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Cit briefoverview ofNYJPS methodology and ofS(}I'M ofthe dem0­
graphic findings regarding the New York Jewish population. with 
comparisons. where possible. to the lJQlional Jewish population are 
presenteti)Charaaeristics ofNew York Jewry are discussed that seem 
to offer a counterpoint to the current imo:ge ofAmerican Jewry. which 
holds that the American Jewish experience is one ofcontinuing erosion 
Oller time. it -New York effect- is also identified and discussed. PoUcy 
impUCQtions ofthe study's findings are examined. 

Some would argue that New York is more of an exception than • 
rule regarding the overall picture of American Jewry. The New York 
community's sheer size, its larger and more diverse Orthodox popula­
tion, and its longer history as a Jewish population center all suggest that 
in some fundamental way -New York is not America. - Yel, of course 
New York is an essential part of America: New York Jewry represents 
between a third and a quarter of the national Jewish population. By 
virtue of its size alone, the ·view from New York· offers an important 
corrective to any overgeneralized picture of American Jewry. With the 
publication (Horowitz 1993) of the 1991 New York Jewish Population 
Study (NYIPS), we have an opportunity to compare the profile of New 
York area Jewry with the portrait of Jews in America which emerged 
from the 1990 National Jewish Population Surveyor NIPS (Kosmin, 
Goldstein, Waksberg, Lerer, Keysar, and Scheckner 1991). The two 
surveys overlapped substantially. However, since the New York study 
included some questions about the Jewish background experiences of 
adults which the NIPS did not, the New York study has important 
things to suggest about American Jews in general. 

The goals of this paper are two-fold. First, I will present • brief 
overview of NYIPS methodology and of some of the demographic: 
findings regarding the New York Jewish population, with comparisons, 
where possible, to the national Jewish population. Second, I will 
discuss the characteristics of New York Jewry that seem to present a 
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counterpoint to the view which holds that the American Jewish 
experience is one of the continuing erosion of Jewish identity. 

METHODOLOGY 

The Jewish population of the greater New York area has been the 
object of study at numerous times since the tum of the century.1 The 
boundaries of the -New York Area-have varied, depending on the 
research sponsors' purviews. The Greater New York Area served by 
UJA-Federation (referred to in this paper as -the Area-) includes the 
five boroughs of New York City, The Bronx, Brooklyn, Manhattan, 
Queens, Staten Island, and the nearby counties of Nassau, Suffolk and 
Westchester. Until 1981, studies were limited to estimates of the size 
and distribution of the Jewish population in the Area. The 1981 study 
(sponsored by The Federation of Jewish Philanthropies of New York) 
marked the first time that a sample of Jewish households was inter­
viewed to determine, in addition to overall estimates of the size and 
distribution of the population, the nalure of the Jewish population, i.e., 
its socio-demographic profile, the extent of its religious practice, its 
connection to Jewish philanthropy, and its need for social services. 

Sponsored by UJA-Federation of Jewish Philanthropies of New 
York, the 1991 NYJPS was designed to facilitate comparisons of Jews 
nationally to Jews living in the New York area (thus it overlapped 
significantly in design with the 1990 NJPS sponsored by the Council of 
Jewish Federations). as well as to provide a temporal perspective on 
New York Jewry provided by comparisons with the earlier 1981 New 
York study. New York Jewry, thus, can be refracted through two 
lenses at once: 1) at different points in time (1981 and 1991); and 2) 
in comparison to Jews located in different points in space (New York 
and elsewhere in the nation). 

The 1991 NYJPS drew a random representative sample of 4,006 
Jewish households by screening and interviewing more than 40,000 
New York area residences in New York City, Nassau, Suffolk and 
Westchester counties. Households were contacted by telephone to locate 
Jewisbly-connected households (defined as households containing at 
least one person who currently is or previously was Jewish). The 
telephone numbers were drawn using a Random Digit Dialing method 
which did not rely on any existing list of published phone numbers or 
on Distinctive Jewish Names. All residential phone numbers, both listed 
and unlisted, had an equal chance of being included in the sample. 
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i: The sampling aDd interviewing were conducted by ICR Survey 
II
ii Research Group of Media, PA, the company which conducted the 
Ii 

telephone survey for the 1990 NJPS. As in the national study, the New 
Yark study used four questions in the screening process to identify 
Jewisbly-<:onnected households: 

1. What is your relipous affiliation? 
2. Do you or does anyone else in the household consider 

themselves to be Jewish? 
3. Were you or was anyone else in the household raised Jewish? 
4. Do you or does anyone else in the household have a Jewish 

parent? 
A -yes- to any of the four questions qualified the household as 
-Jewisbly-connected. ­

Once a Jewisbly-eonnected household was identified through the 
screeoinB process, an interview was conducted with a Jewishly­
connected adult in that household. In the 1991 NYJPS, Jewishly­
connected households were both identified, throup the screeoing 
questions, aDd interviewed (using the full questionnaire) at more or less 
the same point in time, in contradistinction to the 1990 NJPS for which 
housebolds were screened and interviewed in three stages over the 
course of 12 to 18 months. The interview, averaging 30 minutes in 
length, was conducted in English, Russian, Yiddish or Spanish, as 
needed, so as to avoid bias against non-English speakers. The interview 
included questions in the following areas: 1) housebold and demograph­
ic information; 2) residence and mobility; 3) relipous education; 4) 
Jewish identification and practice; 5) voluntary and cultural practice; 
6) philanthropy (general, Jewish and UJA-Federation); 7) community 
services and assistance. The screening and interviewing phase began 
November IS, 1990 and was completed on May 8, 1991. 

