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PREFACE

In 1972 the American Jewish Committee created the
Colloquium on Jewish Education and Jewish Identity in response
t0 the recommendations and findings of the AJC Task Force on
the Future of the Jewish Community in America. The Task Force,
which met during 1970 and 1971, dealt with trends and needs in
various areas of Jewish communal life. The analysis of the
state of Jewish education produced a nearly unanimous opinion
that it was in need of fundamental reform.

The perception of the Task Force derived from its observa-
tions that most Jewish schools produce graduates who are func-
tionally illiterate in Judaism and not clearly positive in
their attitudinal identifiecation, that most graduates look back’
without joy on their educational experience, and that the rela-
tively low status of Jewish education and educators make it
difficult to recruit talented, creative personnel. Neverthe-
less, it was felt that the Jewish community's ongoing loyalty
t0 Jewish education combined with a growing impetus for reform

gave grounds for optimism and a basis for communal planning.

To investigate the implementation of Task Force recommen-
dations and its call for new educational directions and priori-
ties, the American Jewish Committee convened the Collogquium on
Jewish Education and Jewish Identity. The Colloguium was an
interdisciplinary group which included recognized figures in
the fields of psychology and sociology., educatlonal leaders in
the Jewish community, and young academics engaged in Jewish
educational research. Between 1972 and 1976 the participants
met five times focr two-day conferences based upon specially
commissioned papers on a wide variety of matters touching on
the relationship between Jewish education and Jewish identity.
The aim of this process was to develop and publish a series of
recommendations for Jewish education based upon the research
and deliberations of the Colloquium which could serve as a
charge and a guide to those in the Jewish community responsible
for educational policy and practice. .

With this as our goal, we are pleased to publish the
commissioned papers presented at the Collogquium Conferences in
the following series of pamphlets:
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THE SOCIAL CONTEXT OF JEWISH EDUCATION: A Literature Review -
Geoffrey L. Bock

' DOES JEWISH SCHOOLING MATTER? Summary of Research and
Recommendations - Geoffrey E. Bock

TSSUES IN JEWISH IDENTITY AND JEWISH EDUCATION

The Place of Jewish Identity in the Development
oF Personal. ldentity - Herbert C. Kelman

The Components of Jewish Tdentity: A Social
Psychological Analysis - oSimon N. Herman

The Determinants of Jewish Identity: A
Vafurational Approach - Mortimer Ostow

THE SOCIAL CONTEXT OF JEWISH IDENTITY

The Social Background of American Jewish
Fducation - Nathan Glazer

The Social Background of American Jewish
Fducation: A Commentary ~ Marshall Sklare

DETERMINING THE GOALS OF JEWISH EDUCATION

Toward a Philosophy of Jewish Education -~
Seymour Fox

Goals and Practice in Jewish Education:
A Personal Perspective - Charles Silberman

Ideological Perspectives
Orthodox - Norman Lamm
Conservative - David Lieber

Reform - Martin Rozenberg

This pamphlet, Does Jewish Schooling Matter? was prepared
by Dr. Geoffrey E. Bock. Tt contains a summary of the findings
as well as conclusions and recommendations emerging from his
doctoral dissertation, "The Jewish Schooling of American Jew,"
submitted to the Graduate School of Education, Harvard Univer-
gity. Dr. Bock's research, which utilized relevant data culled
from the National Jewish Population Study of the Council of
Jewish Federations and Welfare Funds, was funded in part by
the John Slawson Fund for Research, Training and Education of
+he American Jewish Committee.
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The conclusions and recommendations in Dxr.

Bock's paper

are based on his research and obgervations. Thus, while not
all of them reflect the concensus of the Colloguium, they do

offer additional educational alternatives.

The Colloquium was chaired by Yehuda Rosenman and David

gidorsky. A summary report and recommendations
a convergence and cCOnsensus among the members O
is available upon request from the American Jew

, representing
f the Colleoquium,
ish Committee.
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The purposes of Jewish schooling in America have always
reflected a compromise between secular and sectarian goals.
"The functions cf the complementary‘schools (or supplemental
schools)," Isaac Berkson remarked in his foresighted book
Theories of Americanization, "is to transmit the culture of the
efhnic group and thus enrich the life of the individual Jew and
_ through him that of the total group."l Certainly individuals
vary in their attachment to the Jewish group. Some are primar-
ily Jewish and secondarily American, while others are primarily
American and only marginally Jewish. But, in Berkson's analy-
sis, the Jewish school defines the salient aspects of the
American-Jewish experience. Through the cultural enrichment of
the individual the entire group gains.

