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The research reported in this article explores the linkage between the Jewish 
community's increased geographic dispersion in recent years and its usage ofcommunity 
institutions, namely Jewish schools. Using data from Boston and San Francisco. this study 
found that a disproportionately large number ofday schools are located in the older areas 
ofsettlement in the center and that fewer day schools are found in the suburban rings that 
are favored byfamilies with young children. In contrast, the geographical distribution of 
supplementary schools closely resembles the residential distribution ofschool-aged chil­
dren in each community. The spatial distance between home and day school may be an in­
tervening obstacle in the parental decision to send children to day schools. 

Urban residential distribution and mo­
bility patterns of American Jews in the 

last few decades have been receiving in­
creasing attention from social scientists and 
commentators on American modem life 
(e.g., Elazar, 1993; Fishman, 1963; Gold­
stein, 1981, 1991, 1992; Klaff, 1983; New­
man & Halvorson, 1979). Jews participate 
in large numbers in the intensive suburba­
nization of the American urban middle 
class as a whole. Although they "remain 
over-represented in the inner areas of the 
cities when compared to the general popula­
tion" (Klaff, 1983, p. 350), the greater than 
ever dispersal of the Jewish population is 
far beyond the general societal transforma­
tion and such instrumental matters as trans­
portation, local government, and so forth. 
For Jews, the (voluntary or involuntary) ur­
ban setting as represented by the classical 
model of the "ghetto" had a powerful influ­
ence, whether viewed in terms of institu­
tions and communal structure developed as 
an integral part of accommodation to 
American life or in terms of "self-mainte­
nance as a viable community" (Fishman, 
1963, p. 146). The developing patterns of 
greater geographic dispersion are indicative 
of successful integration. Yet, if a signifi­
cant concentration of Jews around their in­

stitutions does not re-emerge, the commu­
nity may have a lack oforganizational co­
hesiveness and an inability to provide ser­
vices to constituents who are located at 
quite widely separated points (Goldstein, 
1981, 1991). 

There is substantial agreement, among 
scholars and communal leaders alike, that a 
principal mechanism in the viability and 
continuity of the Jewish minority in the 
United States is religious education (Della­
Pergola & Schmelz, 1989; Shluker, 1992). 
Several studies have indicated that partici­
pation in the Jewish education system, the 
type of education to which one has been ex­
posed, and the number of years of exposure 
are significant factors affecting the degree 
of ethnic identification and community in­
volvement in the long run (Cohen, 1974; 
Himmelfarb, 1977; Ribner, 1978). The 
critical role that Jewish education has 
played in perpetuating Jewish values and 
determining Jewish identity (worldwide) 
was endorsed in 1992 by the Second Inter­
national Meeting of Jewish Demographic 
Policies. Later in the same year, the 32nd 
World Zionist Congress passed a resolution 
that "Jewish education is essential to Jewish 
demographic concerns since it provides, in 
its varied forms, a potential solution to 
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many of the problem areas." 
A possible linkage between Jews' sub­

urbanization and the various types of com­
munal orientation, in which Jewish educa­
tion serves as a major activity, has largely 
been recognized (Goldstein, 1981). Yet, de­
spite this recognition, this linkage has sel­
dom been empirically tested; at most it 
stimulated the Jewish community to call 
for further investigation that would be nec­
essary to evaluate any mutual influences. In 
this article I intend to fill the lacuna by re­
porting a preliminary quantitative analysis 
of the relationships between residential re­
distribution and the location of Jewish 
schools in a relatively large metropolitan 
Jewish community in the United States. 

My working hypothesis is that increasing 
residential redistribution toward the periph­
ery of a metropolis does not necessarily im­
ply the presence of a comprehensive or bal­
anced set of institutions in these newer ar­
eas, particularly not day schools, which are 
large edifices whose construction and re­
placement are costly. Spatial distance 
would then imply functional distance from 
the Jewish communal services, as reflected 
in the lower enrollment of children in Jew­
ish day programs; spatial distance is as­
sumed to be an important variable affecting 
enrollment in the formal Jewish education 
system in the United States. This study is 
also meant to help local leadership and 
planners develop strategies and cope better 
with suburbanization. 

