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I. ITRODUCTIO
Over the past ten years, observers of American Jewry have witnessed the emergence
of more than 50 new Jewish spiritual communities that meet for Shabbat and holiday prayer
services. Largely created by and for young Jews in their 20s and 30s, these communities have
appeared in metropolitan areas with large Jewish populations such as New York, Los
Angeles and Chicago, as well as in some cities with smaller Jewish populations. They are
entirely lay-led and operate outside the framework of traditional synagogues and the
established Jewish religious movements. Those familiar with these communities refer to
them collectively as “independent minyanim.”1
Some researchers place independent minyanim into the broader category of “Jewish
Emergent” communities. Coined by Synagogue 3000, a not-for-profit institute dedicated to
revitalizing synagogue life in North America, the term “Jewish Emergent” refers to a
growing number of new Jewish spiritual communities that are challenging conventional
expectations about the roles and parameters of a synagogue. The use of the word “emergent”
is meant to emphasize similarities with the emerging church movement, which appeared in
the mid-1990s as evangelical Christians began grappling with the effects of postmodern
culture.2 Emerging churches seek to engage postmodern people, particularly young people,
by dismantling practices that are no longer culturally viable and focusing on “(1) identifying
with the life of Jesus, (2) transforming secular space, and (3) living as a community.”3

1

Singular, “minyan.” From the Hebrew word  ִמנְי ָן, minyan, a quorum for prayer.
See Eddie Gibbs and Ryan K. Bolger, Emerging Churches: Creating Christian Community in Postmodern
Culture (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2005).
3
Ibid., 43-44.
2

1

2

Jewish Emergent communities have similar goals. They strive to create warm,
hospitable communities and worship experiences that extend “beyond the walls of the
synagogue.”4 Landres identifies four broad types of Jewish Emergent communities: (1)
independent minyanim, (2) rabbi-led emergent communities, which meet regularly for
worship but resist identification as conventional synagogues, (3) alternative emergent
communities, which are identified by their members as primary spiritual communities, but
which often meet for learning or service rather than for worship, and (4) conventional
synagogues that have been transformed under the leadership of an emergent rabbi.5 In
December 2007, a research team had identified 82 Jewish Emergent communities of the first
three types. Of these, 48 (58.5%) were independent minyanim, 20 (24.4%) were rabbi-led
emergent communities and 14 (17.1%) were alternative emergent communities.6 Because the
criteria defining rabbi-led emergent communities, alternative emergent communities and
conventional synagogues that have been transformed under the leadership of an emergent
rabbi are somewhat nebulous,7 and because existing research reveals measurable differences
in the socio-demographic profile, Jewish background and current Jewish behaviors and
attitudes of the members of the different types of communities,8 this study will focus
exclusively on independent minyanim.

4

J. Shawn Landres, “The Emerging Spiritual Paradigm,” Sh’ma, June 2006.
Steven M. Cohen, J. Shawn Landres, Elie Kaunfer, and Michelle Shain, Emergent Jewish Communities and
their Participants: Preliminary Findings from the 2007 ational Spiritual Communities Study (S3K Synagogue
Studies Institute & Mechon Hadar, November 2007), 2, 38.
6
Ibid., 9.
7
For a list of the criteria, see Ibid., 6.
8
See Ibid.
5
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Independent minyanim are appearing on the American Jewish landscape at a time
when Jewish communal affiliation and social cohesion are declining. Data from the 1970-71
and 1990 National Jewish Population Surveys suggest that, although private expressions of
Jewish identification remained relatively stable during the last third of the twentieth century,
public expressions such as synagogue membership, Jewish organizational membership and
attachment to informal Jewish social networks eroded.9 For example, between 1970 and
1990, the rate of synagogue membership declined from 48% to 33%, and the rate of
membership in Jewish organizations declined from 43% to 28%. Furthermore, the percentage
of Jews who reported that all or most of their close friends were Jewish fell almost by half,
from 75% to 39%. Among those ages 18-37, the decline was even more pronounced, from
67% to 26%.10 These figures point to a marked decrease in public Jewish affiliation,
especially among the younger generation.
The above conclusions are further supported by the 1997 National Survey of
American Jews.11 Distinguishing between measures of Jewish religiosity, such as observance
of religious laws, and measures of Jewish ethnicity, such as attachment to and affiliation with
Jewish institutions, Cohen found that levels of religiosity are relatively uniform across the
age spectrum. However, younger Jews scored lower than older Jews on almost all measures
of Jewish ethnicity. For example, among those ages 55-64, slightly more than half belonged

9

See Uzi Rebhun, “Recent Developments in Jewish Identification in the United States: A Cohort Follow-Up
and Facet Analysis,” in Papers in Jewish Demography 1997, eds. Sergio DellaPergola and Judith Even
(Jerusalem: Hebrew University, 2001), 261-279 and Steven M. Cohen, Religious Stability and Ethnic Decline:
Emerging Patterns of Jewish Identity in the United States (New York: Jewish Community Centers Association,
1998).
10
Ibid., 267.
11
See Cohen, Religious Stability and Ethnic Decline.
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to at least two Jewish organizations, such as synagogues or JCCs; the same was true for only
34% of those ages 35-44.12 Cohen states that American Judaism has “drawn into the self.”13
Farber and Waxman connect the decline in public expressions of Jewish identification to the
adoption of the value structure of postmodern America, which promotes religious
individualism and self-autonomy over the interests of the community.14
This shift away from public expressions of group identity can also be seen among
other ethnic groups in the United States. According to Gans, Americans of many ethnic
backgrounds continue to acculturate and assimilate, while adopting a new form of “last
resort” ethnic behavior and affiliation that he calls “symbolic ethnicity.”15 Gans notes that
most third generation “ethnics” do not interact with other ethnics in occupational, political or
civic contexts.16 Nevertheless, many remain concerned with maintaining their ethnic identity,
the feeling of being Jewish, Italian or Polish, for example. They seek out ways to express
their ethnic identity through the use of ethnic symbols, which are both visible and easily
expressed and felt. Gans also describes a parallel phenomenon, “symbolic religiosity,” the
use of religious symbols to express religious identification that is largely detached from
religious affiliation and observance.17 Like the symbols chosen for symbolic ethnicity, those

12

Ibid., 40.
Ibid., 47.
14
Roberta Farber and Chaim I. Waxman, “Postmodernity and the Jews: Identity, Identification, and
Community,” in Jews in America: A Contemporary Reader, eds. Roberta Farber and Chaim I. Waxman
(Hanover: Brandeis University Press, 1999), 397-398.
15
Herbert J. Gans, “Symbolic Ethnicity: The Future of Ethnic Groups and Cultures in America,” Ethnic and
Racial Studies 2 (1979): 1.
16
Ibid.: 7.
17
Herbert J Gans, “Symbolic Ethnicity and Symbolic Religiosity: Toward a Comparison of Ethnic and
Religious Acculturation,” Ethnic and Racial Studies 17 (1994): 577.
13
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chosen for symbolic religiosity require minimal effort on the part of the practitioner. Gans
predicts that the next generations will bring continued ethnic and religious assimilation.
The 1984-1985 Capital Region Study provides evidence in favor of Gans’s theory
among white Americans. Survey data revealed that “objective” ethnic differences are
declining while the “subjective” importance of ethnic origins continues.18 White Americans
of various ethnic backgrounds have experienced a convergence of life chances in education
and employment, a decline in cultural indicators such as language and a long-term trend of
rising intermarriage. Yet, two-thirds of the respondents still claimed an ethnic identity, and
about half viewed their ethnic identity of at least moderate importance.19 Like Gans, Alba
argues that this ethnic identity has been largely divorced from ethnic social structures and
finds expression only in the private sphere, where ethnic experiences are infrequent and
shallow. Furthermore, Alba notes that increasing generational distance from immigration and
high levels of intermarriage will likely lead to further decline in both the prevalence and
salience of ethnic identities.20 Alba and Nee also collect evidence that ethnic assimilation is
affecting newer, nonwhite and Hispanic immigrant groups from Asia, Africa, and Latin
America. Cultural and socioeconomic differences between these groups and the American
mainstream are declining, while residential assimilation and intermarriage are increasing.21
However, Alba also notes that American Jews have maintained stronger ethnic identities than

18

Richard D. Alba, Ethnic Identity: The Transformation of White America (New Haven: Yale University Press,
1990), 291-292.
19
Ibid., 292.
20
Ibid., 307.
21
Richard Alba and Victor Nee, Remaking the American Mainstream: Assimilation and Contemporary
Immigration (Cambridge: Harvard University, 2003), 267-269.
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other groups, including Italians and Poles. He attributes this to three factors: a tradition of
survival as a minority in Gentile-dominated societies, the existence of a Jewish institutional
network and the American Jewish commitment to Israel.22
Jacobson examines this last point in his 1995 book Special Sorrows, in which he
argues that collective emigration from Europe to the United States fostered a political culture
of “immigrant nationalisms,” specifically Irish nationalism, Polish nationalism, Zionism and
various types of Yiddish labor nationalism. In the last chapter of the book, Jacobson proposes
that the ebb and flow of ethnic identification in the twentieth century is linked to the political
reality of the overseas “homeland.” He criticizes Gans for discounting the longstanding
engagement of American ethnic groups with transnational political communities and suggests
that the “intermittence” of ethnic expression often correlates with periods of calm and crisis
in the homeland.23 “Engagement in matters of the homeland for these and other groups may
not be a symbolic token but a very engine of resilient ethnic identification,” writes
Jacobson.”24
In fact, attachment to Israel was one measure of Jewish ethnicity that Cohen found to
be declining in the 1997 National Survey of American Jews, with only 27% of respondents
claiming to be extremely or very emotionally attached to Israel, as opposed to 37% in 1988.25

22

Alba, 309-310.
Matthew Frye Jacobson, Special Sorrows: The Diasporic Imagination of Irish, Polish, and Jewish immigrants
in the United States (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1995), 221.
24
Ibid., 242.
25
Cohen, Religious Stability and Ethnic Decline, 23-26. See also Steven M. Cohen and Ari Y. Kelman, Beyond
Distancing: Young Adult American Jews and Their Alienation from Israel (New York: Andrea and Charles
Bronfman Philanthropies, 2007). For another viewpoint, see Theodore Sasson, Charles Kadushin and Leonard
Saxe, American Jewish Attachment to Israel: An Assessment of the “Distancing” Hypothesis (Waltham, MA:
Brandeis University Steinhardt Social Research Institute, 2008).
23
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If Jacobson and Alba are correct that attachment to Israel has been a key factor in
maintaining American Jewish ethnic identity, Cohen’s research on Israel attachment is a
further indication of the continuing decline in ethnic identity among American Jews.
Furthermore, if Alba is correct that Jewish institutions create Jewish social networks and a
sense of ethnic distinctiveness, the decline in Jewish institutional affiliation demonstrated by
Cohen and Rebhun will further erode American Jewish ethnic identity and social cohesion.
The independent minyan phenomenon runs counter to these negative trends. At a time
of decreasing Jewish affiliation and social participation, independent minyanim are drawing
small, but growing, numbers of 20- and 30-something Jews to regular worship communities.
This phenomenon raises numerous questions. Who are these young Jews who are creating
alternative worship communities? What are their demographic characteristics and Jewish
backgrounds? What are their Jewish attitudes and behaviors? How do they differ from the
wider American Jewish population in their age bracket? Moreover, what are they seeking in
their new communities that they do not find in traditional synagogues?
To address these questions, I make use of a survey of members of independent
minyanim and other Jewish Emergent communities: the 2007 Spiritual Communities Study
(SCS), conducted by Synagogue 3000’s Synagogue Studies Institute and Mechon Hadar
during the summer of 2007. I begin by situating the independent minyan phenomenon in its
broader context by examining general sociological research on small prayer groups in
American society and the religious lives of young Americans (Chapter II). I then review the
literature on small prayer groups within the Jewish community and the religious lives of
young Jews (Chapter III). Next, I explain the methodology of the 2007 SCS (Chapter IV). At
the heart of this study (Chapters V-IX) are empirical findings from my own data analysis of