For Berkson and for all other Jewish educators of the early
twentieth century, cultural adjustment was the central problem
of American-Jewish iife--how to adapt Jewish values to meet the
norms of the larger American society. Their gsolution of this
problem became the basic rationale of Jewish school in America.
Jewish children would learn about the American mailnstream
through the public schools. Then, after thelr secular school-
ing, they would attend supplemental schools to learn Jewish
subjects. :

In the early twentieth century, the majority of American
Jews accepted this compromise. Most sent their children to
public schools. Those parents that also cared about their cul-
tural and religious heritage believed that supplemental school-
ing would teach their children about Jewish values, norms and
behaviors. However, a minority of .American Jews have always
found this compromise unsatisfying. Even sixty years ago,
some of the most religicus parents sent their children to all-
day religious schools.




Within the last two decades, as successive generations of
 American born Jews have become more 'American' and less tJewish'
in identifying outlook, -the basic compromise has been seriously
challenged. Ffor instance, Charles E. Silberman in his collo-
gquium paper observes that when he and other members of the
second generation "were rebelling we asked, 'Should we be
Jewish?', not 'Why should we be Jewish?' Being Jewish was a
fact. One either observed or didn't observe; one either ac-
cepted or rejected. One was not indifferent; one could not

be indifferent. My children, their friends, their generation
are not rebelling in that sense. They are not rejecting theilr
parents because they are too Jewishj ...The question they ask
is, 'Why should I be Jewish?'"

Cultural continuity rather than cultural adjustment is
now the central problem of American Jewish life. That is,
American Jewish parents now expect Jewish schools and other
educational efforts to teach their children about a cultural.
heritage which is no longer primarily reinforced by the home
and the community. Sixty years ago, Jewish educators and
parents alike assumed that Jewish schooling simply enriched
an indigenous cultural heritage. Jewish educators never
claimed that their efforts would insure cultural continuity
and this task has only recently been thrust upon them.

Thus the change in the structure of American Jewlsh life
from a largely immigrant to a primarily second and third
generation community raises serious questions about the pres-
ent purposes and future goals of Jewish schooling. Can Jewish
schools be a force for the continuity of Jewishness? If so,
what type of Jewish schooling is best? Is the compromise
between secular and sectarian schooling still valid? These
issues, in turn, are part of a more general sociological
problem: can schools (i.e. formal educational institutions)
have an impact on non-cognitive outcomes such as- values,
behaviors and beliefs? Or compared to family background,
generational changes and other factors, are schools weak
cocial institutions that have little or no impact on non-
cognitive outcomes? :

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

In this study I have sought to analyze the role of Jewish
schooling in terms of the overall process of Jewish identifica=
tion in American society based on a random sample of all American
Jews, aged 18 and above. (93.1 percent of the sample are
aged 25 and above. Assuming that the average Jewish c¢hild
has left Jewish schools by age 15, all respondents were en-
rolled in Jewish schools prior to 1968. 93.1 percent were
enrolled prior to 1861.) I have -found that Jewish schooling
is an important factor in this process, but I have also found
that 3% 18 never ihe most important factor.
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'Diversity' is the central axiom of Jewish identification.
Not only do American Jews vary in the extent of their 'Jewish-
‘ness! but they are 'more' or 'less' identified in a number of
different ways. Some are 'more religious' than others: they
are more observant in their personal life and are more involved
in public religious activities. Some are more 'socially Jewish'
than others: they are more involved in non-religious social
activities with other Jews. Some are more 'ethnically Jewish'
than others: they feel more identified with different aspects
of the Jewish cultural heritage. Consequently, I have investi-
gated a range of specific Jewish behaviors and attitudes and
measured different dimensions of Jewish identification by ten
separate scales, '

This strategy has led to one basic insight. I have found
that Jewish schooling and other social background factors (such
as Jewish home background, generation of American birth, sex,
chronological age, and present community of residence) have
different kinds of influences on different dimensions of Jewish
identification. There is no simple causal relationship between
being raised in a Jewish home, having had a 'good' Jewish school
experience (which might be defined in a number of different
ways) and being Jewishly identified in later life.

Part of the problem concerns patterns of Jewish school
attendance. Jewish educators have consistently claimed that
the observed growth in Jewish school enrollments during the
first half of the twentieth century indicated a growth in the
demand of educational services. Since mocre people were re-
ceiving a Jewish education, they concluded that Jewish school-
ing was fulfilling an increasingly important role in group
life. By examining who has gone to Jewish schools, I have
found that in one important respect, educators' inferences of
'success'! have been i1llusory. There has been little change in
the types of people who have enrcllied in Jewish schools over
the years: generally they have been raised in more Jewish
home environments and are men. The major difference has been
in the length of time individuals have spent in Jewish schools.
Later generation Jews have spent 'more years' attending Jewish
schools and nevertheless have received 'fewer hours' of class-
room instruction. This means that the later generations have
had more years of contact with formal educational institutions
but have probably learned less.