Fifty-eight percent of potential respondents to the screening process 
were willing to participate in the telephone screening process, a very 
good response rate by market research standards, particularly pven the 
sensitive nature of the questions in the study. Among Jewish respon­
dents, the response rate after they had been screened was 69 %. In other 
words, once a person was willing to tell the interviewer that he or she 
is Jewish, in seven cases out of ten that person completed the half-hour 
interview. An additional effort was made to follow-up with those 
individuals who refused to be interviewed, in order to determine the 
proportion of Jews among them. 

The telephone sample yielded 4,006 qualified, Jewisbly-connected 
housebolds, containing 10,501 individuals. The housebold and 
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population estimates reported in NYIPS are based on a scientific 
weighing of two samples: the Jewishly~ectecl sample of 4.006 
households. and a subsample of one quarter of the non-Jewish 
households identified in the screening process. These two samples were 
then combined and subjected to statistical procedures through which we 
estimate a total of 668.000 Jewishly~ectedhouseholds in the eight­
county greater New York area. 

In addition to overall household information. the interview included 
questions about all individuals living in the household. so that with 
statistical techniques. the household sample projects to 1.6 million 
individuals. some of whom are not Jewish. reflecting the mixed 
composition of Jewishly connected households (Methodological 
Appendix in Horowitz 1993). 

DEMOGRAPHIC FINDINGS 

Drjinitions ofthe Jewish PopulaJion: The 1991 NYIPS. like the 1990 
NIPS, identifies a variety of connections to Jewishness, (see: Table 1): 
1) Jews-by-religion; 2) Jews-by-choice (converts); 3) secular Jews; 4) 
people who were once Jewish but no longer see themselves as Jewish 
(and may belong to another religion); S) adults of Jewish parentage or 
Jewish background who were raised in another religion; 6) children 
being raised in another religion; and 7) Gentiles living in households 
with any of these types of Jews.2 

The total JewishlY-CQnnected population of 1.633,000 people can be 
divided into two groups: the core Jewish population. made up of people 
who clearly identify themselves as Jewish by religion or by ethnicity 
(types 1-3 in Table 1); and a peripheral Jewish population of people 
who have a connection to Jewishness (suc:h as living with a Jewish 
person. or having a Jewish background), but who are not themselves 
currently Jewish (types 4-7 in Table 1). In 1991. the eight-CQunty 
greater New York area had a core population ofJews who identified as 
Jews. either by religion or in secular-ethnic terms, estimated to be 1.4 
million, and a periphery of approximately 80,000 people who have 
Jewish ancestry or parentage but do not currently identify themselves 
as Jews. in addition to 134,000 Gentile adults living in Jewishly­
connected households. 

Popuwion Trends: In 1991, approximately 1.027.000 Jews lived in 
New York City and about 393,000 resided in the suburban counties. Of 
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the eight counties or boroughs, Brooklyn (371,000) nuked fust in 
Jewish population size, followed by Manhattan (308,00), Queens 

Table 1. Comparison of Greater New York Jewish Population and 
U.S. Jewish Population: Percentage Distribution. 

NY Area" U.S. Nat'l" 
Overall a.liI 

1. BJc: Religion Judaism 81 51 48 
2. Jews by Choice 1 2 3 
Jews by Religion 83 53 51 
3. BJc: Secular 4 14 15 
CORE JEWISH POPULATION 87 " CiS 

4. BJc: Raised Jewish 
Cummtly not Jewish 1 3 3 

5. Adults of Jewish Background: 
Other Current Religion 1 5 6 

6. Children < 18 Being 
Raised in Other Religion 3 9 9 

TOTAL: ETHNIC OR 
RELIGIOUS BACKGROUND 84 83 

7. Gentile Adults Living 
in Jewishly Connected 
Households 8 16 17 

TOTAL 100 100 100 

• 8 Counties: New York City, Nassau, Suffolk, Westchester. Doesnot
 
include the institutionalized or unenumerat.ed population. Total:
 
1,633,000.
 
"Source: Kosmin et al 1991.
 
C Bom Jew. 

(233,000), Nassau (203,000), Suffolk (98,000), Westchester (92,000), 
the Bronx (82,000) aDd StateD Island (33,000). 

In 1991, one out ofevery eight people in the New York area (13") 
was Jewish. In contrast. Jews constituted 7" of the New York State 
population, and 2" of the nation's. Of the counties, Manhattan had the 
highest concentration of Jews, 21", while the Bronx had the lowest 
concentration, 7". 

Table 2. Percent Change in P 
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BrooJdyn 
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NYC Subtotal 
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Suburban Subtotal 
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The overall New York area Jewish population decreased by 14~ 

between 1981 and 1991 (Table 2).3 News of the decrease was first 
treated by some as auguring the decline of New York Jewry in a 
qualitative sense. Thus, it became all the more important to examine 
New York's Jewish population changes in a broader context, in relation 
to 1) national Jewish population treuds; 2) historical trends about 
Jewish population in New York City; and 3) the population patterns of 
other groups in the Area, in this case, other white non-Hispanics. 

NQl;onal Trends: Between 1970 aDd 1990 the national core Jewish 
population increased only slightly, from 5.4 million to 5.5 million, 
while during the same period the U.S. population grew more quickly. 
In 1990, Jews made up 2 ~ of the U.S. population compared to 3~ in 
1970. In New York, the Jewish population declined by 14% despite the 
immigration figures of the past 10 years. 
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The 1990 NJPS showed that Jews have migrated away from the 
Northeast region. In 1900, 57" of the Dation's Jews lived in the 
northeast, rising to 68" in 1930. In 1970, the percentage dropped to 
64", md by 1990 only 44" remained (Goldstein 1993), a shift which 
mirrors the trend for the U.S. population as a whole. In this context, 
th~ decrease in New York's Jewish population em be seen as part of 
a drift away from the traditional areas of Jewish concentntion to the 
Sun Belt ad the Western states, much as the general population bas 
moved from the Northeast to the South md West. 