8

the 2007 SCS, which will attempt to answer the questions listed above. In these chapters, I
use data from the 2000-2001 National Jewish Population Survey (NJPS) for comparative
purposes.
More specifically, Chapters V, VI and VII present descriptive statistics on the
sociodemographic profile, Jewish background and current Jewish behaviors and attitudes of
independent minyan members versus all American Jews, using data from the 2007 SCS and
2000-01 NJPS. In Chapters VIII and IX, I present the results of a two-stage regression
analysis. This analysis combines data on independent minyan members from the 2007 SCS
with all Jews and synagogue members from the 2000-01 NJPS, evaluating the determinants
of independent minyan membership, or synagogue membership, versus lack of membership.
This chapter also presents a qualitative analysis of the motivations of independent minyan
members, which both supports and deepens the conclusions drawn from the quantitative data.
Chapter IX examines the role of independent minyan and synagogue membership in
determining Jewish behaviors and attitudes.
Figure I.1 shows the model for directions of influence that lies behind two
multivariate analyses. According to the model, individuals’ sociodemographic characteristics
and Jewish backgrounds impact their decision to join an independent minyan, join a
synagogue or do neither. These three factors—sociodemographic characteristics, Jewish
background and membership in an independent minyan or synagogue—are expected to
influence current Jewish behaviors and attitudes.

9

II. GEERAL COTEXT
Prayer Groups in American Society
In recent decades, increasing numbers of Americans have started worshipping in
small, informal groups, rather than in conventional churches or synagogues. Wuthnow asserts
that the last three decades of the twentieth century saw a proliferation of small, supportive
groups in American society, which attracted members on an unprecedented scale.26 After
conducting an extensive opinion survey of the American public as well as in-depth case
studies and personal interviews, Wuthnow concluded that these small groups are
fundamentally altering America’s understanding of community and spirituality. In the small
group movement, communities are not formed inevitably through shared heritage, location
and destiny, but rather through voluntary association designed to meet individual needs.27
Wuthnow argued that the spirituality of these modern communities also focuses on the
individual rather than the collective. They emphasize personal comfort and success rather
than religious doctrine.28 They also downplay denominational distinctions and the special
authority of the clergy, thereby attracting people who are disillusioned with large-scale
religious institutions and prefer to create their own alternatives.29 Wuthnow expects that the
proliferation of small groups operating under these principles portends a radical change in the
character of American religious life.

26

Robert Wuthnow, Sharing the Journey: Support Groups and America’s
York: The Free Press, 1994).
27
Ibid., 11-16.
28
Ibid., 16-21.
29
Ibid., 4.
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ew Quest for Community (New
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In Wuthnow’s survey, conducted in 1991, 40% of American adults claimed to be
involved in “a small group that meets regularly and provides support and caring for those
who participate in it.”30 These 40% of Americans were drawn proportionally from different
gender, age, educational, income, racial and geographic groups.31 American Jews were also
proportionally represented in the small group movement, comprising two percent of the
general U.S. population and two percent of all small group members.32 Wuthnow went on to
identify four broad types of small groups: (1) adult Sunday school classes, (2) Bible study
groups, (3) self-help groups and (4) special interest groups. Bible study groups can be further
subdivided into (A) Bible studies, (B) prayer fellowships, (C) house churches and (D)
covenant groups. Prayer figures into the activities of at least some groups in each of the four
broad types. However, house churches, which provide all or most of the functions of a
religious service in a smaller, more intimate, more informal atmosphere than a traditional
church service,33 are the type of group most analogous to independent minyanim. At the time
of Wuthnow’s survey in 1991, 12% of all small group members described their group as a
house church,34 which would indicate that about 4.8% of all Americans were involved in
house churches.
More recent data on the place of house churches in American life is available from
the Barna Group, a private Christian firm in Ventura, California that conducts primary
research about faith and culture in the United States. In a June 2006 report, the Barna Group

30

Ibid., 45.
Ibid., 47.
32
Ibid., 111.
33
Ibid., 68.
34
Ibid., 65.
31
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claimed that nine percent of American adults attend a house church during a typical week
and that one in five American adults attends a house church at least once per month, a
substantial increase over the past decade.35 Additionally, among all Americans who attend a
church of some type, five percent attend only a house church and another 19% attend both a
house church and a conventional church. These figures indicate that house churches are fast
becoming an integral part of the American religious scene. The Barna Group anticipates that
house church attendance will continue to grow over the coming years and that house
churches will become the primary faith community for more and more Americans.
Not all researchers agree with Wuthnow’s assertion that growing participation in
small groups such as house churches is substantially altering the character of American
community and religious life. In his 2002 book Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of
American Community, Putnam argues that over the last third of the twentieth century,
American society experienced a marked decline in political, civic and religious engagement,
as well as workplace connections, informal social connections, altruism, volunteering and
philanthropy. While Putnam agrees with Wuthnow that secular support and discussion
groups may indeed be affecting a revolution in American society by defying this trend and
increasing social connectedness, he claims that small groups of a religious nature have
actually decreased in influence over the past several decades.36 Putnam’s research indicates
that American involvement in Sunday schools and Bible study groups has fallen by one third

35

The Barna Group, “House Church Involvement Is Growing,” The Barna Group,
http://www.barna.org/FlexPage.aspx?Page=BarnaUpdate&BarnaUpdateID=241 (accessed September 14,
2008).
36
Robert D. Putnam, Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community (New York: Simon &Schuster, 2000), 149.
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since the 1960s and by one half or more since the 1950s.37 Furthermore, participation in
religious services in America has fallen by roughly 10-12% since 1975.38 Putnam specifically
cites Jews as one of the groups most affected by the general withdrawal from active
involvement in faith-based communities.39
In his 2002 book Loose Connections: Joining Together in America’s Fragmented
Communities, Wuthnow responded to Putnam by criticizing the empirical basis of his claims.
Had Putnam used broader criteria to assess community involvement, argued Wuthnow, he
would have found that it is not declining but merely adopting a looser and more flexible
character in response to changing social realities.40 Etzioni criticized Putnam on another
level. Etzioni’s 1997 book The ew Golden Rule: Community and Morality in a Democratic
Society presented his “communitarian” philosophy, arguing that a good society uses social
networks to limit individual liberties and ensure respect for collective values. According to
Etzioni, the types of social connections that Putnam extols create social bonds, but not shared
values.41 Etzioni repeated this criticism in his 2001 book The Monochrome Society, arguing
that the strong voluntary associations that characterize a civil society do not necessarily
indicate a good society.42 While Wuthnow criticizes Putnam for underestimating America’s

37

Ibid., 72.
Ibid., 70.
39
Ibid., 75.
40
Robert Wuthnow, Loose Connections: Joining Together in America’s Fragmented Communities (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 2002), 2-4.
41
Amitai Etzioni, The ew Golden Rule: Community and Morality in a Democratic Society (New York: Basic
Books, 1997), 96, 188.
42
Amitai Etzioni, The Monochrome Society (Princeton and Oxford: Princeton University Press, 2001), 196-200.
38
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community involvement, Etzioni criticizes him for praising community connections that do
nothing to strengthen the shared morality of American society.
At first glance, it may seem that the independent minyan phenomenon is best
understood in the context of Wuthnow’s research on the small group movement the changing
nature of religious involvement in the United States. However, Putnam’s research also
provides an outlet for analysis. When exploring the causes behind the decline in civic
engagement and social capital, Putnam claims that the most important factor has been
generational change. He lauds the “civic generation” born roughly between 1910 and 1940
and blames the decline of American community on the Baby Boomer generation, born 19461964, and Generation X, born 1965-1980.43 Research among American Jews has revealed
similar generational trends. For example, Waxman found lower rates of communal
identification among Baby Boomers than among their elders in the pre-World War II
generation in measures such as membership in Jewish organizations, synagogue membership,
rate of synagogue attendance, number of closest friends who are Jewish and Jewishness of
neighborhood.44 In Bowling Alone, Putnam reports that the Millennial generation, born after
1980, has demonstrated a substantial increase in levels of volunteering and community
service when compared to the Baby Boomers and X-ers, which might indicate a coming
renewal of political, civic and religious engagement.45 Because many members of
independent minyanim fall into the Millennial generation, and many more fall on the cusp

43

Putnam, 254-255.
Chaim I. Waxman, Jewish Baby Boomers: A Communal Perspective (Albany: State University of New York
Press, 2001), 81-118.
45
Putnam, 265.
44
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between the X-ers and the Millennials, the rise of independent minyanim could be another
indication of the generational trend that Putnam identified in his book.
Religious Lives of Young Americans
Because independent minyanim are composed primarily of young adults, it is
important to review the role that religion plays in the lives of younger Americans. A good
starting point is the data collected in the 2008 U.S. Religious Landscape Survey.46 One
salient finding was that the religious affiliation of younger Americans is very different than
that of older Americans. While 51% of the total U.S. population identifies as Protestant, only
47% of those ages 30-39 and 43% of those ages 20-29 identify as Protestant. Additionally,
while 16% of the total population identifies as religiously unaffiliated, 19% of those ages 3039 and 25% of those ages 20-29 identifies as religiously unaffiliated.47 Although the authors
of the U.S. Religious Landscape Survey report do not explicitly connect the two findings, it
is interesting to note that immigrants to the United States are more than twice as likely to be
Catholic and only half as likely to be Protestant as U.S.-born adults,48 and they are also
younger than U.S.-born adults. Immigration could be one factor contributing to the decline of
Protestantism among young Americans, although it is not a likely cause of the decline in
religious affiliation.
A 2004 survey conducted on behalf of the Jewish organization Reboot boasted
findings similar to those of the U.S. Religious Landscape Survey. In the Reboot survey,
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which examined issues of identity, community and meaning among Catholic, Protestant,
Jewish and Muslim Americans ages 18 to 25, only 27% of respondents identified as
Protestant, compared to 41% of all Americans.49 Many respondents who otherwise
demonstrated characteristics of evangelical Christians did not label themselves as
Protestant.50 On the other hand, 23% of the respondents did not identify with any religious
denomination, and 18% described themselves as neither spiritual nor religious.51
Are these differences the result of a life-cycle (periodic) effect or a birth-cohort
effect? Wuthnow answered this question in his 2007 book After the Baby Boomers: How
Twenty- and Thirty-Somethings Are Shaping the Future of American Religion, in which he
analyzed data from several dozen national surveys conducted over the past 35 years in order
to draw conclusions about the religious lives of Americans who were between the ages of 21
and 45 in the years from about 1998 to 2002.52 In his examination of religious affiliation,
Wuthnow found that young American adults in the 1970s were more likely than young
American adults today to identify as Protestant (57% versus 42%) and less likely than young
American adults today to identify as unaffiliated (9% versus 20%).53 Therefore, the
substantial increase in the unaffiliated category is a result of a birth-cohort effect. Many
young Americans, raised in an increasingly pluralistic society, do not feel bound by any
particular religious tradition.