[The sampling area of the 1985 Demographic 
~udy of the Greater Boston Jewish Community 
mcluded all the cities and tOIMlS in the 1980 Boston 
St~~d Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA), plus 
additional areas served by the Combined Jewish 
Philanthropies (CJP) of Greater Boston, mainly the 
Brockton metropolitan area. lnterviews were 
conducted with 1,446 respondents; approximately 
800 of these were from lists developed by CJP using 
random-digit-dialing (RDD). The remaining 600 
were dralMl also by RDD from all households in the 
sampling area. A weighting factor was applied to 
combine the two subsamples and to oversample some 
geographic areas. 

The Second Census of Jewish Schools in the 

METHODOLOGY 

The analysis reported in this article uses 
data derived from the 1985 Population Sur­
vey of the Greater Boston Jewish Commu­
nity (Israel, 1987) and data collected in the 
1987/89 Second Census of Jewish Schools 
in the Diaspora (DellaPergola, et al., 1993; 
Isaacs, 1992).1 The advantage of using the 
Jewish community of Greater Boston as a 
case study for this research is that it is to 
date the only Jewish community in the 
United States to have undertaken three suc­
cessive comparable population surveys, thus 
making it possible to map residential trends 
over a period of three decades. 

FINDINGS 

Cbanges in Residential Distribution 

The Boston SMSA comprises 82 different 
cities and towns. Due to the size of the 
sample and the way the Jewish population 
is distributed, it is not possible to estimate 
the number of Jews in each city and town 
separately. Cities and towns have been 
grouped into thirteen clusters that roughly 
correspond to CJP's campaign and service 
delivery areas. For the purpose of this 
study, we further classified the Boston met­
ropolitan area using a typological distinc­
tion between Core (which is somewhat west 
of Boston city), Bay Area, and Outer Ring 
areas (Table I). The Outer Ring areas are 
newer sections that have experienced accel-

Diaspora was carried out during the school years 
1987/88 and 1988/89. The scope of the census was 
limited to formal Jewish educational institutions-­
both day and supplementary-at all levels from 
preschool to the end of secondary school. The main 
instrument used in the census was a questionnaire 
mailed to the principals of all these Jewish schools. 
Special measures were taken to improve response 
rates, and a weighting procedure was used to take 
into account uncompleted questionnaires. The 
conventional distinction is made between the two 
main types of Jewish education: day school and 
su~pl~entaryschool (both weekday and Sunday). 
This artIcle considers pupils in the age bracket 6-17. 
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Table 1. The Jewish Population ofGrea 

1985 (percentages)" 

Total 

Total 100.0 
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IETHODOLOGY 
Table 1. The Jewish Population ofGreater Boston, by Age, 1985; and Changes in Population Distribution 1965­

~ported in this article uses 1985 (percentages)" 

()m the 1985 Population Sur­
:lter Boston Jewish Commu­ 1985 1965-1985 1975-1985 

87) and data collected in the -­
_d Census of Jewish Schools Total 0-5 6-17 18+ Total Total 

a (DellaPergola, et al., 1993; 
The advantage of using the Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 5.8 12.8 

nity of Greater Boston as a (N)b (226,000) (14,183) (28,845) (182,972) (+12,000) (+25,000) 

:his research is that it is to Core 36.7 39.2 31.3 37.3 -5.1 +15.3 

2wish community in the Allstcn-BripJltcn 2.7 1.7 0.8 3.0 -52.0 -60.0 

() have undertaken three suc­ Brookline 11.5 7.4 8.1 12.3 -13.3 +23.8 

:-able population surveys, thus Newtcn 15.0 19.0 19.0 14.1 +5.9 +47.8 

ible to map residential trends North Central 7.5 11.1 3.4 7.9 +36.0 +30.8 

If three decades. Bay Area 20.7 20.4 12.7 22.0 -27.7 -6.0 

Rest ofBostcn 8.4 10.3 5.5 8.7 -30.9 +5.6 

FINDINGS North~ 8.8 6.6 3.7 9.8 -37.5 

South~ 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 -20.0 -33.3 
• Residential Distribution 