However, Goldstein's (1993) malysis of the Dational data revealed 
that not all Jews were equally likely to leave. For example, Jews-by­
Religion may be less likely to leave the Northeast. In my case, they are 
more likely to be found in the Northeast than elsewhere in the United 
States. Whether their greater number is a cause or a consequence of 
New York's greater Jewishness is bard to determine. A strong case em 
be made that New York both attracts certain types of Jews ad it also 
creates them by virtue of the social climate in the New York area. 
Another way of expressing it is: Jews who leave the NortheastlN.Y.C. 
area may be less Jewish than those who stay, or they may become less 
Jewish as a consequence of leaving the region (Horowitz 1994). 

Local Trends: The 19508 were the peak years for Jewish population in 
the New York area, when more than two million Jews lived in New 
York City. By 1957, 2.5 million lived in the eight-county area. 
However, by 1970, the City's Jewish population bad decreased by 
43", while the area's Jewish population declined by 25" during the 
same period. The flow of Jewish population away from its initial point 
of settlement to other parts of the country continued between 1970 ad 
1991, although at a slower rate. Between 1981 ad 1991, the Jewish 
population in the eight-county area decreased by 14", a continuation 
of m historical trend which bas characterized Jews, as well as other 
white, non-Hispanics, since the 19508. In this regard, the growth of 
Jewish population in Manhattan from 1981 to 1991 is all the more 
signifiemt. It represents a reversal of the historical trends for both the 
Jewish md the general population in Manhattan for the first time in 
three decades (see: New York City Department of Planning 1991). 

Jews Compared to Non-Jews: Compared to other white, non-Hispanics 
during the 1981-1991 period, Jews were slower to leave New York 
City (although not the suburban counties). From 1981 to 1991, the 
Jewish population of New York City declined by 8", but the white, 
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non-Hispanic, non-Jewish population decreased by 18~. As a result, 
as of 1991 Jews constituted a larger share of the New York City's 
white, non-Hispanic population than ever before (32~). It would be 
important to compare Jews with other white subgroups such as Italians, 
Irish, Protestants or Catholics, in order to develop a more refined 
image of population movement in and out of New York City and its 
environs.4 

In contrast, Jews left the suburbul counties much more quickly than 
anyone else. They may well have moved to places beyond the scope of 
the eight~untyUJA-Federation catchment area, such as northem New 
Jersey, southern Connecticut, and other New York counties (Rockland, 
Putnam, Orange, Dutchess, Sullivan). They may also have moved 
South and West, a trend which is well documented in the 1990 NJPS. 

To some extent then, the decease in Jewish population between 
1981 and 1991 may be an artifact of the artificial boundaries of the 
greater New York metropolitan area defined by the UJA-Federation 
service area. If the study's boundaries had included the full metr0­
politan area, we would have a more comprehensive pie:tu.re of Jewish 
population in the area. For instance, a substantial Jewish population 
now resides in Rockland County in New York (90,000 in 1991) and in 
Essex and Morris Counties in New Jersey (109,700 in 1986). 
Unfortunately, except for the studies of these three counties, no surveys 
of the Jewish populations in the newer areas of settlement have been 
conducted. 

Changing Age Structure: The issue of population decrease raises the 
question of who left and who arrived in the New York area. The 
overall decrease in Jewish population was not spread evenly across all 
age groups, as is clear when we examine the changes in population size 
by age cohort shown in Table 3. Older people were more likely to 
leave the Area, while baby boomers (ages 25-44 years old) were less 
likely to leave than anyone else. The baby boomer population declined 
by approximately four percent, compared to an overall Jewish 
population decline of nearly 14~, while the age group composed of 
more mature adults (age 45-64 in 1981) declined by nearly a third. 
These changes relate to the Jewish growth of Manhattan, which can 
largely be attributed to the influx of baby boomers during the 19808. 

Between 1981 and 1991, the age distributions of the Jewish popula­
I to other white, non-Hispanics tion shifted. There were more young children (children under age 10; 
re slower to leave New York now 13~ of the population) and their parents (adults ages 35-44) than 
ies). From 1981 to 1991, the 
IlClined by 8 ~, but the white, 
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Table 3. Percalt Distribution and Change in Age Groups: 1981 to 
1991.­

Table 4. Educational AuajoDWIt 
Percalt Distribution by 

MEN
lW .122l 
Age ~ Age ~ Change 

0-4 4 1~14 6 12.6 
5-9 5 15-19 5 -16.0 
1~14 7 2~24 6 -14.1 
15-24 15 25-34 IS -11.2 
25-34 15 35-44 18 3.4 
35-44 12 45-54 11 -13.9 
45-54 13 55-64 10 -30.7 
55-64 15 65-74 11 -33.3 
65-75 9 75-85 5 -62.0 

Subtotal 95 87 -15.1 
Total" 100 100 -10.8 

- This table summarizes in- and out-migration IIId deaths for each age 
group. For example. in 1981, there were 70,900 children ages 04; in 
1991. there were 79.000 children ages 1~14. Thus, net in-migration 
exceeds death and out-migration for this cohort. 
" 1981 data excludes non-responses; thus. the 1981 population of 
1.590,900 is 3.1 ~ lower than the total (1,642,300) for Table 2. 

there were 10 years ago. However, there are fewer teenagers and 
yOUDg adults (ages 10-24) IIId their parents (ages 45-64) than there 
were in 1981. The age distributions among Jews in New York and 
across the nation are very similar: 19 ~ of the New York Jewish 
population and 19.0~ of the national Jewish population is under age 
fifteen, while among New York Jews 16~ are age 65 or older, 
compared to 17~ among Jews nationwide (Goldstein 1993). 