49

Anna Greenberg, OMG! How Generation Y Is Redefining Faith in the iPod Era (New York: Reboot, 2005),

8.
50

Ibid., 9.
Ibid., 9.
52
Robert Wuthnow, After the Baby Boomers: How Twenty- and Thirty-Somethings Are Shaping the Future of
American Religion (Princeton and Oxford: Princeton University Press, 2007), 6.
53
Ibid., 75.
51

17

What are the elements of religious experience that young American adults do find
appealing? Flory identified five characteristics of “Generation X Religion.”54 First,
Generation X religion emphasizes the experiential, which includes the integration of music
and other media into religious ritual. Second, it rejects hierarchical, institutional religious
structures. Third, it seeks an individual religious identity that is nevertheless rooted in a
religious community. Fourth, racial, ethnic and gender inclusivity are hallmarks of
Generation X religion. Fifth, Generation X religion insists on “authentic” religious
experiences, those which are nonjudgmental and non-hypocritical. Beaudoin identified four
“themes” of Generation X religiosity, some of which are similar to Flory’s characteristics.
According to Beaudoin, Xers are suspicious of religious institutions and believe that it is
possible to be spiritual or religious outside the context of organized religion.55 They believe
that experience is a key to religiosity, emphasizing sensual spirituality and living in
communities of faith.56 They believe that suffering has a religious dimension, serving as
catalyst for spirituality.57 Finally, Xers believe that ambiguity is central to faith, and they
experiment with blending orthodox and heterodox beliefs.58 Elements common to both Flory
and Beaudoin are a desire for experiential religion, an emphasis on inclusive community, an
aversion to institutional religion and a rejection of narrow, orthodox beliefs.
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Flory and Beaudoin were examining the religious beliefs and behaviors common to
Generation X, but the Millennials polled in the Reboot survey demonstrate many of the same
beliefs and behaviors. They were also skeptical of religious institutions, believing that it is
possible to be “religious” or “spiritual” without belonging to a traditional church, synagogue
or mosque.59 They also expressed their faith in highly personal, informal ways, such as
praying before meals, talking about religion with their friends and reading religious books,
newspapers and magazines.60 Wuthnow calls this “tinkering” behavior, characterizing young
adults as “tinkerers” who draw on myriad ideas and resources to create a highly
individualized spirituality. “Tinkering” behavior includes discussing religion with friends and
searching for religious meaning in non-traditional venues, such as music and art. It also
includes “church shopping” and “church hopping,” experimenting with multiple worship
options.61
Both the Reboot poll and After the Baby Boomers provide data on young Americans’
attendance at worship services. In After the Baby Boomers, Wuthnow reports that one
quarter of contemporary young adults between the ages of 21 and 45 attend church nearly
every week or more. In contrast, among those in the same age bracket in the mid-1970s, 31%
attended church nearly every week or more.62 Wuthnow then demonstrates that this decline
in church attendance is almost entirely attributable to the increase in median age at first
marriage and at the birth of a first child. Married people and people with children attend
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church at higher rates than unmarried people and people without children; therefore, church
attendance among young people has dropped as increasing numbers remain unmarried and
childless.63 Among those young adults who do go to church regularly, two-thirds are female,
more than three-quarters are in their 30s or early 40s, 60% are married and 73% have
children.64
In the Reboot poll, 36% of respondents claimed to attend religious services weekly,
a percentage that is 11% higher than that in After the Baby Boomers.65 Furthermore, 27% of
respondents in the Reboot poll claimed to attend Sunday school or religion classes weekly,
with an additional 39% attending monthly; 18% claimed to attend an informal religious or
prayer group weekly, with an additional 35% attending monthly; and 10% claimed to
participate in a religious music group weekly, with an additional 18% participating
monthly.66 In contrast, only 35% of the young adults described in After the Baby Boomers
were involved in a small group of any kind.67 Given that the youngest individuals included in
Wuthnow’s After the Baby Boomers analysis were born in about 1981, while the participants
in the Reboot survey were born between 1979 and 1986, the Reboot data could indicate a
resurgence of service attendance and small group participation among very young adults.
However, such a statement should be treated with caution, as the Reboot conclusions were
based on a single survey rather than more extensive data like that employed by Wuthnow in
After the Baby Boomers.
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Why do young American adults attend worship services? Many feel regular
attendance at worship services benefits their marriages and children, and many appreciate the
preaching and music.68 Yet, Wuthnow contends that the primary reason young adults attend
worship services is the caring, supportive community they find there. His argument ties back
to the fact that the decline in church attendance among young people since the 1970s can be
almost totally explained by the postponement of marriage and children to later in life. In the
United States, Sunday school programs and high school and campus ministries provide a
strong institutional framework for the religious guidance of children, teenagers and very
young adults. In previous generations, important developmental tasks, such as mate selection,
occurred during this time. However, today’s young adults are increasingly attempting these
developmental tasks in their late 20s, 30s and early 40s, at which time these support systems
have ceased to function.69 Religious congregations, writes Wuthnow, could be a valuable
source of support to young adults as they navigate questions of marriage, child-rearing and
work. It is this function, providing a supportive community, that Wuthnow believes most
attracts young Americans to religious congregations.70 A religious community that can offer
this support while navigating the religious sensibilities of Generation X and the Millennial
generation would be well poised to attract the current generation young American adults.
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III. JEWISH COTEXT
Prayer Groups in American Judaism
The one specific example of Jewish participation in the small group movement cited
by Wuthnow was the havurah movement of the late 1960s and 1970s, which provided
alternative religious communities for young Jews who wished to fuse their Judaism with the
values and aesthetics of the American counterculture movement.71 In her 1989 book Prayer
& Community: The Havurah in American Judaism, Riv-Ellen Prell identified many of the
same trends in the havurah movement that Wuthnow described in the broader small group
movement. First, like many small groups, havurot were composed of small numbers of likeminded people who shared a very specific vision. Second, like many members of the small
group movement, havurah members were disenchanted with existing religious institutions.
They criticized Jewish federations, synagogues and the suburban Jewish family for failing to
integrate Jewish values into all aspects of their activities.72 Havurot were designed as holistic
alternatives that would integrate Judaism into many aspects of life and, to a certain extent,
transform it. Third, the havurah movement did not develop a strong ideology or religious
doctrine.73 Instead, each individual maintained primary authority over his or her Jewish
practices.74 Havurot are therefore excellent examples of the small group movement’s
penetration into American Jewish life.
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Over time, most havurot disappeared, evolved into larger, more formal prayer groups
or attached to established synagogues. Prell notes that the movement spoke eloquently, but
only to its generation.75 However, the small group movement continues to find expression
among American Jews by way of Jewish Emergent communities, including independent
minyanim. In a 2007 article in Zeek magazine, Prell notes that independent minyanim have
the same “distaste” for the organized Jewish community that was found among havurot, 76 as
well as other small groups. She also notes that independent minyanim are even less identified
with the Jewish religious movements than were the havurot, 77 which also reflects the values
of the small group movement. However, Prell identifies three main differences between
havurot and today’s independent minyanim. First, she argues, havurot encompassed a diverse
array of activities including prayer, study, social justice work, cultural events and even
communal living, while independent minyanim focus heavily on prayer as their “raison
d’être.”78 Second, today’s independent minyanim are comprised of many educated,
liturgically competent Jews who are concerned with “quality control” and maintain high
standards in their worship services.79 This stands in stark contrast to the more egalitarian,
participatory nature of havurot. According to Prell, “corporate terms like ‘quality control’
would have horrified the generation that created The Jewish Catalogue.”80 Finally, Prell
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claims that havurot drew their members primarily from the Conservative movement, while
independent minyanim have a more diverse base of participants that includes Orthodox Jews.
Wertheimer identifies another difference between havurot and today’s independent
minyanim. In his 2005 American Jewish Yearbook article entitled “The American
Synagogue: Recent Issues and Trends,” Wertheimer includes sections on “Gen X and Gen
Y” synagogues and “postdenominational” synagogues, in which he mentions a number of
independent minyan and other Jewish Emergent communities. He states that these newer
communities “draw a far more upscale clientele than the graduate students who established
the first havurot.”81 Presumably, Wertheimer uses the word “upscale” to designate higher
levels of professional achievement or, perhaps, social conformity. Like Prell, Wertheimer
also emphasizes the lack of denominational affiliation in Jewish Emergent communities,
claiming that they “revel in their eclecticism in an age when ideology is looked upon with
suspicion or dismissed as irrelevant.”82
As Wertheimer’s article indicates, independent minyanim are not the only small
groups to have appeared among young Jews in the past ten years. In a 2007 study, Cohen and
Kelman examined four initiatives that are attempting to provide Jewish experiences and
community for North American Jews under the age of 35: Ikar, a rabbi-led Jewish Emergent
community in Los Angeles, California, founded in 2004; Storahtelling, a company that
promotes Jewish cultural literacy through theatrical performances, founded in 1998; JDub
Records, a Jewish record label, founded in 2002; and the Salon, a discussion group for
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young, culturally savvy Jews in Toronto, Canada, founded in 2003. Of these, Ikar and the
Salon fit squarely into Wuthnow’s definition of a small group. Cohen and Kelman claim that
all four initiatives examined in their study are examples of the emergence of the type of
informal communities described by Wuthnow in Loose Connections.83
Cohen and Kelman’s study revealed that the young Jews involved in Ikar,
Storahtelling, JDub Records and the Salon feel a strong sense of dissatisfaction and
frustration with the organized Jewish community. Although they do not disagree with the
mission and objective of existing institutions, they feel uncomfortable with their social
culture and aesthetics.84 These young Jews feel “demographically disenfranchised” in
synagogues and other institutions that cater to older, married people with children.85 They
also find existing institutions socially exclusionary and overly bounded, without enough
interaction between social classes, between Jews and non-Jews and between Jews of different
denominations.86 Finally, the young Jews involved in Ikar, Storahtelling, JDub Records and
the Salon bristle at what they see as attempts by the organized Jewish community to push an
“agenda” and ensure normative conformity.87 These Jews prefer to create alternative
religious communities outside of the existing frameworks.
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Cohen and Kelman identify several traits common to the four initiatives that they
examined. All of them boast a young leadership of people in their 20s and 30s.88 They try to
differentiate themselves from their parent’s generation through iconoclasm, but they also
engage in what Cohen and Kelman call “quasi-nostalgic cultural archaeology,” drawing
inspiration from the modes of identity and community common to the immigrant generation,
the 1940s and the 1950s.89 In Putnam’s terms, they idealize the remarkably civic generation
of Americans who came of age before or during World War II rather than the less civicallyinclined Baby Boomers or Generation X. Those involved in Ikar, Storahtelling, JDub
Records and the Salon also resist denominational affiliation and emphasize the importance of
social and religious pluralism.90 At the same time, they place a high premium on the
“quality” of their programming. In the quotes that Cohen and Kelman include in their report,
the participants repeatedly describe their initiatives as “real,” “serious” and “traditional,”
language that reflects their commitment to learned and authentic expressions of Judaism.91
Finally, unlike older, more established Jewish communities, these new organizations make
no attempt to provide for all the Jewish communal needs of their participants.92 Instead, they
function in tandem with many other centers of community experience, an approach which
allows each individual to form a larger Jewish community most appropriate to his or her
specific needs. Overall, Cohen and Kelman, Prell and Wertheimer all confirm that the
phenomenon described by Wuthnow in Prayer & Community is visible within the
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contemporary American Jewish community. Small groups are effecting change by promoting
a spirituality that is outside of established religious frameworks and heavily focused on the
individual.
Religious Lives of Young American Jews
To what extent are the religious lives of young American Jewish adults similar to
those of all young American adults, and to what extent are the characteristics of independent
minyanim reflective of the religious attitudes of young American Jews? The 2000-01 NJPS
provides some answers. In terms of Jewish religious denominations, 29% of Jewish adults
ages 18-24 identify as Reform, 26% as just Jewish, 20% as Conservative, 15% as Orthodox
and 8% as secular. Among Jewish adults ages 25-29, 38% identify as Reform, 21% as just
Jewish, 17% as Conservative, 14% as Orthodox and 6% as secular. Particularly notable is the
just Jewish category, which claims 20% of American Jews ages 30 and over, but 21% of
those in the 25-29 age bracket and 26% of those ages 18-24.93 Like young Americans of
other faiths, young American Jews are moving away from denominational affiliation.
As for attendance at religious services, 31% of those ages 18-24 did not attend during
the past year, 45% attended less than once a month and 24% attended once a month or more.
Among those ages 25-29, 26% did not attend, 53% attended less than once a month and 21%
attended once a month or more.94 Most young American Jews therefore attend services less
than once a month, if at all. However, most young American Jews do observe some Jewish