Outer Ring 42.5 40.4 56.0 40.7 +20.9 +73.3 

1SA comprises 82 different South Central 7.5 7.2 10.6 7.1 +70.0 +21.4 

IS. Due to the size of the Brocktcn Area' 3.5 2.4 5.8 3.3 - +60.0 

: way the Jewish population West 9.7 5.8 16.2 9.0 +46.7 +22.2 

.t is not possible to estimate Northwest 5.8 4.4 6.4 5.8 +160.0 +18.2 

Jews in each city and town FraminpJlam'de 4.9 1.4 7.6 4.7 - +120.0 

:ies and towns have been North Shore'd 11.1 19.2 9.4 10.8 

rirteen clusters that roughly 
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'Source: Israel, S. (1987) Boston's Jewish Community: The J 985 CJP Demographic Study, Combined Jewish 

lliilanthropies of Greater Bostcn; and our 0VIn processing of the 1985 Bostcn Survey, Divisicn of Jewish Demography 

and Statistics, Institute of Ccntemporary Jewry, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem 

"The study area in 1965 did not include the Brocktcn area and some other ncn-SMSA towns. A correspcnding area 

estimate was used for 1985 to calculate changes in the size of the Jewish populaticn. 

'No area estimate for 1965. 

dN"ot in CJP service area. Samples are extremely small and estimates ofthe JewiS:1 populaticn in these areas are 

subject to a wide margin of error. 

'lncluding other SMSA that are not in CJP service area. 

erated Jewish settlement in the last few est percentage growth since 1965 was in the 
years. South Central, the West, and the Northwest 

The area under study had some 226,000 areas; over the 10-year period beginning in 
Jewish inhabitants in 1985, an increase of 1975, the Jewish population of Brockton in­
5.8 percent from 1965 and of 12.8 percent creased by 60%. In summary, therefore, 
from 1975 (Table 1). The Jewish communi­ metropolitan Boston generally presents an 
ties of Boston city and Allston-Brighton outward and predominantly westward trend 
(which fall under the Boston municipality) of Jewish geographical redistribution. 
had suffered a decline of one-third or more It is not only that Jews are heading west­
in the percentage of their population in the ward but their previous concentrated pattern 
last 20 years. Newton, the North Central has given way to a greater dispersion. A 
area, and since 1975, Brookline experienced simple statistical measure that can demon­
a significant percentage growth. The great- strate this tendency is the Jewish Environ-
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ment Ratio (JER). The JER indicates how 
much more densely Jewish is the environ­
ment of the average Jewish individual than 
would be the case if the distribution of the 
Jewish population throughout the territorial 
divisions was the same as that of the total 
population (for a more detailed explanation 
of JER, see Bachi et al., 1988, pp. 112-114, 
131-132). In the three succeeding surveys, 
the JER of Boston's Jewish population had 
changed from a level of 2.4 in 1965 down to 
1.6 in 1975, and to 2.1 in 1985 (Bachi et 
al., 1988). That is to say, in 1965 the segre­
gation of Boston's Jews was greater by 24% 
than would be expected if the distribution of 
the Jewish population over the territory 
were the same as that of the total popula­
tion, whereas it was greater by only 16% 
and 21% in 1975 and 1985, respectively. 
These fluctuations reflect differences in the 
timing in which the residential redistribu­
tion took place. However, the population 
redistribution clearly resulted in a less seg­
regated Jewish population in the new areas 
of settlement. 

Schools and Pupils Distribution 

Because this study aims to contribute both 
to the theoretical field and to provide plan­
ners and communal leadership with practi­
cal information, those parts of Greater Bos­
ton that are not in the CJP service area are 
excluded from the analysis. In fact, the 
residential distribution of Jewish children 
aged 6 to 17 within the CJP service area dif­
fers only slightly from that reported in 
Table 1 (which also included non-CJP ser­
vice areas). Still, approximately half of the 
Jewish children of Greater Boston in 1985 
lived in the Outer Ring communities. 