Born in ,he U~: The vast majority (87 ~) of New York Jews were 
bom in the United States. Between 1981 and 1991, generatiOD&1 status 
in America of New York Jews shifted towards the third and fourth 
generation. despite the steady inflow of Jewish immigrants to New 
York. especially from the former Soviet Union. 

High School 
or less 

Bronx (29.100) 32 
Brooklyn (106.600) 35 
Maahattan (108,100 11 
Queens (81.400) 22 
Staten Island (9,400) 14 
Nassau (69.500) 11 
Suffolk (30.000) 15 
Westchester (29,400) 10 

Total (463,500) 20 
U.S. Jewish Pop.­ 23 
1981 NY Jewish Pop. 26 

WOMEN 
High School 

or less) 

Bronx (35,400) 34 
Brooklyn (123,200) 43 
Manhattan (133,900) 12 
Queens (93,700) 33 
Statal Island (10.000) 21 

Nassau (72,200) 19 
Suffolk (30,800) 19 
Westchester (33,300) 11 

Total (532,500) 26 
U.S. Jewish Pop.­ 31 

1981 NY Jewish Pop. 34 

- Source: Kosmin et al 1991 Tab: 
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ID,e in Ale Groups: 1981 to I 
Table 4. Educational Attainment of Adult Jewish Men Aged 25 +: 

Percent Distribution by Counties. 

MEN.122l I High School Some College PostAp ~ Cban,e 
or less Colle,e Graduate GradI 

I10-14 6 12.6 
BI'ODX (29,100) 32 18 18 3215-19 5 -16.0	 I 

I Brooldyn (106,600) 35 20 22 2420-24 6 -14.1 
I Manhattan (108,100 11 13 35 4225-34 15 -11.2 

Queens (81,400) 22 23 27 2935-44 18 3.4 
! 

Staten Is1aDd (9,400) 14 26 26 3445-54 11 -13.9 r 
Nassau (69,500) 11 16 34 3955-64 10 -30.7 
Suffollc (30,000) 15 21 20 4565-74 11 -33.3	 r 

I Westchester (29,400) 10 10 30 5075-85 5 -62.0
 
87 -15.1
 

Total (463,500) 20 17 28 35100 -10.8	 I 
U.S. Jewish Pop." 23 17 29 32 
1981 NY Jewish Pop. 26 15 35 24iption and deaths for each age I 

n 70,900 children ages 0-4; in 
WOMENiii 10-14. Thus, net in-migration 

High School Some College PostdS cohort. 
or less) Colle,e Graduate Gradthus, the 1981 population of 

I (1,642,300) for Table 2. 
Bronx (35,400) 34 22 18 26 
Brooklyn (123,200) 43 21 18 18 
Manhattan (133,900) 12 18 33 37there ale fewer teenagers and 
Queens (93,700) 33 21 22 24:ments (a,eI 45-64) than there 
Staten Island (10,000) 21 29 21 29IIIIIODJ Jews in New York and 

.9" of the New York Jewish 
Nassau (72,200) 19 21 29 31Jewish popuJation is under age 
Suffollc (30,800) 19 21 27 32~ 16~ ale age 65 or older, 
Westchester (33,300) 11 17 33 40Jide (Goldstein 1993). 

Total (532,500) 26 20 26 28:87") of New York Jews were 
U.S. Jewish Pop." 31 21 24 24II aDd 1991, generational status 

towards the third and fourth 
1981 NY Jewish Pop. 34 19 29 18of Jewish immigrants to New 

etUDiOD.
 
" Source: Kosmin et a1 1991 Table 3B. Jews-by-ReligioD only.
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T'be comparison between New York and the Dation regarding 
generational status is also DOteworthy: while six percent of New York 
Jews are fourth generation (i.e, individuals all four ofwhose grandpar­
ents were bom in the United States), aationally 11 ~ ofJews are fourth 
generation. Conversely, 68 ~ of Jews Dationally have no grandparents 
bom in America, while the comparable number for New York is 78 ~. 

New York Jews are more recently arrived in the United States than 
Jews living elsewhere in the Dation. 

A Highly EduCQled Population: AB a group, New York Jews, like Jews 
Dationally, are very well educated (Table 4). Twenty-eight percent of 
New York area Jewish men have completed college and an additional 
35 ~ have had schooling beyond the B.A. Among Idult Jewish women, 

Table 5. Marital Status of Core Adult Jews Aged 18+: Percent 
Distribution by Counties. 

Never Divorcedl 
Married Married Separated Widow 

Bronx (69,100) 65 18 6 12 
Brooklyn (260,900) 63 18 9 10 
Manhattan (267,600) 47 36 10 7 
Queens (192,800) 65 19 6 10 
StateD Island (23,700) 69 22 4 5 

Nassau (159,600) 72 19 5 4 
Suffolk (71,500) 71 20 6 4 
Westchester (71,000) 68 20 5 7 

Total (1,116,200) 62 23 7 8 
U.S. Jewish Pop.· 64 21 7 8 
1981 NY Jewish Pop. 66 15 8 11 

• Source: Kosmin et all991: Table 12. Jews-by-Religion only. 