93

United
Jewish
Communities,
Jewish
Adults
Ages
http://www.ujc.org/local_includes/downloads/5036.pdf (accessed March 13, 2008), 16.
94
Ibid., 17.

18-25

(2004),

27

holiday rituals. Seventy-two percent of those ages 18-24 and 65% of those ages 25-29 light
Hanukkah candles, 60% of those ages 18-24 and 62% of those ages 25-29 attend a Passover
seder and 66% of those ages 18-24 and 62% of those ages 25-29 fast on Yom Kippur.95
Like the young Americans examined in the Reboot poll, young American Jews who
participated in the 2000-01 NJPS read religious books, newspapers and magazines, as well as
using the Internet for Jewish information. Sixty-three percent of American Jews ages 18-24
reported reading a Jewish newspaper or magazine during the past year, as did 58% of those
ages 25-29; 54% of those ages 18-24 reported reading a Jewish book, as did 50% of those
ages 25-29; and 53% of those ages 18-24 used the Internet for Jewish information, as did
52% of those ages 25-29.96 More generally, 32% of young Jews ages 18-24 and 27% of those
ages 25-29 said that religion was very important in their lives.97 In the Reboot poll, 37% of
Jews and 39% of all respondents said that their religion was very important.98
In 2005, one year after its quantitative survey of Americans aged 18 to 25, Reboot
conducted an in-depth, qualitative study of Jews in that same age bracket. The study revealed
a high level of dissatisfaction with the institutional Jewish community. Despite the fact that
most of the participants had warm memories of childhood involvement in the organized
Jewish community, they did not feel that this community had much to offer them as young
adults. Participants described Jewish organizations as shallow, narrow-minded, judgmental
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and obsessed with their own propagation.99 Significantly, some of the young Jews involved
in the study preferred to express their Jewishness through informal group events such as
Jewish book clubs, study groups and Shabbat meals and services, all outside the framework
of traditional synagogues.100 The trend toward creating alternative forums for young Jews to
express their Jewishness may be related to another of the study’s key findings: a high level of
Jewish self-confidence among Millennial Jews, very unlike the “survival ethic” of their
grandparents’ generation.101 The Reboot study suggests that a lack of personal experience
with anti-Semitism and discrimination contributed to the Millennial generation’s indifference
toward communal cohesion and, by extension, toward the machinery of organized Jewish
life. Millennial Jews are looking to create high quality forums for Jewish engagement that
express a strong, positive sense of Jewish identity and unique generational values.
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IV. METHODOLOGY
Data
2007 Spiritual Communities Study
This study utilizes data from the 2007 SCS, a web-based survey commissioned by
Synagogue 3000 and Mechon Hadar, an institute attempting to revitalize communal life
among young Jews in America. Potential respondents were recruited by way of several dozen
Jewish Emergent communities that sent email invitations to people on their contact lists, as
well as through word‐of‐mouth, bloggers and other channels. The questionnaire was
accessible to participants from May 21 through August 10, 2007. At the beginning of the
survey, respondents were asked to enter the name of their primary spiritual community and,
if they desired, one additional spiritual community. This method ensured that the data were
not limited to communities of which the researchers had prior knowledge.
For the purposes of the 2007 SCS, a community was considered an independent
minyan if it fit five criteria. First, it is located in the United States. Second, it was formed in
1996 or after. Third, it meets at least once per month for worship. Fourth, it exists
independently of denominational movements. Fifth, participants affiliate with it directly and
not through a larger entity.102 This last criterion excludes minyanim that exist as alternative
options within larger congregations, such as Minyan Koleinu of Congregation Beth Sholom
in Teaneck, New Jersey.
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The survey garnered a total of 1,898 respondents ages 18 and older. Of these, 591
named an independent minyan as their primary community; 432 named another type of
Jewish Emergent community as their primary community; and 875 named another type of
community, such as a traditional synagogue or campus Hillel, as their primary community.
Because this study is interested only in independent minyan members, it focuses on the 591
respondents who named an independent minyan as their primary community as well as 156
respondents who named another type of community as their primary community but named
an independent minyan as their additional community. The 2007 SCS therefore yielded data
on a total of 747 individuals who see themselves as connected to independent minyanim. A
total of 30 independent minyanim were mentioned in the survey, representing 12 cities in 8
states, including Washington, D.C.103
2000-01 ational Jewish Population Survey
For comparative purposes, this study also utilizes data from the 2000-01 NJPS. The
2000-01 NJPS was a nationwide telephone survey conducted from August 21, 2000 to
August 30, 2001, using a random digit dialing procedure. Over 175,000 households were
screened for possible inclusion in the study, and a total of 9,175 adults, ages 18 and older,
were subsequently interviewed. Based on responses to the screener questions, adults in each
household were divided into three groups: Jews, “people of Jewish background” and nonJews. The full NJPS questionnaire was administered to one qualified Jewish adult in each
household that contained one. In addition, a short-form questionnaire was administered to a
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random subsample of people of Jewish background, and a survey entitled the “National
Survey of Religion and Ethnicity,” was administered to a random subsample of non-Jews.104
My analysis of the 2000-01 NJPS focuses on the first group, respondents who defined
themselves as Jewish at the time of the survey. This includes respondents who indicated
Jewish as their current religion (“Jews by religion”), as well as respondents who reported no
religion but consider themselves Jewish (“ethnic Jews”). Applying this definition resulted in
a sample size of 4,147 respondents. Data were weighted to account for differential selection
probability.105 I also compare independent minyan members to a subset of the 2000-01 NJPS
respondents who reported that they, or another member of their household, were a synagogue
or havurah member. This subset consisted of 1,745 respondents. In preparing tables for this
paper, all efforts were made to pair similarly-worded questions from the 2000-01 NJPS and
2007 SCS. In cases where question wording was different, that fact is noted in the footnotes
of the relevant table.
The Combined Dataset
As noted in the Introduction, the two-stage regression analysis presented in Chapters
VIII and IX uses a combined dataset with cases from both the 2007 SCS and 2000-01 NJPS.
I am aware that the two surveys have different methodologies: the 2000-01 was a random,
representative sample of the American Jewish population, while the 2007 SCS targeted a
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specific subgroup. Nevertheless, because the data collected in the 2007 SCS are meaningless
without a point of comparison, I combine the data from these two surveys.
In the first stage of the regression analysis, the multinomial logistic regression, I use
respondents’ (1) independent minyan membership (2007 SCS), (2) synagogue membership
(2000-01 NJPS) or (3) lack of synagogue membership (2000-01 NJPS) as the dependent
variable. All of the sociodemographic and Jewish background variables serve as exploratory
independent variables, with the exception of number of children, because that information
was available from the NJPS only for female respondents. The dependent variable requires
an a priori assumption that the 2000-01 NJPS respondents are not independent minyan
members and that 2007 SCS respondents are not synagogue members, in spite of the fact that
the 2000-01 NJPS did not ask about independent minyan membership and the 2007 SCS did
not ask about synagogue membership.
I am confident that none of the 2000-01 NJPS respondents are independent minyan
members. First, most independent minyanim were founded after the interviews for the 200001 NJPS were complete. Second, the total number of independent minyan members is very
small in comparison to the total U.S. Jewish population. Although it is impossible to
calculate the exact number of independent minyan members, even a high estimate of 50
active independent minyanim with 200 members each—and in 2006, even the largest
independent minyanim were not attracting 200 worshippers on a given Shabbat—results in
just 10,000 people. Out of a U.S. Jewish population of 5.2 million,106 independent minyan
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members would comprise less than 0.2%, a figure which only decreases with a more
moderate estimate of the size of the independent minyan population. It is therefore
exceedingly unlikely that an independent minyan member was interviewed in the 2000-01
NJPS.
It is more difficult to state with certainty that none of the 2007 SCS respondents who
identified an independent minyan as their primary or additional spiritual community are
synagogue members. The categories for the dependent variable in the first regression analysis
are therefore best defined as (1) independent minyan members, some of whom may also be
synagogue members, (2) synagogue members who are not independent minyan members and
(3) those who are not members of either an independent minyan or a synagogue.
Variables
Because this study compares data from the 2007 SCS and 2000-01 NJPS, variables
were limited by the questions that were comparable between the two surveys. This section
will detail the variables used in this study and the questions in the 2007 SCS and 2000-01
NJPS from which the variables were derived. Eight variables are examined in order to build a
sociodemographic profile of independent minyan members; seven variables illustrate
members’ Jewish backgrounds; and ten variables reflect their current Jewish attitudes and
behaviors.
Sociodemographic Variables
Age is the first variable examined in this study in order to build a sociodemographic
profile of the independent minyan population. The 2007 SCS created a continuous age
variable simply by asking respondents “What is your age?” The 2000-01 NJPS asked