Different types of Jewish schools have attracted different
kinds of Jews. 'Intensive Jewish schools' (day schools and
Yeshivot) have generally attracted first generation men and
women ifrom all kinds of home backgrounds. Chedarim .generally
enrclled only first generation men, again from all kinds of
home backgrounds. Supplemental schools have attracted second,
third and fourth generation men and women, especially those
raised in 'more Jewish' home environments. Three-day to five=-
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day supplemental schools have been most attractive to Jewish
‘men, regardless of their family background or generation. One~-
day and two-day supplemental schools have been most popular
among later generaticn Jews, especially women. In general, sex
and generation are the principal factors affecting the type of
school individuals have attended.

But the larger issue concerns whether attending a Jewish
school as compared to not attending, or going to one type of
Jewish school as compared to another, or spending more time in
Jewish classrooms as compared to less time, has made a 4if-
fepence. After controlling for the effects of Jewish home
background, generation of American birth, chronological age,
sex and community of residence, I have found that better Jew-
ishly schooled Jews are more identified. However, the rela-
tive importance of Jewish schooling, compared to the relative
importance of other factors depends on (a) the definition (and
measurement) of Jewish school experiences and (b) the concep-
tion of Jewish identification in question.

Generally, ‘'hours of Jewish instruction'! is the best pre-
dicting measure of most conceptions of Jewish identification.
All other factors being equal, those people who have spent
'more hours' in Jewish classrooms are more religious, more in-
volved in informal social networks with other Jews, feel more
knowledgeable about Jewish culture and are stronger supporters
of Israel. They have either 'learned more' or have been
‘better socialized! by their classroom experiences. There are,
however, important exceptions. 'Years of Jewish schooling' is
the best predictor of involvement in secular Jewish organi-
zational activities. Those people who have been 'better
socialized' by the repetitiveness of attending Jewish schools
are more likely to become the Jewish organizational activists.
'Simply attending' a Jewish school is the best predictor of
attitudes about Jewish self-esteem and attitudes about American
political issues. By simply having been inside the Jewish
school-house door, individuals are 'more Jewish' in their out-
look about these issues.

How important are the effects of Jewish schooling? I find
that the best predicting measure of Jewish schooling is an im-
portant factor accounting for variations in different concep-
tions of Jewish identification. But the influence of Jewish
schooling, compared to the influence of Jewish family background,
generation and other factors depends on the particular concep-
tion of Jewish identification in question. Moreover, the rela-
tive influence of these different factors suggest two general
modes of Jewish identification. In some cases Jewish identi-
fication seems to be a reflection of personal values and be-
liefs; in other cases it basically involves public behaviors
and commitments. ;




Pepsonal Jewishness (such as personal religious obser-
vances, Jewish self-esteem, participation in informal social
networks and cultural perceptions) is mainly influenced by
Jewishness of home background. To the extent that Jewish
schooling is important, home background Is 1.3 to 2.4 times
more important. 1n addition, generation of American birth has
a considerable effect on various conceptions of personal Jewish-
ness. The second and third generations are progressively less
identified than the first. There is some evidence of a ‘return'’
in the fourth generation in that it is more personally identi~
fied than the third. Furthermore, the effect of generation is
roughly as important as the effect of Jewish schooling. This
means that the decline in personal Jewishness due to generation
is roughly offset by the effects of Jewish schooling. Conse-
quently, with each generation of American-born Jews, Jewish
schooling became progressively a more important factor affect-
ing personal Jewishness. But this also means that the effects

of Jewish schooling cannot compensate for the effects of home
background.

Public Jewishness (such behaviors and activities as at-
tendance at services, participation in secular synagogue af-~
fairs, participation in secular organizational activities,
support for Israel and attitudes about American political is-
sues) are a different matter. .Jewish schooling is often as
important as Jewish home background, but both of these factors
are oniy part of more complicated social processes. Public
Jewishness in part is a product of communal necessity. Those
people who live in 'less intensive' Jewish communities (which
in this analysis means residing outside the New York City metro-
politan area) have greater incentives to be involved in formal
Jewish activities. In part, supporting Israel is the result
of persconal memories; regardless of their family background or
Jewish schooling, immigrants have been much stronger in their
support for Israel than their progeny. Political attitudes, by
comparison, are indicative of acculturation: later generation
Jews, especially men and those individuals raised in less iden=-
tified homes are more tolerant in their outlook about American
political issues.