26 % have completed college and an additional 28 % have gone on to 
graduate school (Table 4). For both men and women in the New York 
area the 1991 levels of educational attainment have moved up from the 
1981 levels, and are slightly higher than the 1990 Dational Jewish 

HORC 

figures. For Jews aationwide IDd ill 
attainment remain substantially abI 
population. 

Marital Status: Nearly two-thirds • 
the Area are married, as shown in ': 
Jewish population of 1981, thereh& 
of never-married Idults in the 19Si 
1981 to 23 ~ in 1991), and slight d 
who are married, divorced or BepI 

1991 New York Jewish populatic 
aational Jewish population in tenD! 

Table 6. Household Compositio 
Distribution.• 

All
 
Households
 

One person alone 29 
Married couple 26 
Married couple with 

children 31 
Married couple, 
children IDd others 1 

Single parent and 
children 6 

Single parent, children 
and others 1 

All relatives: no spouse 
or minor children 1 

Unmarried couple 3 
All non-relatives 4 

• Total of 638,000 households inclu 
II Source: Kosmin et all99l. 

Household Composition: The perc 
children and single person householc 
and 1991 at approximately 30% ·el 

married couples without children ha: 
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Jews Aged 18+: Percent 

lIorc:eiJ1 
:arried Sepuated Widow 

18 6 12 
18 9 10 
36 10 7 
19 6 10 
22 4 5 

19 5 4 
20 6 4 
20 5 7 

23 7 8 
21 7 8 
15 8 11 

~. Jews-by-Religion only. 
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figures. For Jews nationwide and in New York the levels of educational 
.uajnment remain substantially above those of the general (and white) 
population. 

Marital Status: Nearly two-thirds of Idult Jews (18 years or older) in 
the Area are married. IS shOWD in Table 6. Compared to the New York 
Jewish population of 1981, there hIS been aD increase in the percentage 
of never-married Idults in the 1991 Jewish population (from 15" in 
1981 to 23" in 1991). and slight dec:reases in the percentage of adults 
who are married, divorced or sepuat.ed, or widowed (Table 5). The 
1991 New York Jewish population looks very similar to the 1990 
national Jewish population in terms of current marital status. 

Table 6. Household CompositiOD and Household Type: Percent 
Distribution.• 

All All Core Core Jew US Jewish 
Households Jews &. Others HHs-

One petSOD alODe 29 100 - 23 
Married couple 26 84 17 27 
Married couple with 

children 31 80 20 30 
Married couple. 
children and others 1 45 56 3 

Single parent aDd 
children 6 93 7 4 

Single parent, children 
aDd others 1 66 34 3 

All relatives: no spouse 
or minor children 1 84 16 2 

Umnarried couple 3 51 49 3 
All non-relatives 4 57 44 6 

• Total of 638,000 households include at leut one core Jewish person. 
It Source: Kosmin et al1991. 

Household Composition: The percentages of married couples with 
children and single petSOD households have held constant between 1981 
aDd 1991 at approximately 30" each (Table 6). The percentage of 
married couples without children hIS declined from 35" to in 1981 to 
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26" in 1991, while single parent households increased substantially 
from 27,000 to 40,000, from 4" in 1981 to 7" of all households in 
1991. The NJPS findings for American Jewry are similar. 

JEWISH IDENTIFICATION AND PRACTICE 

Overall, the demographic profile of New York Jewry converges 
with the national picture in terms of age structure, generational status, 
educational attajnment, marriage patterns aud household composition. 
However, turning next to various measures of Jewish involvement aud 
practice, we shall see that New York Jewry differs from the rest of 
American Jews in terms of the ease aud extent of their Jewish 
identification. In the aggregate, the New York Jewish population 
appears to be somewhat more robust in Jewish terms than their 
counterparts nationwide. In many ways, in fact, the Jewishness ofNew 
York Jewry resembles the Jewishness of Israeli Jews (see: Levy, 
Levinsobn and Katz 1993). 

N~ York is not America: In contrast to the portrait of American Jews 
which emerged from the 1990 NJPS, the NYJPS showed that New 
York area Jews are notably more likely to identify themselves as Jewish 
and to view this as being their religion, not merely their etbnicity or 
cultural background. The vast majority of New Yorkers with any sort 
ofJewish background describe themselves as Jewish by religion (83"), 
while only S3" of the national Jewishly-<:onnected population identify 
this way (aud only half of the national Jewish population when New 
York is excluded. See Table 1.). Outside New York, more than three 
times as many Jews answer "none" or "agnostic" or "atheist" regarding 
their religious affiliation, but still consider themselves to be Jewish. 

, Clearly, although there is no one form ofJewish identity in New York, 
as a group New York Jews are more at ease in describing themselves 
as Jewish by religion when compared to Jews elsewhere in America. 

In the aggregate, as shown in Table 7, New York Jews are slightly 
more observant than other American Jews. New York Jews as a group, 
whether living in entirely Jewish or in mixed (Jewish-Gentile) house­
holds, are more likely to practice religious rituals than are Jews nation­
ally. They are more likely to attend a Seder, not to have a Christmas 
tree, to light Hanukkah candles, and to celebrate Purim than Jews 
nationally (although their observance of Israeli Independence Day was 
no different). While New York Jews are more likely than other Amer-

Table 7. Selected Jewish Househoi 
Nation: Percent Distributiou 

New YOI: 
Mixed 

Entirely 
Jewish 

Attend Seder' 93 
Never has Xmas treeC 93 
Light Hanukkah Candlesc 83 
Light Shabbat Candles" 49 
Purim CelebratiOif 3S 
Celebrate Yom HaAtzmaur' 
Israel Independence Day 20 

Synagogue Membershipd 43 
Contributed to Jewish 

Charity" 68 
Contributed to Non-Jewish 
Charity" 68 

Contributed to UJA-
Federationd 37 

# Households: 543,000 
• Source: Kosmin et al 1991. ""S0­
c Yes d during past year. 

ican Jews to contribute to Jewish cI 
contribute to general (non-Jewish) c= 
to donate to UJA-Federation. 