34

respondents “In what year and month were you born?” A continuous age variable was then
calculated from the responses. For the descriptive analysis in Chapter V, age was recoded
into eight categories: (1) 18 to 24, (2) 25 to 29, (3) 30 to 34, (4) 35 to 39, (5) 40 to 44, (6) 45
to 49, (7) 50 to 59 and (8) 60 and older. Younger age groups were divided into more
categories because of the youth of the independent minyan population. For the regression
analysis in Chapters VIII and IX, age was recoded into four categories: (1) 18 to 29, (2) 30 to
39, (3) 40 to 49 and (4) 50 and older.
Gender is the second variable examined in this study. The 2007 SCS asked if
respondents were male, female or other. Only one respondent selected “other,” and that
individual’s gender was recoded as missing. In the 2000-01 NJPS, interviewers coded
respondents as either male or female. In this study, gender is a binary variable consisting of
(1) female and (2) male.
The third factor examined in this study is marital status. The 2007 SCS asked
respondents “What is your current marital status?” giving the following options:
married/committed to someone Jewish; married/committed to someone non-Jewish;
widowed; divorced & not remarried or separated; and never married. The 2000-01 NJPS
asked respondents whether they were currently married, widowed, divorced, separated or
single. The responses were recoded into three categories: (1) single, (2) married and (3)
divorced, separated or widowed. In the NJPS, some respondents volunteered that they were
cohabitating; these were recoded as single.
After marital status, this study examines number of children. The 2007 SCS asked
respondents how many children they had, giving four options: none, one, two and three or
more. The 2000-01 NJPS asked female respondents how many live births they had ever had,
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if any, not counting adopted children or step-children. The resulting continuous variable was
recoded into the same categories that were built into the 2007 SCS: (1) none, (2) one, (3) two
and (4) three or more. Because the 2000-01 NJPS did not gather information about the
number of children of male respondents, this variable is reported in the descriptive analysis
for female respondents only. It is excluded from the regression analyses for the same reason.
The 2007 SCS did not include questions on occupation or educational attainment. The
researchers thought that those questions would not yield useful information, given that much
of the independent minyan population is young and therefore still in the process of
completing degrees and establishing careers.107 However, the 2007 SCS did ask, “Are you
now a full-time student?” The 2000-01 NJPS asked whether each respondent was currently
employed either full- or part-time, retired, a homemaker, a student, unemployed and looking
for work, unemployed not looking for work, disabled and unable to work or something else.
Using these two questions, full-time student status was recoded into two categories, (1) yes
and (2) no. This variable can be used as a rough predictor of the future level of educational
achievement among the independent minyan population by comparing the percentage of
independent minyan members and general Jewish Americans enrolled as full-time students in
each age group.
The sixth variable examined in this study is country of birth. The 2007 SCS asked “In
what region of the world were you born?” giving seven options: United States, Canada,
Israel, Former Soviet Union, Europe (other than FSU), Iran/other Middle Eastern country and
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other. The 2000-01 NJPS was more specific, asking if respondents were born in the United
States and, if not, in what country they were born. Because 91.0% of the independent minyan
population surveyed in the 2007 SCS was born in the United States, country of origin was
recoded into (1) United States and (2) other.
The final two sociodemographic variables examined in this study are state and region
of residence. Respondents’ home ZIP codes were absent from the 2007 SCS dataset; state of
residence was therefore calculated from the location of the independent minyan to which
each respondent belonged. For the 2000-01 NJPS, state of residence was based on the
question “What is your ZIP code?” For both the 2007 SCS and 2000-01 NJPS, region of
residence was calculated by dividing the state of residence variable into the four U.S. census
regions: (1) Northeast, (2) Midwest, (3) South and (4) West. Although state of residence is
included in the descriptive analysis, this variable is likely skewed by 2007 SCS respondents
who attend an independent minyan in Washington, D.C., because some of them are likely to
live in Maryland or Virginia rather than Washington, D.C. To eliminate this bias, State of
residence is replaced by region of residence in the regression analysis.
Table IV.1 provides a summary descriptive of the sociodemographic variables used in
the analyses.
Jewish Background
The first of the seven Jewish background variables examined in this study is whether
the respondent has Jewish parents. The 2007 SCS asked whether the respondent’s mother and
father were raised Jewish, converted to Judaism or are not Jewish. The 2000-01 NJPS did not
ask about parental conversion, but it did ask whether the respondent’s mother and father were
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born Jewish. Although the questions are not identical, 2007 SCS respondents who reported
that both of their parents were raised Jewish and 2000-01 NJPS respondents who reported
that both of their parents were born Jewish were recoded into (1) both parents raised Jewish.
2007 SCS respondents who reported that neither of their parents were raised Jewish and
2000-01 NJPS respondents who reported that neither of their parents were born Jewish were
recoded into (2) neither parent raised Jewish. Finally, 2007 SCS respondents who reported
that either their mother or their father was raised Jewish and 2000-01 NJPS respondents who
reported that either their mother or their father was born Jewish were recoded into (3) one
parent raised Jewish. This study does not differentiate between mothers and fathers being
raised Jewish because of the small number of cases in these categories.
The second Jewish background variable examined in this study is denomination
raised. The 2007 SCS asked, “Referring to Jewish religious denominations, in which of the
following were you raised, and what do you consider yourself now?” Ten options were
offered: Reform, Conservative, Orthodox, Reconstructionist, non-denominational, secular
Jewish, culturally Jewish, just Jewish, not Jewish and Renewal. The 2000-01 NJPS asked,
“Thinking about how you were raised, were you raised as Conservative, Orthodox, Reform,
Reconstructionist, just Jewish or something else?” Other answers were also accepted. For the
purposes of this study, answers of Orthodox, Hasidic/Lubavitch/Satmar, Haredi (UltraOrthodox) and Conservadox were recoded as (1) Orthodox; answers of Conservative and
Reform remained (2) Conservative and (3) Reform; and everything else was recoded as (4)
other.
The third and fourth Jewish background variables relate to formal Jewish education.
The 2007 SCS asked for “the main type of Jewish education you received before the age of

38

14,” while the 2000-01 NJPS asked, “Did you receive any Jewish education, such as Hebrew
school, Sunday school, Jewish day school, or private tutoring, when you were in grades 1 to
7?” followed by “Which of the following types of Jewish education did you receive in grades
1 to 7?” for those who answered in the affirmative. Because most children turn 14 during
eighth grade, the two questions asked about the same basic time period. Answers of “an
Orthodox Yeshiva or Day School” and “a non-Orthodox Day School” from the 2007 SCS
and “a full-time Jewish day school or yeshiva” or Israeli public school from the 2000-01
NJPS were recoded as (1) day school, while every other type of Jewish education was
recoded as (2) part-time. The third category was (3) none.
The 2007 SCS also asked, “Did you attend a Jewish day school after 8th grade?” As
in the previous variable, the 2000-01 NJPS asked, “Did you have any Jewish education when
you were in grades 8 to 12?” followed by “Which of the following types of Jewish education
did you receive in grades 8 to 12?” for those who answered in the affirmative. In this case,
those who answered “yes” to the 2007 SCS question and those who answered “a full-time
Jewish day school or yeshiva” or Israeli public school to the 2000-01 NJPS question were
recoded as (1) yes, while all other answers were recoded as (2) no.
The fifth, sixth and seventh Jewish background variables relate to informal Jewish
education. The 2007 SCS asked, “Did you ever attend a Jewish sleep-away camp during the
summer?” The 2000-01 NJPS asked, “Did you either attend or work at a summer sleep-away
(or overnight) camp before you were 25 years old?” followed by “Did you attend a sleep
away camp that had Jewish religious services or other Jewish content?” for those who had
attended or worked at camp. Those who answered yes to the 2007 SCS question and yes to
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both 2000-01 NJPS questions were recoded as (1) yes, while all others were recoded as (2)
no.
The 2007 SCS also asked, “Did you participate in a Jewish youth group as a
teenager?” The 2000-01 NJPS asked, “Did you regularly participate in an organized Jewish
youth group during high school?” The question in the 2000-01 NJPS was asked only of those
between the ages of 18 and 60 who were raised Jewish, excluding those who immigrated to
the United States after age 16. In order to avoid excessive missing values, in this case, the
missing values were recoded as “no” responses. This resulted in another dichotomous (1) yes
or (2) no variable.
Finally, the 2007 SCS asked, “During college or graduate school, did you regularly
participate in any Jewish organizations (Hillel, Jewish fraternity/sorority, etc.)?” The 200001 NJPS asked those who had at least some college or graduate school, but were not
currently in college, “While in college, in which of the following, if any, did you participate? Hillel,
a Jewish fraternity or sorority, or some other Jewish group or activity?” Here, too, in order to avoid