A simple cross-classification analysis 
shows a high correlation between the resi­
dential distribution of Jewish children and 
that of Jewish schools by the three aggre­
gate areas: 37.7% of Jewish school-aged 
children (aged 6-17) of Greater Boston live 
in the Core where 37.0% ofthe Jewish 
schools are located; likewise, similar pro­
portions of Jewish children and Jewish 

schools-15.3% and 18.5% respectively­
were found in the Bay Area (Table 2). In 
the Outer Ring the percentages were 47% 
and 44.5%. Yet, if one considers day 
schools and supplementary schools sepa­
rately, a more complex pattern emerges. In 
the Core Area there were in 1987/89 nine 
Jewish day schools that accounted for 
64.3% of all the day schools in metropolitan 
Boston, whereas only 37.7% of the total 
Jewish school-aged children resided there in 
1985; by contrast, only four Jewish day 
schools (28.6% of the total) were located in 
the Outer Ring where about half of the Jew­
ish school-aged children lived. Supplemen­
tary school distribution more closely over­
lapped with the children's residential distri­
bution. 

The residential distribution of the Jewish 
school-aged children who were receiving 
Jewish education in 1985 is indicative of an 
unbalanced scattering between the residen­
tial distribution of Jewish school-aged chil­
dren and that of day school pupils: whereas 
only 37.7% of Boston's Jewish children 
lived in the Core Area, 78.5% of the day 
school pupils resided there. By contrast, the 
proportions in the Outer Ring were 47% 
and 21.5%, respectively. 

It therefore comes as no surprise that the 
distribution of the day school pupils, mea­
sured by the location of schools, does not 
match the residential distribution of the to­
tal Boston's Jewish school-aged children. 
The difference is quite significant. As 
many as 90.3% of all pupils enrolled in 
Jewish day school programs attended 
schools located in the Core Area, and only 
4.9% were in schools in the Outer Ring. 
The relative percentages of Jewish children 
living in these areas were 37.7% and 
47.0%. Again, the residential distribution 
of the supplementary group corresponded 
more closely to that of all Jewish school­
aged children in 1985. 

The somewhat more extreme discrepancy 
between the distribution of Jewish day 
school pupils-by location of school-and 
that of Jewish school-aged children's place 
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'% and 18.5% respectively­ Table 2. Type o/School andLocation, Boston's ClP Service Area 1985-1989 (percentages)" 
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ish schools or that of their constituencies 
relative to the residential distribution ofall 
the Jewish school-aged children to provide 
a more meaningful assessment of the obser­
vations discussed above. The analysis used 
two different measurement approaches. 
The first was an index of rates of Jewish 
schools or pupils in Jewish schools per 
1,000 Jewish school-aged children. The 
second index, the percentage ratio ofper­
centage distribution, was arrived at by di­
viding the percentages of the Jewish schools 
and pupils in Jewish schools by the percent­
ages of Jewish school-aged children for 
each of the three areas separately. 

Regional variations in the rates of Jewish 
day schools are highly indicative: whereas 
for all metropolitan Boston there exists ap­
proximately half a Jewish day school per 
1,000 Jewish children aged 6 to 17, in the 
Core Area this ratio is 0.99 and in the 
Outer Ring it is only 0.35. When the rates 
of day school pupils are considered, a pat­
tern of consistency emerges: the rates are 
extremely high in the Core Area, reaching a 
level of 167.4 by place of residence (which 
reflects the current enrollment rates) and 
221.8 by place of school, and only 36.5 and 
9.7, respectively, in the Outer Ring. 

A similar correlation is obtained by the 
second measurement approach. By allow­
ing 100 to represent the overall existing ra­
tio between the percentages of Jewish day 
schools and those of Jewish children, we ar­
rive at figures showing the Core Area to be 
overrepresented with a ratio of 170.6 and 
the Outer Ring, by contrast, to be under­
represented with the ratio being only 60.9. 
These patterns of discrepancy, with slight 
fluctuations, characterize the ratios between 
day school pupils and all school-aged chil­
dren both by place of residence and by loca­
tion of school. The differences between the 
various areas for supplementary schools (or 
pupils) are largely negligible. 

A summary measure that may be used to 
gauge the differences between the residen­
tial distribution of school-aged children and 
that of Jewish schools/pupils is the index of 
dissimilarity (Duncan & Duncan, 1955). 