I have tested for a number of kinds of interactions. In
general I find that the effects of Jewish family background,
Jewish schooling, generation of American birth and sex are
independent of one another. In the more detailed analysis of
specific identification scales, there is evidence of a signifi-
cant interaction between Jewish family background and Jewilsh
schooling. But this interaction is complicated and-is not al-
ways in the expected direction. That is, those individuals who
were raised in more identified homes and have spent more hours
in Jewish classrooms are slightly more publicly identified
(especially in terms of synagogue attendance and synagogue
activities). Thus, schooling supports the public values




initially fostered by the home environment. In practical terms,
the time spent in Jewish classrooms has the greatest impact on
. those individuals least likely to attend Jewish schools.

Findings about the importance of Jewish schooling lead to
another question: are some kinds of Jewish schools more effec-
tive than others? I find that supplemental schools are not
automatically less effective than intensive schools, Yeshivot
and days schools; they are simply less efficient.

All other factors being equal, roughly 1,000 hours of
Jewish instruction are necessary before schooling begins to
substantially affect Jewish identification. Further, the
effectiveness of Jewish schooling for positive Jewish identi-
fication continues to increase reaching a high degree of effec-
tiveness after roughly 4,000 classroom hours.

Intensive school-attenders attain the critical threshhold
of 1,000 hours more quickly than supplemental school-attenders.
Those individuals who have spent more than 3,200 hours in Jew-
ish classrooms are likely to have attended intensive schools
at some point during their childhood. Side effects of inten-
sive schooling are obviously greater than those of supplemental
schooling. Yet, the essential factor is the total number of
hours spent in Jewish classrooms, rather than specifically the
type of schooling. This finding has important implications
for Jewish schooling policies. .

Finally, I find that Jewish schooling fulfills a specific
role in the identification process. Certainly, Jewish self=~
esteem affects behaviors; those people who feel more Jewish ~-
those who are more Jewishly self-identified -- are also more
likely to act in identifiably Jewish ways. However, the fac-
tors involved in Jewish self-esteem differ from those which
result in specific Jewish behaviors. Individuals raised in
'more Jewish' home environments are more likely to have greater
Jewish self-esteem. Their personal attitudes lead them to he-
have Jewishly and either to attend synagogue services more fre-
quently, or to practice more religious rituals in their homes or
to be stronger supporters of Israel. By comparison, Jewish
schooling has little direct effect on Jewish self-esteem. In-
dividuals who have spent more hours in Jewish classrocoms are
more likely to behave Jewishly, regardless of their Jewish
self-esteem, In other words, to the extent that Jewish school-
ing is important, it affects specific behaviors rather than
feelings about Jewish self-esteem. Perhaps those people who
have spent more time in Jewish classrcoms have learned more;
since they are more knowledgeable, they are more likely to
behave in identifiably Jewish ways. Alternatively, perhaps
better Jewishly schooled Jews have. simply been better socialized
to follow the accepted norms of group life. Perhaps those people
who have spent more time in Jewish classrooms have learned more;
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since they are more knowledgeable, they are more likely to be-
have in identifiably Jewish ways. Alternatively, perhaps bet-
ter Jewishly schooled Jews have simply been better socialized
to follow the accepted norms of group life.

IMPLICATIONS

My findings show that within certain bounds, Jewish school-
ing does affect various conceptions of Jewish identification.
In particular, they lead to added insights about how schools
affect non-cognitive outcomes, why the traditional compromise
of Jewish educators worked to some extent, and what some of
the future social policies about Jewish schooling should be.

The Theoretical Implications -

American Jewry has been one of the most successful ethnic
groups in American society. Jewish traditions have always
emphasized education and learning. American Jews have been
able to translate their traditional heritage inte secular
school achievements, occupational mobility and economic pros-
perity. Because education and learning are so highly valued
in group life, my analysis serves as an 'ideal' case study
about more general educational and socioclogical issues. Con-
sequently, my findings have important theoretical implications.

My findings support some of the previcus research about
the noncognitive effects of schooling and indicate that value-
oriented schooling is one of a number of social factors that
affect ethnic identification. The ethnic orientation of the
home environment is a second factor; the changes in attitudes
and behaviors from generation to generation is a third factor.
Moreover, the impact of value-oriented schooling is due to the
notion of critical threshholds. Usually, there is a minimal
'floor' and a maximal 'ceiling' between which value-oriented
schooling independently affects ethnic identification. All in
all, more schooling does not always lead pecple to be more
identified; rather, school experiences must fall within the
critical range.