In terms ofpersonal religious pn 
more likely than Jews nationally to I 
synagogue weekly (Table 8). In geD 
New York is more Jewish in terms 0: 

of exposure to Jewish newspapers 0 

with Israel is higher in New York tho 
proportion have visited Israel or ha. 
there. 

Finally, the intermarriage rates • 
In New York, 13" of the spouses of 
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Table 7. Selected Jewish Household Practices in New York and the
seholds increased substantially 

Nation: Percent Distribution. 
~81 to 7" of all households in 
I Jewry are similar. 

N AND PRAcrICE 

.of New York Jewry converges 
Ie stnJcture, generational status, 
DB aDd household composition. 
.II'e8 of Jewish involvement and 
Jewry differs from the rest of 

Ie and extent of their Jewish 
:New York Jewish population 
;t in Jewish terms than their 
., in fact, the Jewishness ofNew 
Ii of Israeli Jews (see: Levy, 

:) the portrait of American Jews 
the NYJPS showed that New 

10 identify themselves as Jewish 
~, not merely their ethnicity or 
of New Y0Ikers with any sort 

"es as Jewish by religion (83"), 
,-<:onnected population identify 
I Jewish population when New 
de New York, more than three 
apostic· or •atheist· regarding 
sider themselves to be Jewish. 
•f Jewish identity in New York, 
t ease in describing themselves 
00 Jews elsewhere in America. 
7, New York Jews are slightly 

-NS. New York Jews as a group, 
mixed (Jewish-Gentile) house­

)US rituals than are Jews nation­
Seder, not to have a Christmas 
to celebrate Purim than Jews 

f Israeli Independence Day was 
B more likely than other AIDer-

New York National" 
Mixed Mixed 

Entirely Jewish- Entirely Jewish-
Jewish Gentile Jewish Gentile 

Attend Seder' 93 80 86 62 
Never has Xmas treee 93 31 82 20 
Light Hanukkah Candleae 83 69 77 59 
Light Shabbat Candles~ 49 18 44 19 
Purim Celebratimt 35 15 24 12 
Celebrate Yom HaAtzmaut" 
Israel Independence Day 20 8 18 6 

Synagogue Membershipd 43 15 41 13 
Contributed to Jewish 

Charityd 68 38 62 28 
Contributed to Non-Jewish 
Charityd 68 67 67 66 

Contributed to UJA-
Federation· 37 14 45 12 

# Households: 543,000 96,000 1,111,000 867,000 
" Source: Kosmin et al 1991. ~ ·Sometimes, usually, always· 
eyes • during past year. 

iean Jews to contribute to Jewish charities, they are equally likely to 
contribute to general (non-Jewish) charities, and somewhat less likely 
to donate to UJA-Federation. 

In terms of personal religious practice, New York Jews are slightly 
more likely than Jews nationally to fast on Yom Kippur and to attend 
synagogue weekly (Table 8). In general, the social milieu of Jews in 
New York is more Jewish in terms of friendship networks and in terms 
of exposure to Jewish newspapers or magazines. In addition, contact 
with Israel is higher in New York than elsewhere in America: a larger 
proportion have visited Israel or have close family or friends living 
there. 

Finally, the intermarriage rates among New York Jews are lower. 
In New York, 13" of the spouses of first marriages were Gentile. The 
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Table 8. Selected Jewish Individual Practices: Percent Distribution 
New Yode and the Nation.· 

NewYode Nation" 

R.eligious Practice 
Fast on Yom Kippur 68 61 
Attend Synagogue on high holidays 61 59 
Attend Synagogue weekly 16 11 

Israel Ties 
Visited Ianel 42 31 
Has close family or friends in Israel 45 35 

Jewish Social Ties 
Most of my close friends are Jewish 63 45 
Read Jewish periodic:als, booOC 39 28 

• Figures for New York are based on all core Jewish adults whereas 
National are based on a subset of core Jews: Jews by Religion only. 
"Source: Kosmin et al1991. 
C NYJPS asked which periodic:als and books 8Do you regularly read 
•••?W, whereas NJPS asked to which periodicals 8Do you subscribe 
...?8 

percentage is double that (26") elsewhere in the nation. Moreover, 
while in New York, the perc:entage of first spouses who were Gentile 
increased fivefold, from five perc:ent in marriages which occurred 
before 1965 to 25" in post-198S marriages; nationally, excluding New 
Yode, the incidence rose from five to forty-seven percent in the same 
time period, over ninefold. Again, the New York rate is about balf the 
national rate. Overall, only IS" of the households in New York are 
mixed Jewish and Gentile, whereas nationally nearly three times that 
proportion are (44"). 

The differences between the Jews in New York and Jews living 
elsewhere in the United States have been termed the wNew York effectW 

(Horowitz and Solomon 1992). They are intriguing, because they raise 
the question of 8why is New York different?W Clearly the wNew York 
effect8 as it relates to intermarriage may be explained simply in terms 
of the propinquity of large masses of Jews there. In other words, the 
sheer numbers of Jews who live in the New York City area, coupled 
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ractices: Percent Distribution 

(ewYork Nationb 

68 61 
61 59 
16 11 
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with the high demity of Jews in relation to the overall population of the 
Area, make it more likely for Jews to interact with other Jews just by 
chance, which would lead us to expect a lower intermarriage rate (see: 
Blau and Schwartz 1984; Rabinowitz 1989). However, propinquity 
alone does not explain the more extensive Jewish practice among New 
York Jews. 