The index indicates the percentage of 
schools/pupils that would have to be redis­
tributed to allow their spatial cluster to 
match that of school-aged children. The in­
dex shows that 26.6% of the Jewish day 
schools would have to be redistributed 
among Greater Boston's three aggregate ar­
eas for their spread to resemble that of 
Greater Boston's potential pupils. Among 
the supplementary schools, only 6.4% 
would have to be so redistributed. The in­
dex of dissimilarity between the distribution 
of Jewish pupils, by place of residence, and 
the residential distribution ofthe school­
aged children reached the level of 40.8% for 
pupils in day schools but only 11.1% for pu­
pils in supplementary schools. For pupils 
by location of school, the index of dissimi­
larity was 52.6% and 3.2%, respectively. 

Other Intervening Variables: Do They
 

Make a Difference?
 

One can reasonably argue that participation 
in Jewish educational programs is not solely 
affected by the distance between home and 
school but that other characteristics, such as 
the Jewishness of the household or the 
family's financial means, are plausible ex­
planatory factors for the enrollment of chil­
dren in parochial schools. Following this 
approach, those families who choose to live 
far from the Jewish center might have lower 
levels of Jewish identity and so would not 
send their children to a day school even if 
one was located nearby; by contrast, Jews 
who live in the inner parts of the metropoli­
tan and in the more veteran areas of Jewish 
settlement have a higher level of Jewishness 
and tend more to enroll their children in 
all-day Jewish school. Jewish education 
may also be correlated with the economic 
status of the household. Taking into con­
sideration the high cost of a full Jewish 
life-day school education, synagogue and 
Jewish Community Center membership, 
summer camp, and donations--Iow levels 
of income may prevent families from affili­
ating with the organized Jewish community 
and from sending their children to a Jewish 
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communal variations (DellaPergola, 1984; 
Rebhun, 1993; Tobin, 1985). In all demo­
graphic, socioeconomic, religious, and insti­
tutional aspects the Jews are a very hetero­
genous population "spread along an ex­
tended continuum" (Tobin, 1989, p. 63). 
One may therefore ask whether the relation­
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school. 
Therefore, the first question to be raised 

is whether there are any significant differ­
ences in the levels of Jewish identification 
among Jews living in the Core, the Bay 
Area, and the Outer Ring that may explain 
the dissimilarities observed above. To test 

ates the percentage of 
hat would have to be redis­

their spatial cluster to 
hool-aged children. The in­

26.6% of the Jewish day 
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Boston's three aggregate ar­
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001, the index of dissimi­
and 3.2%, respectively. 

Jiog Variables: Do They 
e a Difference? 

:>ly argue that participation 
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her characteristics, such as 
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these relationships, we chose two different ships between the spatial distribution of thes potential pupils. Among 
measure of Jewish identification: (1) syna­
gogue or temple membership and (2) de­
nominational preference; that is, self-de­
scription as Orthodox, Conservative, Re­
form, or other, which includes those not af­
filiated with any of the three major denomi­
nations within American Judaism. These 
two measures represent legitimate Jewish 
strategies of survival and continuity. Com­
paring the two most distant areas--the Core 
and the Outer Ring-it is evident that the 
Jewish population of metropolitan Boston in 
1985 was very homogeneous: 43.3% of the 
Jewish households of the Core Area be­
longed to a synagogue as did 42.1 % of the 
Jews in the Outer Ring. In addition, 86.6% 
of the Core area households reported having 
a denominational preference in comparison 
to 87.7% of those in the Outer Ring (data 
adopted and recomputed from Israel, 1987, 
pp.l05-115). 

There is also no evidence that Jews of 
the Outer Ring are poorer than those living 
in the Core. Indeed, the opposite is appar­
ent: in 1985, the median income of a Jew­
ish household in the Core Area was 
$36,000, whereas for the Outer Ring it was 
$43,000 (with some variations among the 
communities within those areas). More­
over, although 20% of the Jewish house­
holds in the Core Area had an annual in­
come of less than $15,000 this was true for 
only 15% of the Jewish households in the 
Outer Ring (data adopted and recomputed 
from Israel, 1987, pp. 105-115). 

A COMPARATIVE LOOK: GREATER
 
BOSTON AND THE SAN FRANCISCO
 

BAY AREA
 

Recent sociological studies of Jews in the 
United States have pointed to substantial 

Jewish school-aged children and that of 
Jewish schools and pupils, as found in 
Greater Boston, indeed characterize other 
Jewish communities in America. Thus, al­
though the focal interest of this study is the 
Jews of Greater Boston, an attempt was 
made to provide comparative data from an­
other Jewish community and to evaluate the 
extent to which the above findings can be 
applied to a somewhat wider scene. The 
Jewish community of the San Francisco Bay 
Area was chosen for this comparative ex­
amination. 

