries, which compare favorably with those paid in similar occupations, have not
succeeded in attracting the number of people needed to staff positions currently
available.

Finances
While it is difficult to pinpoint the exact relationship between funding and educa-

tional effectiveness, it is clear that adequate financial resources are required for
schools to initiate and maintain quality programs. Intensive Jewish education is
expensive. The recruitment and retention of teachers, curriculum development, and
the production of instructional materials—even for the less intensive afternoon and
one-day-a-week schools—require large investments of money. Although the current
total expenditure for Jewish education in the United States is estimated to be
$280,000,000, almost three times the amount expended ten years ago, it is clear that
traditional patterns of funding are inadequate to the demands of expanding pro-
grams in a period of spiralling inflation.

An analysis of pupil costs by type of school indicates national averages ranging
from $2,300 per year in day high schools to $500 for children attending three-
day-a-week supplementary schools. Elementary day school expenditures amount to
$1,500; communal elementary school expenditures to $750; and communal high
school expenditures to $550. Costs for one-day-a-week school pupils are not known.

"George Pollack, Employment Realities and Career Opportunities in Jewish Education, loc.
cil.
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Varied patterns of record-keeping, coupled with a frequent lack of relevant infor-
mation, makes it difficult to ascertain the exact amounts contributed by synagogues
to the maintenance of their schools. One estimate places the allocation of Reform
congregations to educational programs at an average of about 15 to 20 per cent of
the total institutional budget. The more intensive the program, of course, the larger
will be its share of congregational expenditures. It is reasonable to assume, however,
that in a period of decreasing membership and increasing operational costs there will
be no significant rise in direct subventions to schools from congregational budgets.

The data on tuition fees for three-day-a-week schools indicate that there is little
relationship between charges to parents and the actual costs of maintaining a child
in school. Over a 20-year period, from 1951-1952 to 1969-1970, tuition fees rose
from $50 a year for members and $65 a year for non-members to $85 and $150,
respectively.27 More recent information indicates little change in the picture; a
survey of some 30 Conservative congregational schools shows that tuition fees in
1975-76 averaged $115." Tuition schedules are obviously conditioned by the fear
that an increase in fees will result in a decrease in enrollment and perhaps synagogue
membership.

Day school tuition is an entirely different matter; here there is a real possibility
that ever higher fees will move intensive Jewish education beyond the reach of many
Jewish families. Whereas in the 1973-74 school year, day school tuition outside New
York City was about $1,000, data for 1978-79 indicate fees of around $1,500. In
the New York City area current charges are about $2,000." Tuition, of course, is
a major source of day school income; it does not, however, cover the cost of
operations, and schools are increasingly forced to look for outside sources of fund-
ing.

Federation allocations are a third source of funding for Jewish education. The
years since the end of World War II have seen a steady increase in the amount and
proportion of federation funds allocated to Jewish education. In 1947 the sums
earmarked for Jewish education represented 8.9 per cent of the total funds budgeted
for local needs;30 by 1970 that figure had risen to 13.3 per cent;" in 1977 allocations
to Jewish education totalled 23.2 per cent of all local disbursements." When ex-
pressed in dollar amounts, federation allocations for the period cited (1947-77) rose
from $2,215,911 to $27,492,216. A breakdown of the gross figures of federation

"Hillel Hochberg, "Trends and Developments in Jewish Education," AJYB, Vol. 73, 1972,
p. 221.

"Seaboard Region, United Synagogue of America, Survey on Synagogue Finances, 1975-76.
"United Synagogue Commission on Jewish Education, Tuition Compilation Survey, Solo-

mon Schechter Day Schools, 1979. Although this study deals only with Conservative schools,
fees in Orthodox and Reform day schools are comparable.

"Alexander Dushkin and Uriah Engelman, Jewish Education in the U.S. (New York, 1959),
p. 148.

"Hochberg, be. cit., p. 209.
"Council of Jewish Federations and Welfare Funds, Federation Allocations to Jewish Educa-

tion, 1978.
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subventions reveals the following pattern of disbursements (expressed as percentages
of total allocations to Jewish education):"

1. Allocations and subsidies to schools 59.8
a. Day schools 44.0
b. Congregational schools 2.3
c. Other schools 13.5

2. Jewish institutions of higher learning 8.5
3. Services and programs of central agencies 30.8
4. All other 0.9

Total lOOO

As encouraging as the trends reported here may be, a more refined analysis of the
data discloses that federation funds play only a minor role in enabling Jewish schools
to function. Total federation allocations in 1977 represented 10 per cent of the costs
of Jewish education—an increase of a slight 3 per cent over 1947. While day schools
have been the major beneficiaries of federation financing, the sums allocated in
recent years cover only about 13 per cent of their budgets. Thus, parents who want
intensive Jewish education for their children must, by and large, pay for it them-
selves.