- Contrary to previous investigations of non-cognitive edu-
cational outcomes, I find slight evidence of 'interaction
effects' between family background and schooling and then not
always in the expected directions. I find no evidence of inter-
actions between family background and generation and between
schooling and generation. My findings tend to contradict the
conventional wisdom that schools are only able to reinforce
the values and norms that originate in the home, or in the
social experiences of a particular generation. Certainly my
‘conclusions about 'interaction effects' are most tentative:
there may be methodological problems with my present analytic
strategy. More research on interaction effects is necessary




to resolve these methodological issues.

The absence of significant interactions is a striking
finding. If it does hold up under more detailed scrutiny,
this finding implies that discrete factors affect the persis-
tence of ethnic identification in American society. Value-
oriented schooling is an expression of the normative standards
of group life. Yet the absence of interactions may be due to
the special role of Jewish schooling in Jewish life. In parti-
‘cular, Jews traditionally believed that learning about their
history, traditions, religion and rituals was essential for
their continuity as an identifiable group. Jewish education
always has been a fundamental Jewish value. In contemporary
American society, Jewish schooling continues to fulfill this
essential social function, independent of the effects of home
background or generation. ~

I have also shown that the impact of schooling depends on
the nature of the non-cognitive outcomes in question, which in
+his study are the public and private conceptions of Jewish
identification. In particular, Jewish school experiences are
more likely to affect public behaviors rather than personal
beliefs. By comparison, family background has a much more
substantial influence on personal beliefs. For example, all
other factors being equal, Jewish schooling is much more likely
to influence involvement with the synagogue than participation
in informal social networks or attitudes about Jewish self-
esteem. Because schooling has a greater affect on public be-
haviors it is easier for educators to teach people toO identify
with the formal institutions of group life than to accept the
intrinsic, personal ethnic group values. As an ethnic group ;
comes to rvely on its formal educational institutions for the
continuity of group life, it stresses identification with
specific ethno-religious institutions, rather than with per-
sonal values and beliefs. For instance, to the extent that
future generations of American Jews are intensively educated ' ;
in Jewish schools and raised in relatively unidentified homes,
they will express their Jewishness interms of identification
with the synagogue, with other formal ethnic institutions, and
with public, group-oriented activities. But they will not be
especially Jewish in personal outlook. To the extent that %
personal ethnic values and beliefs are maintained, they depend
largely on the value-orientation of the family and on genera-
tion of American birth.

Finally, I find that each succeeding generation in the
United States is less personally Jewish. However, all other
factors being equal, I find some evidence of a slight "rever-
sal"™ in the fourth generation. Once background factors are
taken into account, it is possible that the third generation
continues to experience the conflicts of the second; only the

fourth generation has the. lelsure for self-exploration which
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would lead to a modest return towards the values and norms of
the immigrant generation.

Although ethnic schooling is an important factor affecting
the continuity of ethnicity in American society, it can be best
understood in terms of itg larger social context. "The ethnic
group in American society became not a survival from Tho age
-0f mass ImmIgration but a new soolal form. . . Ethnic groups
+ + - are continually recreated by new experiences in American
society."2 Fop group members, ethnic schooling is an important
link with their cultural heritage. It contributes to the trans-
formation of the group and to its adaptations to American social
norms--in short, to it's 'continual recreation.' But the trang-
formation and the adaptation are in a specific direction.

Ethnic schooling is especially likely to'continually recreate’
the group in terms of public identification with Formal insti-
tutions and public group-oriented behaviors but it has rela=-
tively less impact on personalized ethnic identification.
Rather, these personalized aspects of group life depend on
generation and on family background.

Complex factors affect the development of this 'new
/American/ social form.' Reliance on formal institutions leads
to a parficular kind of group life. One must certainly ques-
tion the authenticity of public identification without the
underlying structure of personalized values and beliefs. For’
instance, what kind of person is publicly Jewish and yet hardly
identified with personal Jewish values and beliefs? What is
the authenticity of a group which only emphasizes a public
identification, devoid of meaningful, personal values and be-
haviors for the individual?

All in all, the increasing emphasis on ethnic schooling
for group survival is only one type of new experience. The
emergence of the later generation, ethnic group coriented
family is potentially another Ffactor. But American society
experts powerful assimilatory tendencies, especially on the _
~personal level. In an open society, assimilation is a legiti-

mate possibility. Thus the dilemma of ethnic identification
in American society is that an ethnic group can more easily

construct formal institutions (such as schools) than influence
the personal loyalties of its members. From a policy perspec-

tive, educational policies are easier to formulate and execute
than family policies. : ‘ :

Policy Implications

, From one perspective, the policy implications of this
analysis are relatively straightforward. Even after con-
trolling for the effects of Jewishness of home background,
generation and other factors, Jewish schooling is modestly
to moderately important. In general, 'more hours'! of Jewish




instruction lead to higher scores on different identification
measures. Moreover, roughly 1,000 classroom hours form the
critical threshhold. All other factors being equal, those
people with more than this amount usually find that their
school experiences positively affect their identification;
those with less than this critical amount usually find that
their school experiences have little effect on their identi-
fication.