A demographic survey of Jews in the San 
Francisco Bay Area was conducted in 1986 
and comprises the seven-county region of 
San Francisco County, Marin County, 
Sonoma County, the Peninsula (North and 
South), San Jose County, and the area 
served by the Jewish Federation of the 
Greater East Bay, i.e., Contra Costa and 
Alameda Counties. Approximately 223,000 
Jews lived in the San Francisco Bay Area at 
the time of the survey. Hence, from a quan­
titative point of view the Bay Area Jewish 
community and the Greater Boston Jewish 
community are similar. 

In those areas for which previous esti­
mates are available, the San Francisco area 
Jewish communities had experienced sig­
nificant growth. The 1959 Jewish Popula­
tion Study estimated the number of Jews in 
San Francisco County to be 46,616; by 1986 
this figure had grown to 52,143, an increase 
of 12% (Tobin & SassIer, 1988). Yet, the 
greatest increase occurred in the areas sur­
rounding San Francisco: in Marin County, 
which in 1959 had a Jewish population of 
only 2,700, the number of Jews had in­
creased to 19,100 (a growth of over 600%) 
and on the Peninsula, from 16,700 to 
47,000 (a growth of 187%). Hence, the 
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community had simultaneously both grown 
and become more diffuse, heading north­
ward and southward. Table 3 shows that if 
only the areas covered by the 1959 and the 
1986 surveys are considered, the relative 
proportion of San Francisco's Jewish com­
munity declined from 70% to 44%; by con­
trast, in Marin County, where in 1959 only 
4% of the Jewish population had resided, 
16% of the Jews lived in 1986, and on the 
Peninsula the figure increased from 25% to 
40%. 

Among Jewish school-aged children (6­
17) of the San Francisco Bay Area in 1986, 
14% lived in San Francisco County. This is 
a much lower proportion than the Jewish 
population of all ages living in San Fran­
cisco County. This observation, augmented 
by additional data not reported here, points 
to an aging Jewish population in San Fran­
cisco County as compared with other parts 
of the area under study. On the other hand, 
the newer areas of Jewish settlement in the 
North and East Bay have higher percent­
ages of school-aged children than their rela­

tive share among the total Jewish popula­
tion. The proportion of children of the Sili­
con Valley adequately matches that of the 
total Jewish population among the San 
Francisco Bay Area. 

Based on the aggregate division to four 
major regions, there is a high correlation 
between the residential distribution of Jew­
ish school-aged children and that of Jewish 
schools (third column of Table 3 and first 
column of Table 4). Yet, ifonly day 
schools are considered, significant differen­
tials emerge; in 1987/89 nearly one-quarter 
of all the Jewish day schools in the San 
Francisco Bay Area were located in San 
Francisco County, but only 14% ofthe chil­
dren aged 6 to 17 resided there. By con­
trast, only one Jewish day school (7.7% of 
the total) was operating at that time in the 
Northern Area, which accounted for 17.7% 
of school-aged children. Likewise, less 
than one-quarter of all day schools were lo­
cated in the East Bay where one-third of the 
Jewish school-aged children lived. An in­
verse relation occurred in the Silicon Valley 

Table 3. Changes in Population Distribution 1959-1986 (percentages)"' 
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19 the total Jewish popula­ Table 4. School and Location: San Francisco Bay Area 1987/89 (percentages)' 
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where the proportion of Jewish day schools 
exceeded that of school-aged children. 

As in the case of Greater Boston, the 
geographical distribution of the supplemen­
tary Jewish schools corresponded more 
closely to the residential distribution of the 
Jewish school-aged children. The index of 
dissimilarity between the distribution of 
Jewish day schools and the residential dis­
tribution of the school-aged children 
reached the level of 18.3%; a much smaller 
diversity of only 5.9% was found for supple­
mentary schools. 