The never-ending search for additional funds has led some day school supporters
to look to the government for funding. They argue that government support falls
in the category of aid to children, that it is fully permissible under the equal
protection and free exercise clauses of the Constitution, and that the funds made
available would be used only for the secular studies component of the day school
curriculum. To date, court decisions have approved the use of public tax funds by
Jewish day schools only when applied to textbook loans, transportation as a public
safety measure, school lunch programs, and certain therapeutic programs.34 The
eligibility of Jewish day schools and other religious elementary and secondary
schools for participation in tax-supported school tuition voucher plans remains a
moot constitutional issue.

There is a clear need for rethinking the issue of responsibility in the funding of
Jewish education. Congregations should review their fiscal procedures to determine
what obligations they can sensibly carry. If tuition is primarily the responsibility of
the parent, steps must be taken to bring fees into realistic relationship to the costs
of instruction in a synagogue setting. The readiness of Jewish parents to shoulder
the burden of a high tax rate in support of quality public education must find its
counterpart in Jewish education, even if this means a decrease in enrollment. Tuition
increases alone, however, cannot solve the financial problems of day schools. Day

"Ibid., p. 5.
"Benson Skeoff, Tax Funds for Jewish Education: Presentation and Analysis of Var-

ious Jewish Views, 1947-1974, unpublished doctoral dissertation, Washington University,
1975.
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school supporters must discover new sources of support." The stance of federations
must similarly be subjected to a searching review.

Conclusion
Jewish education in the United States is still largely supplementary schooling

which engages children of elementary school age. In the main, these children are
second and third generation Americans This is a fact of considerable consequence
for schools charged with the task of developing the Jewish identity of their students.
The present enrollment of 360,000 pupils in all kinds of Jewish schools reflects a
decline of 30 per cent from the peak of approximately 550,000 reported in the middle
of the 1960's. We do not know if this downturn, largely a function of an aging Jewish
population and a lower birthrate among young couples, has been accompanied by
a parallel decrease in the percentage of children of school age attending Jewish
schools. The continued growth of day schools, the decline in the number of one-day -
a-week schools, the small but encouraging rise in secondary school programs, and
the spread of university-level Jewish studies programs suggest that an increasing
number of young people are investing more time over a longer period in Jewish
education. That gain, however, is still not large enough to offset the fact that the
vast majority of children who enter a Jewish school terminate their studies long
before they can be expected to have attained any recognizable or long-lasting skills
and competencies. The rate of continuation, surely one of the most critical measures
of a school's influence, remains as disturbingly low today as it was ten years ago.

Recent research findings lend empirical support to what Jewish educators have
long known and proclaimed: as long as Jewish education remains mainly elementary
education which is restricted to 2-5 hours a week of instruction, there is little reason
to believe, or even hope, that it can have any long-range impact. The perennial
problems of Jewish education—personnel, curriculum, and finances—are in no
small measure a function of its limited range. While the schools themselves contrib-
ute to drop-out rates, their efforts at self-improvement through the introduction of
new curricula and more sophisticated methods and materials are inadequate for the
reversal of long-standing attitudes and practice among parents and children alike.
The extension of the reach of Jewish schooling into adolescence and beyond de-
mands a concentrated effort which marshals the resources of the entire community.
Without a significant shift in the direction of broader participation in secondary
school programs, the Jewish school will be forced to forfeit its age-old function as
the "treasure house of our people's soul."

WALTER I. ACKERMAN

"For an imaginative approach to day school financing, see David Hershberg, Re: Financing
the Solomon Schechier Day School. Solomon Schechter Day School Association of the United
Synagogue of America, n.d. See also Alvin SchifF, "Funding Jewish Education—Whose Re-
sponsibility?" Jewish Education. Summer 1973, pp. 6-12.



Jewish Communal Services:
Programs and Finances

J EWISH FEDERATIONS, through their annual campaigns and endowment
funds, provide the major source of contributed support for Jewish overseas and
domestic services. Other important sources of income for Jewish services are public
funds, service payments, and United Way grants.

The classification of services may be based on geography (local, national, or
overseas), may reflect the major program areas of Jewish agencies (community
centers, refugee services, welfare and health services, community relations, Jewish
education, vocational training, etc.), or may cut across agencies where more than
one of them provides aspects of specific services.