What should the American Jewish community do to insure
that future generations receive more than 1,000 hours of Jew-
ish instruction? And looking at the simple question of hours
raises a more fundamental matter of principle. What should be
the future attitude of American Jewry towards its long-standing
position that Jewish schooling should be a supplemental activitv,
that Jewish children should learn about Jewish beliefs, heritage
and traditions only after they have finished their secular
schooling? At some point in children's lives, should Jewish
learning take priority over secular instruction? It seems to
me that there are three basic policy options to consider: ex-
panding supplemental schooling; building day schools and harmo-
nizing the relationships between secular schools and Jewish
schools.

1. Expanding Supplemental Schooling: If one assumes
that the basic problem 1s the length of the Jewish school day
and the number of instructional hours offered each week, then
expanding the length of time spent in supplemental schools is
a plausible alternative. This may be accomplished either by
expanding the number of class-hours offered each week or by
increasing the number of years spent in Jewish schools. Few
supplemental schools offer instruction at the pre-school or
high school level. In principle, if teenagers remained in
supplemental schools through their high school years, they
would have the opportunity to learn more.

The logic of this policy option is inescapable. It pre-
serves the traditional compromise between secular and sec-.
tarian schooling. Jewish schooling continues to be an extra-
curricular activity. Nevertheless, this alternative is not
- without its pitfalls. Simply enrolling children for more
years in a part-time program does little to affect their
Jewishness. Those veterans of many years of supplemental
schooling are more likely to be the Jewish organizational
activists, but they are not notably more Jewish along other
salient dimensions. An extra year of afterncon supplemental
schooling only results in 240 more hours of classroom instruc-
tion. TFor supplemental high school programs to be effective,
individuals will have to spend more years in Jewish schools.

_ Moreover, I suspect that the issue of time is only
symptomatic of the conceptual and curricular problems of
supplemental schooling in general--what should children learn
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in order to become identifying Jewish adults. By simply en-
couraging post-Bar Mitzvah/post-Bat Mitzvah schooling, Jewish
educators have managed to skirt the more substantive peda-
gogical issues, the problems of educational goals and curri-
cular objectives. In short, this policy option is the least
controversial. It also promises to be the least effective.

2. The Day School Option: If one assumes that the only
policy objective is for people to spend more than 1,000 hours
in Jewish classrooms during their childhood, then the modern
day school is the most efficient alternative. It has the
virtue of providing children with intensive Jewish school ex-
periences, unencumbered by the conflicting time pressures of
other extra-curricular activities. The day school movement is
currently the fastest growing sector of Jewish education: be-
tween 1970 and 1972, day school enrollments reportedly increased
by 12.2 percent. Yet most day schools are Orthodox in ideolo-
gical orientation and enroll students mainly in the elementary
grades.5 The Conservative movement has also supported serious
attempts at day schooling. Its system of Solomon Schechter
Day Schools has sought to attract children from less religiocus
homes who would not attend an ideclogically Orthodox school.,

And even the Reform movement has begun  to consider day schools,
and has already sponsored five or s;x.s

However, the conceptual, political and social consequences
of day schooling continue to pose problems for many Jews. The
day school is 'private' and ‘'religiously oriented' in its
philosophical outlook. Consequently, from one perspective it
represents a "heroic accomplishment because it rejects the
assumption of the American Jew (and of many Jewish educators
as well) that Jewish culture is secondary to American culture. 7
From another perspective, it represents an assertion of Jewish
separatism, that identifying Jews are different from Americans
in general. And this assertion goes against the prevailing
communal notions about Jewish survival in. American society.