New York Jewish practice may stand out from the profile of the 
rest of American Jewry because New York's population is so different: 
perhaps they are older or more Orthodox or more recently anived in 
America (thus closer to the -old country- or to the experience of overt 
anti-Semitism). Yet as we have seen, New York Jewry is remarkably 
similar to the rest of American Jewry in terms of the basic demograph­
ic characteristics ofage structure, educational attainmeDt and household 
composition. Although New York Jewry is somewhat more recently 
anived in America compared to Jews nationwide, it is not different 
enough to account for the discrepancy in New York and national rates. 

The conventional wisdom is that New York's profile is more 
observant than the rest of America's due to the preponderance of 
Orthodox Jews living there. Indeed, New York has twice the proportion 
of Orthodox Jews as America at large (14~ compared to 7~). A 
comparison of Jewish practice by denomination revealed that New 
York's Orthodox Jews are in fact more observant than their non-New 
York Orthodox counterparts (Horowitz 1994). However, New York's 
non-Orthodox Jews are more practicing than their national counterparts 
as well, but only on measures tied to the greater salience of Jewishness 
in New York's social mviroDmeDt: never having. Christmas tree, 
fasting on Yom Kippur, giving to Jewish charities, having close mends 
or family living in Israel, having participated in adult Jewish education 
in the past year, and having mostly Jewish mmds. The large Jewish 
presence in New York is the underlying variable giving rise to each of 
the specific behaviors which continue to distinguish New York non­
Orthodox Jews from their national counterparts. For the non-Orthodox, 
New York's Jewish advantage arises from the kind of setting it offers, 
rather than from the greater piety of its populace. While New York 
Orthodox are more observant because they are in fact more jrum, the 
more extensive observance of New York's non-Orthodox Jews arises 
in large part from the New York Jewish social context, which itself 
appears to activate them. 

One of the most important results of the 1991 NYJPS, with its 
articulation of -the New York effect, - is to focus the attention of social 
analysts of American Jewry on the importance of place or locale in 
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-
Ndefining the nature ofJewisbness. In the case of New York, the Jewish 
social environment is itself both a cause of enhanced identification and 
practice among New York Jews, as well as a consequence of these. 
Jewislmess in New York has become a social category of consequmc:e, 
over and above the private lives of individuals who live there. As such, 
New York appears to offer a climate which makes it easier for Jewish 
people to identify with Jewishness and Judaism, in contrast to the social 
forces which may work against such identification elsewhere in the 
nation. 

An Emerging Set ofAmerican Jewish Experiences: Much of the picture 
of American Jewish identification and practice which emerged from 
both the NJPS and the NYJPS can betaken as supporting the conven­
tional wisdom that American Jewish life is getting worse. The data on 
the impact of generational status give the most support for the erosion 
motiel of American Jewish life, i.e., that Jewishness decays simply with 
the effects of longer time spent in America. However, in light of the 
strength of the relationship between the New York context and ease of 
Jewishness, a greater effort should be made to identify the other sorts 
of contextual features which seem to enhance (or at least correlate with) 
the ease and strength of Jewish connection. We need to identify fertile 
local contexts for Jewishness, whether defined in terms of geographic 
boundaries or in programmatic terms. 

In this regard, the notion of social context as a factor in Jewishness 
emerged out of the NYJPS data in another way, aside from the New 
York-national contrasts. The NYJPS analysis showed that there is a 
group of American Jewish experiences which have been on the upswing 
over time (Table 9). In strong contrast to lDIDy of the other indices of 
Jewish identification and practice analyzed in the 1991 NYJPS, most 
of which declined with each passing generation in America, younger 
and American-born Jews are more likely to have received formal 
Jewish education than older or foreign-born Jews, and they are more 
likely to have become barlbat-mitzvah. They are also more likely to 
have experienced Jewish summer camp, Jewish youth groups, and, 
because they are more likely to have attended college, they are more 
likely to have had college-related experiences like Hillel and courses in 
Jewish studies. Of course, they are also more likely to have intermar­
ried than American Jews of previous generations, but this fact reflects 
the changing American socio-cultural context (which, in recent decades, 
has come to embrace the value of inter-ethnic if not interracial 
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intermarriage) more than the power (or lack of power) of these types 
of experiences. 

CONCLUSION 

The social analysis of American Jews has tended to dismiss the New 
York experience as inapplicable to the rest of American Jewry, and has 
missed altogether the existence of the set of American Jewish experi­
ences (not limited to New York), perhaps because of a preoccupation 
with the infinitely more dramatic effects of generation in America. 
However, generational status is a peculiar variable for American Jews. 
Most social scientific analysis treats it ahistorically, when, in fact, it 
is strongly tied to the massive American Jewish immigration from 
Eastern Europe which occurred between the 18808 and the 19205. 
Thus, when measuring the effects of leneration, we are, for the most 
part, chatting the changing historical and societal context as much as 
the effect of being an immigl'llDt or the child or JI'lIDdchild of an 
immigl'llDt. 

Embedded in the interpretation of generational status are really two 
competing images of American Jewry: one, the erosion model, which 
holds that people slough off their Jewishness with each passing 
generation in America; the other, a picture of remarkable socio­
economic achievement and cultural integration into America, in the 
space of two generations. These two images may be flip sides of the 
same coin. Certainly they are tied to the changing face of America, 
which has shifted from socially restricted to more open, multicultural. 
Both America and American Jewry have changed in the past SO years. 
Intermarriage rates are increasinl' but so too are the number of 
members of Congress who are Jewish. 