excessive missing values, the missing values were recoded as “no” responses, along with
those who did not participate or did not know whether they had participated. This is another (1) yes
or (2) no variable.
Table IV.1 provides a summary descriptive of the Jewish background variables used
in the analyses.
Jewish Identification: Behaviors and Attitudes
Ten variables, recoded into dichotomous variables for use in a binary logistic
regression analysis, reflect respondents’ current Jewish behaviors and attitudes. The first two
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variables measure respondents’ attitudes towards Jews and Jewishness. Both the 2007 SCS
and the 2000-01 NJPS asked, “How important is being Jewish in your life?” In the 2007
SCS, possible responses were very important, fairly important, not very important, not at all
important, not sure and not Jewish (two cases). In the 2000-01 NJPS, possible responses
were very, somewhat, not very and not at all. Reponses of very, somewhat and fairly
important were given a value of one, and all other responses were given a value of zero.
In the 2007 SCS, respondents were also asked whether they agree strongly, agree,
disagree or disagree strongly with the statement “I have a strong sense of belonging to the
Jewish people,” or whether they were not sure. The 2000-01 NJPS contained the same
question with options of strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree and strongly
disagree. Reponses of agree strongly were given a value of one, and all other responses were
given a value of zero. “Agree” was not given a value of one because of the high percentage
of respondents in both surveys who chose agree strongly.
The next five variables relate to various Jewish activities: synagogue attendance,
contribution to the previous year’s United Jewish Appeal (UJA)-Federation campaign,
Jewish volunteer work, Jewish social networks and reading a Jewish book in the past year.
The 2007 SCS asked, “About how often do you personally attend Jewish religious services at
any type of congregation, minyan, or other spiritual community?” with options of not at all or
only on special occasions (a Bar/Bat Mitzvah a wedding); only on High Holidays (Rosh
Hashanah Yom Kippur); a few times a year; about once a month; several times a month; and
weekly or more. The 2000-01 NJPS first asked, “Did you personally attend any type of
synagogue, temple, or organized Jewish religious service during the past year?” Those that
answered yes were then asked, “About how often did you go to any Jewish services in the
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past year?” with options of only for weddings and Bar Mitzvahs; only on the High Holidays
(Rosh Hashanah and/or Yom Kippur); a few times (three to nine times); about once a month;
two or three times a month; about once a week; several times a week; and every day. Both
questions were recoded such that answers of about once a month or more frequently were
given a value of one and all other answers were given a value of zero.
Two questions in the study focus on Jewish volunteer work and philanthropy. The
first question was phrased almost identically in the two surveys. The 2007 SCS asked,
“During the past year, have you done any volunteer work for, or sponsored by a synagogue,
Federation or other Jewish organization?” and the 2000-01 NJPS asked, “During the past
year, have you done any volunteer work for any organization, whether Jewish or not Jewish?
This includes fund raising and attending meetings,” followed immediately by, “Have you
done any volunteer work for, or sponsored by a synagogue, Federation or other Jewish
organization?” Yes responses were given a value of one; no, not sure and don’t know
responses were set as zero.
The 2007 SCS also asked, “In 2006, did you or anyone in your household make a
financial contribution to a UJA-Federation campaign?” with options of yes, no and not sure.
Yes responses received a one; no and not sure responses received a zero. The 2000-01 NJPS
asked, “In 1999, did (you) (anyone in your household) make a monetary contribution to a
(UJAFederation) [LOCAL] campaign?” Both questions refer to the year preceding the
survey. Yes responses received a one; no responses received a zero. The question is included
despite suspicion that some young 2007 SCS respondents may have read “anyone in your
household” and answered for their parents’ households.
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The next question on current Jewish behaviors focuses on Jewish social networks.
The 2007 SCS asked, “Among the people you consider your closest friends, would you say
that none are Jewish, some are Jewish, about half are Jewish, most are Jewish, [or] all or
almost all are Jewish?” The 2000-01 NJPS asked, “How many of the people you consider to
be your closest friends are Jewish? Would you say none, some, about half, most or all are
Jewish?” Answers of most, all or almost all were given a value of one; other answers were
given a value of zero.
The seventh question about Jewish identity and behavior involves Jewish media. The
2007 SCS asked, “In the last year, have you read any books with a Jewish or Israeli
orientation?” The 2000-01 NJPS asked a similar question, “First, during the past year, did
you read a book, other than the Bible, because it had Jewish content?” Although the 2007
SCS specifically included books of Israeli orientation in the question, and the 2000-01 NJPS
excluded the Bible, the questions are comparable enough for inclusion in the study.
The eighth and ninth Jewish identity and behavior variables reflect connection to
Israel. The first variable is a behavioral variable: number of visits to Israel. The 2007 SCS
asked, “Have you been to Israel?” with options of “no, never”; “yes, once”; “yes, two or
more times”; and “yes, I was born or have lived in Israel.” In the 2000-01 NJPS, the question
was simply, “Have you ever been to Israel?” Those who reported that they had been to Israel
are coded as one, while those who reported that they had not been to Israel are coded as zero.
The second variable relating to Israel was phrased the same way in both the 2007 SCS and
2000-01 NJPS: “How emotionally attached are you to Israel?” The 2007 SCS gave options of
very attached, somewhat attached, not very attached and not sure, while the 2000-01 NJPS
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gave options of very, somewhat, not very and not at all. Answers of very and somewhat
attached received a one; all other answers received a zero.
For the descriptive analysis, I created an Israel index in order to further evaluate the strength
of respondents’ connection to Israel. This index is composed of the two variables above and
therefore has three values: zero for weak attachment, one for moderate attachment and two
for strong attachment.
The tenth and final variable included in the current Jewish behaviors and attitudes section of
the analysis is current denominational affiliation. As stated above, the 2007 SCS asked,
“Referring to Jewish religious denominations, in which of the following were you raised, and
what do you consider yourself now?” and offered ten options: Reform, Conservative,
Orthodox, Reconstructionist, non-denominational, secular Jewish, culturally Jewish, just
Jewish, not Jewish and Renewal. The 2000-01 NJPS asked, “Thinking about Jewish religious
denominations, do you consider yourself to be Conservative, Orthodox, Reform,
Reconstructionist, just Jewish or something else?” As in the question about denomination
raised, answers of Orthodox, Hasidic/Lubavitch/Satmar, Haredi (Ultra-Orthodox) and
Conservadox were recoded as (1) Orthodox; answers of Conservative and Reform remained
(2) Conservative and (3) Reform; and everything else was recoded as (4) other.
Table IV.1 provides a summary descriptive of the Jewish identification variables used in the
analyses.
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Table IV.1
De scriptive of Variable s Use d in the Analyse s
Variable
De finition
Sociodemographic Variables
a

=1 for age 18-29

a

=1 for age 30-39

a

=1 for age 40-49
=1 for female

Age 18-29
Age 30-39

Age 40-49
Female
Single

b

=1 for single
b

Married

c

=1 for married
d

No Children

=1 for no children

d

1 Child

=1 for 1 child
d

=1 for 2 children
=1 for full-time student
=1 for born in the United States

e

=1 for lives in Northeast

2 Children
Full-Time Student
Born in the United States
Northeast

e

=1 for lives in Midwest

Midwest
e

=1 for lives in South
Jewish Background Variables

South

f

g

Both Parents Raised Jewish

=1 for both parents raised Jewish

f

Neither Parent Raised
g

Jewish

=1 for neither parent raised Jewish
h

Raised Orthodox

Raised Conservative

=1 for raised Orthodox
h

=1 for raised Conservative

h

Rasied Reform
Jewish Day School Before

=1 for raised Reform

i

Age 14
=1 for received Jewish day school education before age 14
Part-Time Jewish Education
i

Before Age 14
=1 for received part-time Jewish education before age 14
Jewish Day School After 8th
Grade
=1 for attended Jewish day school after 8th grade
j

Jewish Sleep-Away Camp

=1 for attended Jewish sleep-away camp

k

Jewish Youth Group

=1 for participated in Jewish youth group
l

Jewish College Organization =1 for participated in Jewish college organization
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Table IV.1 (continue d)
De scriptive of Variable s Use d in the Analyse s
Variable
De finition
Jewish Identification Variables
Importance of Being Jewish =1 for fairlym important, very important
Strong Sense of Belonging to
Jewish People
=1 for agree strongly
=1 for about once a month, several times a month, weekly
Synagogue Attendence
or more
Jewish Volunteer Work
=1 for yes
UJA-Federation Campaign
Contribution
=1 for yes
=1 for among closest friends most are Jewish, all or almost
Jewish Social Networks
all are Jewish
n

Reading Jewish Book
Travel to Israel
Emotional Attachment to
Israel

=1 for yes
=1 for yes
=1 for somewhat, very
o

Current Denominational
Affiliation

=1 for Hasidic/Lubavitch/Satmar, Haredi (Ultrao

o

Orthodox), Orthodox, Conservadox, Conservative,
Reform, Reconstructionist, Renewal, Humanistic

a

Reference category for age is 50 and older.

b
c

Reference category for marital status is divorced, separated or widowed.

For NJPS, includes cohabiting.

d
e

o

Number of children excluded from the regression analyses.

Reference category for region is West.

f

For NJPS, question was "born Jewish" instead of "raised Jewish." Excludes equivocal answers

g
h
i

Reference category for parents raised Jewish is one parent raised Jewish.
Reference category for denomination raised is other.

Reference category for Jewish education before age 14 is none.

j

For SCS, includes those who ever attended a Jewish sleep-away camp; for NJPS, includes those
who attended or worked at a Jewish sleep-away camp before age 25.
k

For NJPS, asked only of those ages 18-60 who were living in the U.S. at age 16 and were raised
Jewish. Missing cases were recoded as "no" responses.
l

For NJPS, asked only of those who attended college and were not currently in college or graduate
school. Missing cases were recoded as "no" responses.
m

For NJPS, phrasing was "somewhat."

n

For SCS, phrasing was "read a book with a Jewish or Israeli orientation;" for NJPS, phrasing was
"read a book, other than the Bible, because it had Jewish content."
o

NJPS only.
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Qualitative Resource Materials
In order to gain a better understanding of the motivations of independent minyan
members, I also examine qualitative data collected in connection with the first Independent
Minyan Conference. The conference, which took place in Princeton, New Jersey from
August 25-27, 2006, included representatives of eleven independent minyanim, nine of
which are represented in the 2007 SCS.108 Before the conference, the organizers sent an
extensive survey questionnaire, containing 109 self-reported questions on a wide array of
topics, to each participating minyan. I examine the four questions dealt with the rationale
behind the minyan: “What were the main reasons for founding the minyan?”; “Describe a
‘signature’ approach, innovation, or program that makes the minyan special”; “How does the
minyan distinguish itself from other synagogues in the area?”; and “Were there any
conscious organizational models the minyan looked to? Specifically tried to avoid?” I also
refer to minutes from the conference’s “Brainstorming Workshops,” in which participants set
the discussion agenda, as well as to statements made by various independent minyan
members.
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For a list of participating minyanim, see Table A.1 in the Appendix.

V. SOCIODEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE
The Jewish community in the United States has experienced substantial
sociodemographic changes over the past several decades. The American Jewish population
has aged considerably, even in relation to an already aging general U.S. population. A major
contributing factor has been Jewish fertility, which stands below replacement level. The
declining fertility rate is generally attributed to delayed marriage, itself a result of the
educational and professional attainment of American Jews. In addition, the American Jewish
population is increasingly native-born, and its regional distribution is changing to more
accurately reflect the regional distribution of the general U.S. population.
How do members of independent minyanim (hereafter, “minyanim”) fit into this
general sociodemographic profile? Assuming that their members are truly as young as
anecdotal evidence suggests, research suggests that young American adults who attend
regular worship services are likely to be female, in their 30s or early 40s, married and parents
of young children. Does the minyan population follow these patterns, or are minyanim
catering to the 20- and early 30-something, single adults that Cohen and Kelman call the
“demographically disenfranchised”?109 This chapter will build a sociodemographic profile of
the minyan population by comparing minyan members in the 2007 SCS to the total Jewish
population in the 2000-01 NJPS. To provide a point of comparison with other American Jews
who affiliate with a place of worship, it will also compare minyan members to those in the
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2000-01 NJPS Jewish population who reported that they, or another member of their
household, were a synagogue or havurah member.
Age and Gender
The Jewish population in the United States is aging. At the time of the 1990 NJPS,
the median age of the core Jewish population was 37.3, four years older than its median age
in 1970.110 Goldstein attributed this aging to two factors: lower fertility rates and the aging of
the large wave of Jewish immigrants who came to the United States in the early twentieth
century.111 By 2001, the median age of the total American Jewish population (including
children) had risen to 42.112 Contributing factors to the aging of the American Jewish
population, in addition to those mentioned by Goldstein, include longer life expectancy, the
movement of the baby boomer cohort into older age brackets and, possibly, the assimilation
of younger American Jews into the general population.113 As for gender, the core Jewish
population at the time of the 1990 NJPS had a near balanced gender composition of 98.8
males for every 100 females, slightly above the 95.8 ratio of the total white population.114
Given the continued aging of the American Jewish population, the relative youth of
minyan members as revealed by the 2007 SCS is particularly notable. Table V.1 shows the
age distribution of minyan members as compared to all American Jews and to synagogue
members. While the average age of all adult American Jews is 50.0 and the average age of
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synagogue members is 49.4, the average age of minyan members is only 32.4. Furthermore,
83.0% of minyan members are under age 40, compared to just 30.9% of all American Jews
and 29.4% of synagogue members. On the other end of the spectrum, only 2.6% of minyan
members are age 60 or older, while 29.2% of synagogue members and 31.8% of all
American Jews fall into this age bracket. The difference in age composition between minyan
members and the other two groups is summarized by the index of dissimilarity.
Table V.1
Age Structure of Adult Je wish Population: 2007 SCS and 2000-01 JPS
(Percentage s)
2000-01 JPS,
2000-01 JPS,
2007 SCS
Synagogue
Total
Me mbe rs
Total
100.0
100.0
100.0
689
4,147
1,745
18-24
12.8
10.2
11.7
25-29
36.4
6.8
6.1
30-34
25.7
7.1
5.7
35-39
8.1
6.8
5.8
40-44
6.3
8.6
9.9
45-49
3.6
10.1
11.4
50-59
4.5
18.6
20.2
60 and older
2.6
31.8
29.2
Me an
32.4
50.0
49.4
a