If policy statements of the organized Jewish community are
in any way a reflection of the sentiments of the majority of
American Jews, the commitment to the traditional compromise of
Jewish educators (and to the traditional communal support of
public schooling) remains strong.8 Thus, while day schools
will probably have a larger appeal in the future than they have
had in the past, they will probably never attract the majority
of American Jewish children. One way or another, less effi

cient methods of Jewish schooling will continue to be more
popular. : :

3. Harmonizing Jewish Instruction with Secular Schooling:
If one assumes that the policy objective 1s not only having
people spend more than 1,000 hours in Jewish classrooms but
also maintaining some commitment to secular education, then
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the educational alternatives are more complicated. New forums
for Jewish learning are needed to modify the present organlza-
tion of supplemental schools--ones that provmde intensive in-
struction but maintain the traditional compromise between
secular and sectarian schooling. New kinds of Jewish learning
environments must try to create a new kind of balance between

the secular and sectarian impulses of contemporary Jewish life
in America,

Jewish studies on the college level are one alternative.
College level courses at least can offer intensive instruction
within a relatively short period of time. For example, indi-
viduals certainly learn more Hebrew in a year of intensive
study in college than in any number of years of intermittent
supplemental schooling. And since almost all Jewish children
now go to college, college level courses may be an efficient
way to reach the next generation of Jewish adults,

But there are two problems with this alternative. First,
enrolling in Jewish studies courses is a matter of choice,
leading one to suspect that those students who were raised in
more identified homes in the first place will be the chief
beneficiaries. Second, compared to the socialization function
of primary and secondary schocling, college courses empha-
size the norms of universalism and secular achievement and
are not geared to- fostering uncritical identification. Rather,
their purposes are to transmit knowledge and there is no

guarantee that Jewish college students will become more iden-
tified.

Released time programs may be a second alternative. Chil-
dren would spend part of their school day in public schools
learning secular subjects; then, being 'released! from pub-
lic schools for a specific period of time, they would attend
Jewish schools to learn Jewish subjects. These kinds of pro-
grams would provide an institutional mechanism for Jewish
children to spend a more substantial portion of their school
day in-a Jewish learning environment. Rather than continuing
as a burdenscme extra-curricular activity, Jewish schooling
would become an integral part of children's everyday lives.
Perhaps children from relatively unidentified families would
be more likely to attend as little else would compete for the
time they would otherwise spend in secular schools.

Released time programs are hardly a new idea; they have

ample legal, historical, and educational precedents. Consti-
tutionally, they have been judged a legitimate form of
: urﬂﬂﬂ“mmodatlon between secular and religiocus authorities,
phdlddren may be 'released' from their secular stud-

hiools to attend religious classes conducted
et ye faiths,d Nevertheless, some claim that
sonstitutes a recognition of religious educa-
@ public sector and therefore impinges on the strict
separation of church and state.l0
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However, from an educational perspective, released time
programs potentially are only part of an emerging movement
within American education towards nonformal secondary school-
ing. Many secondary schools now let students out of t?adl"
tional classes to do a variety of 'creative' or 'vocationally
oriented' tasks within their communities. As Amerigans come
to realize that schools are places for cultural enrichment,
rather than simply places for occupational, social and econo-
mic successes, the tendencies toward de-schooling are l%kely
to grow. Jewlsh cultural enrichment could be another kind of
creative program that interested adolescents could choose. It
is altogether possible that existing supplemental schools would
expand their programmatic offerings, to provide a released
time alternative for those children who would want to study
Jewish subjects during secular school hours.

However, released time programs are not without serious

- problems. One issue concerns implementation. Released time
efforts require cooperation and coordination between public
school officials and Jewish educators over the basic adminis-
trative questions of scheduling and transportation--such as
when pupils would be released, whether they would miss im-
portant secular classes and how they would be transported from
the secular to the Jewish school. Other religious and ethnic
groups would have to go along with the proposal. A second
problem is philescophical and pedagogical. Released time pro-
grams would simply provide the opportunity for Jewish children
to spend more hours in Jewish classrooms. They would do little
to resolve the ideoclogical and pedagogical disputes about the
content and focus of Jewish education--what children should
learn and how.the material should be presented.

Jewish instruction within secular schools may be another
alternative. GSince the great majority of dewish children con-

tinue to attend public schools or non-sectarian private schools,

efforts might be made to provide Jewish instruction within
secular school environments. For example, students might
learn Hebrew as a foreign language and Jewish history as part
of their social studies curriculum. Hebrew language instruce-
tion in the public high schools, in particular, is not a new
idea, but it has not been a terribly popular one. In 1973,
only about 2,200 pupils in the entire United States were en-
rolled in public high school Hebrew language classes.

American Jews have been very reluctant to seek Jewish
studies within the public school context for a number of
reasons. Jewish courses taught in the public sector may not
reflect the prevailing norms of the Jewish community. A
'value~free' Jewish curriculum, where discussion of religious"
beliefs are prohibited (in order to satisfy the separation of
church and state requirements) may do little to foster identi-
fication. Second, by advocating Jewish courses in the public
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sector, the Jewish community again must enter the political
arena. Thus, many Jews might fear that if social cohesion
diminishes, over the long run the security of the American ‘
Jewish community will be threatened. Moreover, even if Jewish ]
" children have a greater opportunity to learn about Jewish
subjects, they may have few Jewish soclalization experiences
and learn little about Jewish social norms. When Jewish par-
ents send their children to public schools, they are sending
them as Americans, rather than as Jews. Nevertheless, one
could increase the minimal efforts made at Hebrew language

instruction within public schools without endangering other
values.