The United Jewish Appeal (UJA) provides support for the United Israel Appeal
(UIA), the American Jewish Joint Distribution Committee (JDC), and the New
York Association for New Americans (NYANA). The Jewish Agency is the opera-
tional agency for UIA and Keren Hayesod programs, which include assistance for
immigration, agricultural settlement, welfare services, higher education, and youth
aliyah. JDC programs in various countries, including Israel, are based almost
completely on funds raised in the United States. JDC provides subventions to ORT
for vocational education, which are supplemented by membership campaigns in the
U.S. and by governmental support abroad. NYANA, which resettles refugees in the
New York City area, is financed by UJA; parallel programs in other communities
are financed directly by local federations.

Among other important overseas agencies are the Hebrew Immigrant Aid Society
(HIAS), Hadassah, the National Committee for Labor Israel, the America-Israel
Cultural Foundation, and the Jewish National Fund.

Those agencies that specialize in community relations—the American Jewish
Committee, Anti-Defamation League, American Jewish Congress, Jewish Labor
Committee, Jewish War Veterans, and National Conference on Soviet Jewry—are
the main beneficiaries of federation support on the national level. They, and the local
community relations councils that exist in more than 100 cities, are joined together
in the National Jewish Community Relations Advisory Council.

The national religious agencies include the major seminaries and congregational
bodies of the three religious wings. Some Orthodox yeshivot in the major cities
receive support from local federations.

The Joint Cultural Appeal, administered by the National Foundation for Jewish
Culture, encompasses nine agencies. There are also secular institutions of higher
learning (Brandeis, Dropsie, and Herzliah), and a number of research and scholarly
groups which receive financial assistance from federations. Major national youth
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groups include Hillel, the B'nai B'rith Youth Organization, and the North Ameri-
can Jewish Students Appeal.

National agencies which serve local programs are the National Jewish Welfare
Board (serving community centers), the American Association for Jewish Educa-
tion, and the National Association of Jewish Vocational Services.

Local programs supported by federations with United Way aid are community
centers, family and children's services, hospitals, care for the aged, and (to a nominal
extent) vocational services. Federations receive no United Way support for Jewish
education, refugee aid, and local community relations.

Amounts Raised
During the 1975-78 period, when the cost of living rose by 21 per cent, the

amount raised annually in support of Jewish domestic and overseas needs was
between $460 million and $475 million. The sale of Israel Bonds in the United States
amounted to $267 million in 1977, and $296 million in 1978. Over $32.3 million in
Israel Bonds was turned over to UJA in 1977 in partial payment of federation
campaign pledges; in 1978 the figure was over $32.0 million.

Fund Distribution
Federation allocations continued to be directed mainly to UJA—69 per cent in

1976; 66 per cent in 1977; and 64 per cent in 1978. These levels were higher than
in most years prior to 1967. Outside of New York City, allocations for refugee aid
rose to 2.3 per cent in 1976, and were continuing to rise. Other national and overseas
agencies received a relatively stable annual share of about 3 per cent.

Federation allocations for local needs were about 26 per cent in 1976, 28 per cent
(estimated) in 1977, and 30 per cent (estimated) in 1978. These levels were higher
than those in the preceding decade, but were lower than those in the 1958-66 period.

About one quarter of federation allocations went for Jewish education in the
United States. Funds for Jewish education in other countries were provided to the
Jewish Agency, mainly through global Keren Hayesod campaigns.

Total allocations by federations for all local services amounted to $112 million
in 1977. They were supplemented by $27 million in United Way funds earmarked
for those Jewish services eligible for such support.

Five-Year Trend
In the 1972-76 period the greatest increase in aid was in the area of refugee care,

which rose ninefold, from $744,000 to $6,704,000 (in 92 communities). During the
same period, most other allocations rose from 40 to 50 per cent. Overall allocations
by federations rose by 64 per cent, while United Way grants increased by only 18
per cent.

S. P. GOLDBERG
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T A B L E 1. AMOUNTS RAISED IN CENTRAL JEWISH COMMUNITY CAMPAIGNS

(Estimates in Millions of Dollars)

Amounts Consumer Price Index
Year Raised 1975=100.0%

1974 $660 —
1975 475 100.0
1976 460 105.8
1977* 465 112.6
1978* 475 121.2

•Estimates based on incomplete reports.
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TABLE 2.
SALES OF STATE OF ISRAEL BONDS, 1974-1978

(In Thousands of Dollars)

Year

1974
1975
1976
1977
1978

Total
Cash Sales

$265,477
277,311*
311,410*
331,571*
369,801*

Sales
In U.S.