Finally, the lower part ofTable 4 reports 
the distribution of Jewish pupils by location 
and type of school. The percentage of chil­
dren of San Francisco County who in 1987/ 
89 were enrolled in Jewish day schools was 
nearly threefold their percentage among the 
total school-aged children (39% and 13.6%, 
respectively). By contrast, only 7% of all 
pupils receiving all-day Jewish education 
were enrolled in the single school of the 
Northern Area, whereas that area's share of 

the total number of school-aged children 
was as high as 13%. A similar dispropor­
tion offewer pupils than children also ex­
ists in the East Bay. The distribution of the 
supplementary school pupils more accu­
rately matches the residential distribution of 
all school-aged children of the San Fran­
cisco Bay Area in 1986. The index of dis­
similarity between the distribution of pupils, 
by location of school, and that of Jewish 
school-aged children was 25.4% for pupils 
in day schools and 9.7% for pupils enrolled 
in supplementary schools. 

The two Jewish communities of Greater 
Boston and the San Francisco Bay Area dif­
fer from one another in the magnitude of 
the differential between the residential dis­
tribution of school-aged children and the 
geographical distribution of day schools and 
day school pupils. Yet, our working hy­
pothesis, according to which a dispropor­
tionately large number of Jewish day 
schools are located in the more veteran ar­
eas of Jewish settlement in the center and 
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fewer are found in the suburban rings that flected in enrollment rates. Analysis of the 
are favored by families with young children, data largely supports our premise: whereas 
is reinforced by empirical evidence from the the spatial distribution of Jewish supple­
Jewish community of the San Francisco Bay mentary schools and that of supplementary 
Area. On the other hand, the geographical school pupils was found to correlate strong­
distribution of the supplementary schools ly and positively with the residential struc­
and that of pupils in these schools closely ture of the Jewish school-aged children as a 
resemble the residential distribution of the whole, most of the Jewish day schools were 
school-aged children in each community. located in the inner city and in the older 

suburbs that had dense concentrations of 
IMPLICATIONS FOR COMMUNITY Jews in the past. In contrast, the newer sub­

PLANNlNG urbs and exurbia of Jewish settlement that 
attract mostly young families exhibit looser 

One hundred years after the massive migra­
ties between the number of Jewish day 

tion of European Jewry that eventually 
schools and their potential pupils. This lat­

transformed the American community into 
ter situation is dramatically seen in the 

the largest in the world, American Jews of 
number of children enrolled in day school 

today must depend substantially on them­
programs by place of residence.

selves to maintain their numbers. Ameri­
When other things are equal-socioeco­

can Jews do not operate in a social vacuum. 
nomic status or the feasibility of sustaining

Rather, they are part of the open and com­
the expenses of private education; the socio­

petitive contemporary American society into 
cultural motivation or the desirability for

which they have successfully integrated, ex­
intensive Jewish socialization of children on 

periencing significant socioeconomic and 
the part of their Jewish parents; and the

cultural changes-in varied rhythms and 
availability of pupils as affected by the vari­

levels along time and space. Jewish leader­
able size of Jewish birth cohorts-the spa­

ship and communal services must build into 
tial location of educational institutions is an 

their planning adaptive ways and means to 
intervening obstacle in imparting Jewish 

meet these social changes and to ensure that 
knowledge and values through the formal 

communal ties and religioethnic identifica­
educational system of Jewish day schools. 

tion are not disrupted (Elazar, 1982). The 
The supplementary type of Jewish education 

cultural factor-namely, the ability to pre­
seems to be more flexible and can adjust 

serve group identity and transmit it to fu­
rapidly to social changes of residential re­

ture generations-and the biological-demo­
distribution of the kind examined here. 

graphic factor are the two forces that shape 
The large majority of American Jews to­

the demographic continuity of a subpopula­
day are native born. They have high levels 

tion, such as the Jews in the United States. 
of education, their occupational patterns are 

In this research an attempt was made to 
shifting into professional and managerial

assess the correlation between the residen­
positions, and their social and economic

tial clustering of the Jewish population in 
status is rising. Under such conditions, 