Jewish instruction in conjunction with secular schools
may be a fourth alternative. Rather than seeking to modify
the public school experiences of Jewish children (either
through shortening their public instruction or introducing
them to Jewish courses in public schools) Jewish educators
may seek secular recognition for Jewish learning. That is,
if Jewish educators offer a substantial program, Jewish stu-
dents may seek high school credits or ather forms of secular
recognition for their Jewish studies. However, this
alternative probably only applies to the most Jewishly iden-
tified students in the first place who are attracted to
serious Jewish studies. It is not specifically a strategy _ :
for enrolling more students into Jewish classes. Rather it ‘
is simply a way to legitimize and perhaps to provide some :
modest incentives for Jewish studies. E

As a policy objective, harmonizing Jewish instruction
with secular schooling leads to a number of intriguing alter-
natives. They are not without their obvious social costs as
well as benefits. But, in my opinion, the specific principle .
of recognizing the similarities between Jewish instruction
and secular schooling, rather than emphasizing the differences
between the two, is as important as the variety of educational
arrangements that might stem from it. The simple fact is that
Jewish communities in America differ in complicated ways and
require diverse educational programs, appropriate to their in=-
dividual communal circumstances. By accepting the principle
that Jewish instruction need not be secondary to secular
schooling, then a number of plausible ways to harmonize one
kind of educational obijective with the other emerge. American
Jewry can begin to develop new kinds of Jewish educational
programs, designed to meet the various changing communal cir-
cumstances.

Implications for Family Policies

From another perspective, the policy implications of this
analysis are less auspicious. . Even considering a critical
threshhold for Jewish schooling, other factors continue to
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affect Jewishness. In particular, Jewish family background

has a consistent and considerable impact on Jewish identifi~
cation, especially on personal Jewishness. And the perceptible
changes from generation to generation result in the decline of
personal Jewish values, attitudes and behaviors.

Less Jewishly educated individuals will raise their chil-
dren in less identified families. And regardless of the ex-
tensiveness of their Jewish school experiences, individuals
raised in less Jewish home environments are likely to be less
personally identified. The reliance on schooling for the con-
tinuity of identification emphasizes public Jewishness, to the
exclusion of personal Jewishness. If one sees personal com-
mitments as essential for the continuity of group life from
generation to generation, then formal educational policies are
necessary, but not sufficient.

Rather, effective pclicies require efforts to ‘re-
Judaize' the Jewish family by making a less identified family,
more identified. One approach has been efforts at Jewish
family life education where trained educators or social workers
attempt to teach families about Jewish norms and values, and
attempt to use Jewish motifs to resolve family dlfflcultles.
Another approach has been family-oriented education. Some
Jewish schools offer Jewish studies for parents while the .
children are attending classes. In this way parents learn how
to reinforce the values that their children have been taught
- in Jewish schools. A third approach has been total famlly
experiences. When the entire famlly participates in meaning-
ful Jewish experiences, as for instance during a weekend re-
treat or in a Sabbath meal, they are more likely to accept
Jewish values, behaviors and ‘beliefs.

Certalnly there are unlimited pOSSlbllltleS for family
programming but the more important question concerns their
relative effectiveness. Although I have not been able to find
any evaluations of any family education programs, it is clear
that programming for family education has barely begun Build-
ing the necessary programs is a iong range essential which is
bound to be time consuming and requlre new institutions, new

organizational efforts, and a great investment of financial
resources.

Ultimately, Jewish schooling is only part of a larger
social process. Whereas Berkson and other Jewish educators of
the early twentieth century had relatively unamblguaus edu-
cational and social objectives, the present situation is now
much more complicated. The central dilemma of American Jewry
is no longer cultural adjustment, or the adaptatlon of tra-
ditional Jewish values to American norms. It is now cultural
cont;numty, or how Auerican Jews should organlze themselves
to insure continuity to the next generatmon This is a seri=-
ous problem. Perhaps for the first time since Jewish life in
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the diaspora began, assimilation into the larger society is a
legitimate possibility.

Jewish schooling is important, but it is only one factor.
It is an act of faith about the possibilities for group life
in the future. What is educationally most important is the
critical examination of group values and norms. If the next
generation of American Jews know about their cultural heritage
and their religious traditions, they possibly will be better
able to dream and to live authentically Jewish lives.
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