Index of Dissimilarity

52.1

53.7

a

∆=0.5∑|xi -xj |, where xi is the relative weight of each age category in the 2007 SCS and xj is the relative
weight of each age category in the 2000-01 NJPS.

The gender composition of minyan members also differs from the gender
composition of the American Jewish population at large. Tables V.2 shows that the gender
composition of the American Jewish population is relatively balanced, 47.2% male and
52.8% female, as is the subpopulation of synagogue members, 47.4% male and 52.6%
female. However, fully 64.7% of minyan members are female, and only 35.3% are male.
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Table V.3 shows that the gender imbalance becomes continually less pronounced in the older
age brackets, with the exception of those ages 60 and above.
Table V.2
Adult Je wish Population by Ge nde r: 2007 SCS and 2000-01 JPS (Pe rce ntage s)
2000-01 JPS,
2000-01 JPS,
2007 SCS
Synagogue
Total
Me mbe rs
Total
100.0
100.0
100.0
689
4,147
1,745
Male
35.3
47.2
47.4
Female
64.7
52.8
52.6
Table V.3
Age by Ge nder: 2007 SCS (Pe rce ntage s)
Male
Fe male
Total
35.3
64.7
242
443
18-24
29.9
70.1
25-29
30.0
70.0
30-34
36.9
63.1
35-39
43.6
56.4
40-44
46.5
53.5
45-49
48.0
52.0
50-59
45.2
54.8
60 and older
33.3
66.7

Family Characteristics
Over the past several decades, concerns about marriage and fertility among American
Jews have occupied scholars and policymakers alike. American Jews today are marrying
later than previous generations of American Jews and later than other Americans. In the
1950s, fully three-quarters of American Jewish women were married by age 25; by 1990,
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only 12% of American Jewish women were married by that age.115 Furthermore, in 1990,
only for Jewish men and women older than 45 did the percent ever married match that of the
general American population.116 By the time of the 2000-01 NJPS, the difference had
become even more dramatic: only in the 65 and older age bracket did American Jews match
or surpass the percent of the general American population ever married.117
Today’s American Jews are also having fewer children than previous generations and
fewer children than other Americans. In 1960, the total fertility rate for American Jews was
2.49; by 1965, it had dropped to 1.92, already below replacement level. Total fertility rates
for all white Americans 1960 and 1965 were 3.50 and 2.83.118 Twenty-five years later,
American Jewish fertility levels remained substantially below overall American fertility in all
age groups.119 American Jewish women ages 35 to 44 had an average of 1.51 children in
1990, compared to 2.00 children for all American women.120 At the time of the 2000-01
NJPS, American Jewish women ages 35 to 44 had an average of 1.70 children, compared to
1.87 children among all American women.121 American Jewish fertility remains below
replacement level, and lower than overall American fertility.
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The 2007 SCS reveals that the minyan population is subject to the same trends of late
marriage and low fertility. Table V.4 shows that 47.3% of minyan members are single,
compared to 22.5% of all American Jews and 17.9% of synagogue members. In addition,
Table V.5 shows that 77.0% of female minyan members are childless, compared to 32.6% of
the total American Jewish population and 24.8% of synagogue members. Are these
substantial differences solely a reflection of the young age profile of the minyan population?
Table V.4
Adult Jewish Population by Marital Status: 2007 SCS and 2000-01 JPS
2000-01 JPS,
2000-01 JPS,
2007 SCS
Synagogue
Total
Me mbe rs
Total
100.0
100.0
100.0
692
4,133
1,745
a

Single
Married
Divorced, Separated
or Widowed
a

47.3
50.4

22.5
59.6

17.9
68.1

2.3

17.9

14.0

For NJPS, includes cohabiting.

Table V.5
Adult Je wish Population by umber of Childre n (Women Only): 2007 SCS and 200001 JPS (Pe rcentage s)
2000-01 JPS,
2000-01 JPS,
2007 SCS
Synagogue
Total
Me mbe rs
Total
100.0
100.0
100.0
361
2,274
960
None
82.8
32.6
24.8
One
6.9
14.5
12.8
Two
5.5
31.3
33.6
Three or more
4.7
21.6
28.8
a

Index of Dissimilarity
a

50.2

58.0

∆=0.5∑|xi -xj |, where xi is the relative weight of each age category in the 2007 SCS and xj is the relative
weight of each age category in the 2000-01 NJPS.
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A detailed age breakdown reveals that the low levels of marriage and fertility among
minyan members is not solely a function of their younger ages. Table V.6 shows the
percentage of singles (never married) among minyan members, all American Jews and
synagogue members in several age brackets by gender. Male minyan members ages 30 to 34,
35 to 39, 40 to 44, 45 to 49, 50 to 54 and 55 to 59, and female minyan members ages 18 to
24, 25 to 29, 30 to 34, 35 to 39, 40 to 44 and 45 to 49, are more likely to be single than
synagogue members. With the exception of male minyan members ages 31 to 35, they are
also more likely to be single than all American Jewish adults. Table V.7 reveals that female
minyan members are more likely than both female synagogue members and all female
American Jewish adults to be childless in almost all age brackets. Minyanim therefore attract
unusually high percentages of single, childless Jews.
Table V.6
a

Pe rce nt Single by Age and Ge nde r: 2007 SCS and 2000-01 JPS
Male
Fe male

Total
18-24
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-49
50-59
60 and
older
a

2000-01
JPS,
2007 SCS
Synagogue
Me mbe rs

2000-01
JPS,
Total

2000-01
JPS,
Synagogue
Me mbe rs

2007 SCS

2000-01
JPS,
Total

242
43.4
80.8
48.0
36.9
37.5
40.0
25.0
28.6

1,821
25.0
90.8
61.7
38.3
35.1
18.5
11.6
9.8

775
19.5
91.0
62.7
29.0
7.0
8.0
6.8
3.4

443
48.8
86.9
56.0
37.8
48.4
21.7
23.1
0.0

2,312
20.3
82.3
47.7
32.1
18.2
15.8
9.8
12.0

970
16.4
77.6
38.3
18.7
7.7
5.6
2.8
8.6

0.0

4.6

3.5

0.0

2.7

2.0

For NJPS, includes cohabiting.
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Table V.7
Pe rce nt Childle ss by Age (Women Only): 2007 SCS and 2000-01 JPS

Total
18-24
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-49
50-59
60 and older

2007 SCS

2000-01 JPS,
Total

359
82.7
100.0
96.8
73.1
79.2
28.6
25.0
0.0
25.0

2,274
32.6
92.1
71.5
56.4
32.2
27.2
30.0
22.3
9.5

2000-01 JPS,
Synagogue
Me mbe rs
960
24.8
87.6
64.0
44.2
21.5
11.5
9.4
14.7
6.1

Table V.8, which is broken down by age, shows how many minyan members are
currently full-time students. Only 25.3% of minyan members ages 18 to 24 are full-time
students, compared to 38.2% of all American Jews in that age range. However, 30.3% of
minyan members ages 25 to 29, 19.3% of minyan members ages 30 to 34 and 7.1% of
minyan members ages 35 to 39 are full-time students, compared to only 11.7%, 3.4% and
1.8%, respectively, of the total adult Jewish population in those age ranges. These findings
suggest that minyanim appeal more to graduate students than undergraduates. The
preponderance of graduate students also suggests that the future level of educational
achievement among the minyan population will be even higher than that of American Jews
generally.

55

Table V.8
Full-Time Stude nts by Age : 2007 SCS and 2000-01 JPS (Pe rce ntages)
2000-01 JPS,
2000-01 JPS,
2007 SCS
Synagogue
Total
Me mbe rs
686
4,090
1,729
Total
20.1
5.3
6.1
18-24
25.3
38.2
42.8
25-29
30.3
11.7
14.0
30-34
19.3
3.4
0.4
35-39
7.1
1.8
0.9
40-44
0.0
0.0
0.0
45-49
0.0
1.1
0.8
50-59
6.5
0.1
0.0
60 and older
0.0
0.1
0.0

Geography
American Jews find themselves increasingly distant from their immigrant origins. In
1970, 23% of heads of household were born outside the United States, and by 1990 only 9%
of the core Jewish population had been born abroad. Furthermore, in 1990, 17% of those ages
65 and over were foreign-born, compared to only 4% of those under age 18.122 Minyan
members are more likely than the American Jewish population as a whole to have been born
in the United States. As shown in Table V.9, only 9% were born in other countries, compared
to 16.6% of all American Jews and 15.6% of synagogue members.