$204,257
226,217
241,690
267,094
295,690

Sales
Abroad

$61,220
51,094
69,720
64,477
74,111

•Includes sales of five-year and other Israel notes, as listed below.

1975(initiation)
1976
1977
1978

SALES OF ISRAEL NOTES

(In Thousands of Dollars)

$ 20,000
56,500
70,500

121,280

$19,000
40,000
57,000
95,405

$ 1,000
16,500
13,500
25,875

TOTAL SALES AND REDEMPTIONS, 1951-1978

Global sales from 1951 through 1978
Redemptions 1951 through 1978 . .

Types of Redemptions:
Tourism
Jewish Agency
Other Agencies
Investments in Israel
Other

$4,220 million
1,460 million

239 million
291 million
225 million
190 million
515 million
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TABLE 3. DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS RAISED TO FIELDS OF SERVICE

(Estimates in Thousands of Dollars)

Total
1976 1975 1974 1973 1972

TOTAI AMOUNT BUDGETED

TO BENEFICIARIES^ d . . . $385,902 $399,498 $584,530 $332,807 $322,086
% 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Overseas Agencies 269,257 289,356 485,115 248,577 244,321
% 69.8 72.4 83.0 74.7 75.9

United Jewish Appeal 265,883 286,108 481,737 245,722 240,562
% 68.9 71.6 82.4 73.8 74.7

Other Overseas 3,374 3,248 3,378 2,855 3,759
% 0.9 0.8 0.6 0.9 1.2

Local Refugee Caref 7,015 5.595 3,245 1,296 758
% 1.8 1.4 0.6 0.4 0.2

National Agencies 8,083 8,066 8,101 6,886 6,830
% 2.1 2.0 1.4 2.1 2.1

Community Relations 3,918 3,952 4,144 3,245 3,235
% 1.0 1.0 0.7 1.0 1.0

Health & Welfare 20 18 18 18 27
% # # # # #

Cultural 1,315 1,370 1,428 1,241 1,167
% 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.4

Religious 288 303 347 276 374
% 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

Service Agencies 2,542 2,423 2,164 2,106 2,027
% 0.7 0.6 0.4 0.6 0.6

Local Operating N e e d s . . . . 98,313 92,692 84,147 72,966 67,622
% 25.5 23.2 14.4 21.9 21.0

Local Capital Needs 3,234 3,789 3,919 3,079 2,552
% 0.8 0.9 0.7 0.9 0.8

* Based upon communities which are currently CJF members and some smaller cities which are not CJF
members but which had been included in the base group of communities used in 1948 when this statistical
series was started. Minor differences in amounts and percentages due to rounding. United Fund support
excluded from this table but included in Tables 5,6.

b Figures for New York include the United Jewish Appeal of Greater New York and Federation of Jewish
Philanthropies. Local refugee costs in New York City are borne by NY AN A, a direct beneficiary of the UJA
nationally Most overseas and domestic agencies, which are normally included in Welfare Funds in other
cities, conduct their own campaigns in New York. The New York UJA included the following beneficiaries
(in addition to the National UJA): HIAS and National Jewish Welfare Board. Data for New York L'JA are
based on estimates of distribution of annual campaign proceeds, regardless of year in which cash is received.

' The difference between this amount and "total raised" in Table I represents mainly "shrinkage" allow-
ance for non-payment of pledges, campaign and administrative expenses, elimination of duplicating multiple
city gifts and contingency or other reserves.

d Includes small undistributed amounts in "total" and "other cities" columns.
' Based on data published in CJF Budget Digests.
' NYANA is included in UJA totals: ($0.6 million in 1972; $0.9 million in 1973; $2.3 million in 1974;

$4.4 million in 1975; $6.1 million in 1976).
# Less than .05 of one per cent.
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(INCLUDING ISRAEL EMERGENCY FUND) BY JEWISH FEDERATIONS'*

(Estimates in Thousands of Dollars)

New York Cityb Other Cities

1976 1975 1974 1973 1972 1976 1975 1974 1973 1972

$76,754
100.0

50,500
65.8

49,400
64:4
1,100
1.4

l,046e

1.4

l,046e

1.4
25,208

32.8

$80,264
100.0

55,000
68.5

54,000
67.3
1,000
1.2

960e
1.2

1.2
24,304

30.3

$130,351
100.0

107,000
82.1

106,000
81.3
1,000
0.8

726^
0.5

726e

0.5
22.625

17.4

$80,725
100.0

58,718
111

58,000
71.8
718
0.9

816e

1.0

816e

1.0
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