Greater Boston and the distribution of Jew­
their geographic residential dispersion re­

ish schools in that area It was hypoth­
flects more and more decision making

esized that intensive decentralization may 
based on the economic benefit and the

result in a distancing of Jewish schools­
trade-off between time and space; it is less 

mainly day schools, which require a signifi­
dependent on the desire to live in close

cant physical infrastructure and high opera­
proximity to other Jews and to Jewish insti­

tional costs. This distance between home 
tutions. Hence, a physical infrastructure 

and school may then be identified as an in­
must be planned to take into account the

tervening obstacle in the parental decision 
population's distribution over a larger met-

to send children to parochial schools, as re-
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ropolitan space. This is most important in 
regard to those institutions that are truly 
dedicated to Jewish survival; to such effect, 
religious schools can be viewed as one of 
the most important determining factors, 
along with the home. Moreover, previous 
studies and also first evidence from the 
1990 National Jewish Population Survey 
(NJPS) claim that former students of the 
most intensive full-time Jewish education 
programs score higher on Jewish identifica­
tion than those who attended only part-time 
schools, when adjustment is made for other 
variables including parents' religiosity 
(Cohen, 1974; Fishman & Goldstein, 1993; 
Rebhun & DellaPergola, 1993; Ribner, 
1978). 

More than the tendency itself to move 
outside the cities' center, it is the nature of 
the new spatial distribution of a more dis­
persed Jewish population that makes it diffi­
cult to provide communal services. Some 
institutions, such as supplementary schools 
and also synagogues, can adjust more easily 
to these kind of regional changes: because 
they operate in relatively small edifices, ad­
ditional institutions could be established 
within an acceptable driving/walking dis­
tance from Jewish residential concentra­
tions. By contrast, day schools require large 
buildings and expensive infrastructure that 
are costly to replace and to disperse in dif­
ferent places. This becomes even more 
complex since Jews' geographic mobility is 
dynamic and they move further to the ex­
urbs beyond the suburbs. 

In such conditions of geographic mobil­
ity the center of the city may perhaps still be 
found as the "mean center" of the areas 
where Jews live. An attempt to reach p0­

tential constituencies of Jewish education 
must therefore give special attention to suit­
able organized transportation. The number 
of women in the labor force is growing, and 
more people "work outside of the central 
business district or even the city limits" 
(Elazar, 1993, p. 2) and therefore cannot 
combine driving to work with driving the 
children to school. Effective organized 

transportation is needed to overcome the ob­
stacle of commuting between home and 
school. This transportation network should 
be based on a large number of vehicles, 
each picking up pupils from a relatively 
small number of stations in a single resi­
dential area and bringing pupils to school 
and back home within a reasonable time. 

Community planners and educators 
should also develop ways to attract families 
to Jewish schools, despite the geographic 
distance. An attempt should be made to 
subsidize considerably the tuition in Jewish 
day schools. Taking into account that there 
are basic operational expenses, regardless of 
the number of pupils in a given school, any 
diminution in tuition that is followed by a 
meaningful growth in enrollment may bring 
about a substantial increase in income far 
beyond the increase in expenses. In addi­
tion, the federation's allocation to Jewish 
education should be increased. 

Finally, educators and consultants need 
to develop special programs and curricula to 
ensure the quality and superiority of the 
Jewish educational system over the public 
one. The strong positive value placed by 
Jews on providing their children a good 
education should overcome any instrumen­
tal obstacles of convenient geographical ac­
cess and financial costs. This will ensure 
the maintenance of enrollment rates and a 
lively all-day Jewish educational system. 

DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

This research is an original attempt to sub­
stantiate conclusions on the topic being dis­
cussed using empirical data; this was done 
by combing different, yet complementary 
sets of data that were brought into a homo­
geneous format. It should be regarded as 
only preliminary and exploratory research. 
The data upon which we have relied have 
many limitations that should ideally be rem­
edied in future studies and before modeling 
the results: community coverage should be 
extensive, and an effort should be made to 
tie the dependent variable more directly to 
the explanatory variables. It will also be 
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necessary to verify the findings reported 
here. It is to be hoped that an additional 
demographic study of the Jewish communi­
ties of Greater Boston and San Francisco 
Bay Area will be executed shortly; a new 
Census of Jewish Schools in the United 
States is now under way (spring 1994) as 
the initial project of the recently established 
Statistical Data Bank on Jewish Education 
in the Diaspora. 
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