The 1991 NYJPS shows that the erosion model of Jewishness in 
America does not fully explain the high rates of Jewish identification 
in New York. After all, New York is one of America's oldest Jewish 
communities, yet Jews and Jewishness persist there in abundance. In 
addition, the erosion model is further challenged by the evidence of the 
growth of a uniquely American Jewish set of experiences which are 
home grown and not simply European transplants unable to flourish 
within the American context. Some might dispute the importance of this 
set of experiences in the face of the overwhelming power of generation­
al status. It may seem akin to holding a finger in the dike to stem the 
tide. However, although generational status shows the most consistent 
effect of all the background variables, it is a fact of life that lies beyond 
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the nnge of social en,meering; it is something that cannot be changed. 
For policy purposes. we need to identify the variables that are subject 
to social intervention. In this regard, the implications of the 1991 
NYJPS are two-fold. First, we need to move from the broad sociologi­
cal picture to a socio-psychologicallevel of analysis which sees in the 
mass of American Jews a plethora of subgroups of people living in 
specific American Jewish subcultures, each with particular socio­
cultural and historical characteristics. The result would be a more 
colorful picture of the nnge of Jewish lifestyles and lifespaces in 
America. and would provide a more refined picture of the success or 
failure of various American Jewish lifestyles. 

A second implication of the NYJPS is the value of canying out both 
local and national studies in a comparable way. New York and 
American Jews gain more from the contrast and comparison of their 
respective profiles. In various ways. New York is both exception and 
rule. However. the question of which it is can not be addressed without 
the juxtaposition of the two portraits of New York and the nation. 

NOTES 

o Mucb of &be _leria) in tbia paper tint appeared in Horowitz (1993). 

1 IliaetbaDd (1991) bal ~ompiled a lilt of Ib_ llWliea, clatiJli from 19(».198l. 
Population e.u-lelare allo preaeDled in HorowilZ aDd Kaplan (1959). 

2 nil typolOl)' of ~o_tionIloJewillmeal it baled on &be four ICreeniDa quclliODI 
delCribed in Ibe Method ~tion above, combined with four other quclliODI from Ibe iD­
deplb inl&rview re,ardina: I) eacb individual'l eurrelll reliJion; 1) re!iaion raiaed; 3) 
reliJion born; aDd 4) reliaiOUl ideality of lbe reapondclll'l parellll. 

2 10 cODIiderinaIb_ CbaJIICI it it wonb remcmberina chat different mclbodoloaielwere 
-uaed in Amplina Jewiah New York in 1981 aDd in 1991, aDd that the two clala ICla are 
DOt Nlly comparable. Fint, &be mctbocla of idealifyina aDd Amplina aDd inl&rviewina 
Jewiah New Yorken differ in &be two llUdiea. The 1991 alUdy drew a random 
reprelCll&ative Ample Ulina Random DiJit DiaJ.ina. For &be 19811lWly, where inl&rviewl 
were CoodllCted both by phone and by -U, acveral different IImplinlltraleaiel were 
uaed. In Ibe cue of lelepboDC inlcrviewl, numben were drawn by two mclboda: 1) 
aelectiJli pbone numben from Ibe pbone book uaina Ibe Dialinctive Jewith Namel (DJN) 
approach; aDd 1) tbrouJb a Modified Random Diait DiaIina (MRDD) approach. In Ibe 
cue oflbe DJN numben, it wu prelUmcd chat Ibe bouachold wu Jewith. 10 Ib~ MRDD 
IImple, a filler qucllion wal uaed, Oil anyone in Ibe bOUlCboid Jewith?". For &be -U 
lUrvey, recipicnu were prelUmcd 10 be Jewiah. It it not clear from Ibe Report aDd 
Mclbocloloaical Appendix of Ib~ New York Jewiab Population Study (New York 
Federation of Jewiah Pbilanthropica 1981) bow Ibe rccipienu of mailed qucllionnairea 
were aeleclcd. 
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Thu, the 1991 NYJPS "'" 1 wider De' aDd pulJa ill • broUer rup of Jewiably 
eoaaected Now Yorbn IIwl the 1981 NYJPS. H~, ill dcfiJaiDI the -Core Jewiah 
PopulatioD,- the 199111Udy probably dnw. 1 tiIb..r cirl:1e IIwl the man ~lydcfiDocl 
1981 llUdy. Deapile th... problema, eompariIou will be made belweeD the two llUdiu 
ill cenaiD palla of the Wm,•. However, ill iDlerpre&iq the aimilaril.iea aDd difl'ereDCeI 
betweeD 1981 aDd 1991, eauliOD IIIUIl be urpd: althouJb we .... DOl eompariIIa apple. 
aDd onJIIeI, we .... probably DOl comparm, app1el aDd app1el either. ID other wordl, 
the ruder IIbou1d pay more IlI&DIiOD 10 the tnDda aDd ... IlI&DIiOD 10 the aelUll 
pereeDla,. difl'ereocel ill Complrm, the Wm,. from 198I aDd 1991. (lbe lDetboclolOJ)' 
for the 198111Udy iI deaeribed ill Now York FedentioD of Jewiab PbilaDdmlpiu (1981) 
u wen u ill RiaerbaDd aDd CobeD (1914).) 

• RiuerbaDd (1991) bu, for eUq»le, compared Jow. aDd IIaliaIII aDd fiDdI tha' 
hiItoricalIy they bave Iimilar plael'lll of JeOJnPhie leaDer ICIOll the UDited SIa.... 
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