122

Goldstein: 108.
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Table V.9
Adult Je wish Population Born in the Unite d States: 2007 SCS and 2000-01 JPS
(Percentage s)
2000-01 JPS,
2000-01 JPS,
2007 SCS
Synagogue
Total
Me mbe rs
Total
100.0
100.0
100.0
690
4,138
1,744
Born in United States
91.0
83.4
84.4
Born Outside United
9.0
16.6
15.6
States

The past decades have also witnessed changes in the regional distribution of the
American Jewish population, which has come to more closely resemble the distribution of
the American population as a whole. Historically, the Jewish population has been heavily
concentrated in the Northeast. The 1970-71 NJPS found that 64% of American Jews lived in
this region, compared to 17% in the Midwest and19% in the South and West.123 However, by
1990, the Jewish population had shifted away from the Northeast and Midwest, whose
Jewish populations fell to 43.6% and 11.3%, respectively, and toward the South and West,
whose combined Jewish population grew to 45.1%.124 Goldstein and Goldstein point out that
the Northeast may exert greater influence on American Jewry than the above numbers
suggest, as it holds more of the core Jewish population and less of the peripheral population
than the other regions. However, it is unclear whether the other regions simply attract less
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identified Jews or whether conditions in those regions are less conducive to strong Jewish
identification.125
The 30 minyanim represented in the 2007 SCS can be found in 12 cities in 8 states,
including Washington, D.C. Table V.10 shows the state of residence of minyan members. To
facilitate comparison, the data from the 2000-01 NJPS are restricted to the states covered by
the 2007 SCS. Because 2007 SCS respondents’ state of residence is based on the location of
each respondent’s minyan, it is likely that some members of the three minyanim located in
Washington, D.C. actually live in Maryland or Virginia, which artificially inflates the indices
of dissimilarity.
Table V.11 provides a better comparison between the 2007 SCS and 2000-01 NJPS:
regional distribution within the United States. Relative to all American Jews, the minyan
population is overrepresented in the Northeast by 15.2% and underrepresented in the
Midwest by 9.9%. The same is true of the minyanim themselves: of the 30 represented in the
2007 SCS, 18, or 60.0%, are in the Northeast; 2, or 6.7%, are in the Midwest; 4, or 13.3%,
are in the South; and 6, or 20.0%, are in the West. Like the American Jewish population as a
whole, the minyanim are concentrated in the Northeast, with the smallest representation in
the Midwest.

125

Ibid., 46-47.
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Table V.10
Adult Je wish Population by State of Residence : 2007 SCS and 2000-01 JPSa
(Percentage s)
2000-01 JPS,
2000-01 JPS,
2007 SCS
Synagogue
Total
Me mbe rs
Total
100.0
100.0
100.0
747
2,528
1,046
California
19.0
28.3
22.9
Colorado
1.9
1.7
1.7
Washington, D.C.
17.9
0.9
0.4
Georgia
0.4
2.3
1.8
Illinois
1.5
6.8
7.7
Massachusetts
10.2
7.9
7.6
New York
45.4
43.1
47.5
Pennsylvania
3.7
9.0
10.4
b

Index of Dissimilarity
a

21.7

20.3

NJPS results restricted to States mentioned in SCS.

b

∆=0.5∑|xi -xj |, where xi is the relative weight of each age category in the 2007 SCS and xj is the relative
weight fo each age category in the 2000-01 NJPS.

Table V.11
Adult Je wish Population by Re gion of Reside nce : 2007 SCS and 2000-01 JPS
(Percentage s)
2000-01 JPS,
2000-01 JPS,
2007 SCS
Synagogue
Total
Me mbe rs
Total
100.0
100.0
100.0
747
4,139
1,743
Northeast
59.3
44.1
47.8
Midwest
1.5
11.4
13.3
South
18.3
22.9
21.9
West
20.9
21.5
17.0
a

Index of Dissimilarity
a

15.2

15.4

∆=0.5∑|xi -xj |, where xi is the relative weight of each age category in the 2007 SCS and xj is the relative
weight of each age category in the 2000-01 NJPS.
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Summary
The descriptive comparative analysis of the 2007 SCS and the 2000-01 NJPS
suggests that the demographic profile of minyan members is unique. First, it is significantly
younger than the American Jewish population as a whole, and younger than the population of
synagogue members in the United States. The minyan population is also unusual because it
runs counter to some of Wuthnow’s findings about the subgroup of young Americans who do
attend regular worship services. Wuthnow’s research indicates that two-thirds of young
Americans who attend worship services regularly are female, and that is true of minyan
members.126 However, Wuthnow also found that three-quarters of young Americans who
attend church regularly are in their 30s or early 40s, rather than their 20s; 60% are married;
and 73% have children.127 Almost half of minyan members are in their 20s, only 50.4% are
married and 77% are childless.
The high numbers of unmarried, childless minyan members might support
Wuthnow’s unsubstantiated assertion that this population wants the type of support system
that a religious community can provide as they navigate life’s developmental tasks. However,
before analyzing the motivations behind participation in minyanim, we must turn our
attention to the Jewish background of minyan members.

126
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Wuthnow, After the Baby Boomers, 68.
Ibid., 68.

VI. JEWISH BACKGROUD
Scholars acknowledge the strong influence of Jewish background on current Jewish
behaviors and attitudes. In their in-depth, qualitative study of moderately affiliated American
Jews of the Baby Boomer generation, Cohen and Eisen found that individuals with high
levels of Jewish involvement in their childhood and adolescent years evidenced high levels
of Jewish involvement as adults, and vice versa.128 Numerous other studies have
demonstrated the same connection between intensity of childhood Jewish experience and
later Jewish identification.129 Among those background factors that influence adult Jewish
identification is the Jewish involvement of the parents. Other influential factors include
denomination raised and intensity of Jewish education, both formal and informal. This
chapter will examine the Jewish background of the minyan members surveyed in the 2007
SCS. As in the previous chapter, I will compare findings from the 2007 SCS to findings from
the 2000-01 NJPS, for both the total Jewish population and for those who reported that they,
or another member of their household, were a synagogue or havurah member.
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Parentage
For decades, intermarriage has been a primary focus of both Jewish social research
and the communal Jewish agenda. Between 1970 and 1990, the percentage of intermarried
among all married American Jews rose from 7% to 28%, with higher rates among the most
recently married.130 By 2000, among Jews ages 25 to 49, 40% of men and 40% of women
were intermarried.131 For several reasons, rising rates of intermarriage are generally viewed
by scholars and lay-leaders alike as a threat to the intensity, and even viability, of American
Jewish life. First, because fewer than half of children of intermarriages are raised as Jews,
intermarriage results in a net demographic loss to the Jewish people.132 Second, research
indicates that in-marriage has a significant positive impact on Jewish identification, while
intermarriage has the opposite effect.133 The children of intermarriage are similarly impacted;
for example, intermarried parents are less than half as likely as the in-married to provide
formal Jewish education for their 10- to 13-year-old children.134 Although it may be the
weakened intensity of Jewish upbringing, rather than the simple fact of having intermarried

" ישראל,דמוגרפיים וזהותיים של נישואים מעורבים בקרב יהודי ארצות הברית- "היבטים סוציו,פרגולה- עוזי רבהון וסרג'ו דלה130
, מרכז זלמן שזר לתולדות ישראל: ירושלים, מיניות ומשפחה בהיסטוריה: אירוסין ואיסורים, ארוס,(ברטל וישעיהו גפני )עורכים
.377 ' עמ,תשנ"ח
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parents, that impacts Jewish identification,135 intermarried parents are certainly less likely
than in-married parents to create an intense Jewish home life.
The 2007 SCS included two questions that reveal the Jewish parentage of minyan
members. Table VI.1 shows the percentages of 2007 SCS respondents for whom one, both or
neither parent was raised Jewish, compared to the percentages of 2000-01 NJPS respondents
for whom one, both or neither parent was born Jewish. Based on this data, minyan members
are more likely than all American Jewish adults to come from families in which both parents
were raised Jewish: 89.0% versus 82.9%. Table VI.2 shows that 95.5% of minyan members
were raised Jewish, 4.2% converted to Judaism and 0.3%, or 2 individuals in the sample, are
not currently Jewish.
Table VI.1
Adult Je wish Population by Je wish Pare ntage : 2007 SCS and 2000-01 JPS
(Percentage s)
2000-01 JPS,
2000-01 JPS,
2007 SCS
Synagogue
Total
Me mbe rs
Total
100.0
100.0
100.0
674
4,118
1,736
a

Both parents raised
Jewish
Mother raised Jewish
Father raised Jewish
Neither parent raised
Jewish

89.0

82.9

86.6

3.4
3.7

5.5
6.7

3.1
4.5

3.9

4.9

5.8

a

For NJPS, question was "born Jewish" instead of "raised Jewish." Excludes equivocal answers such
as "half/partly Jewish."
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Table VI.2
Adult Je wish Population Raise d Je wish: 2007 SCS (Pe rce ntage s)
Total
2007 SCS
687
Raised Jewish
95.5
Converted to Judaism
4.2
Not Jewish
0.3

Denominational Upbringing
American Jews have largely adopted the tradition of denominationalism that exists
among the dominant Christian culture, and the majority of American Jews identify with one
of three major religious denominations: Reform, Conservative and Orthodox. At the time of
the 1990 NJPS, 22.5% of the adult core Jewish population reported having been raised
Orthodox, 34.3% Conservative, 26.3% Reform, 0.3% Reconstructionist, 7.4% just Jewish
and 9.3% something else.136 Comparison with current denomination revealed the persistence
of denominational affiliation, with a move away from Orthodoxy and toward Reform and
Reconstructionism.137 An analysis of the 1991 New York Jewish Population Study
demonstrates that strength of religious observance and ethnic Jewish identity is higher among
the currently Orthodox, lower among the Conservative and lowest among the Reform.138
Other studies have demonstrated the same denominational hierarchy.139 Therefore, the move
away from Orthodoxy likely signifies a decline in religious observance and ethnic identity

136

Goldstein: 171.
Ibid.: 131.
138
Harriet Hartman and Moshe Hartman, “Jewish Identity, Denomination and Denominational Mobility,”
Social Identities 5 (1999): 288.
139
See Mervin F. Verbit, “Children of the Movements: Differences Among American Jewish University
Students Raised in Orthodox, Conservative and Reform Homes,” in Papers in Jewish Demography 1985, ed.
U.O. Schmelz and Sergio DellaPergola (Jerusalem: Institute of Contemporary Jewry, 1989), 345-356.
137

64

among American Jewry. Although the 1991 New York Jewish Population Study showed that
the denomination in which one was raised has no important independent effect on current
Jewish identity, it does have a strong indirect effect through its influence on Jewish
education and current denominational affiliation, both of which lead to stronger adult Jewish
identities.140
Table VI.3 shows that nearly half (47.1%) of the minyan members surveyed in the
2007 SCS were raised Conservative, followed by 20.1% raised Orthodox, 17.6% raised
Reform and 15.5% raised outside the framework of one of the three major denominations
(Reconstructionist, non-denominational, “Just Jewish,” etc.). Compared to all American
Jewish adults, these percentages reflect a greater tendency toward Conservative and, to a
small extent, Orthodox backgrounds. Compared to all synagogue members, minyan members
come disproportionately from Conservative backgrounds.
Table VI.3
Adult Jewish Population by De nomination Raise d: 2007 SCS and 2000-01 JPS
(Percentage s)
2000-01 JPS,
2000-01 JPS,
2007 SCS
Synagogue
Total
Me mbe rs
Total
100.0
100.0
100.0
678
3,765
1,646
Reform
17.6
25.5
20.4
Conservative
47.1
31.9
37.2
Orthodox
20.1
19.7
28.1
Other
15.3
22.9
14.3
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Jewish Education
Childhood Jewish education is one of the strongest predictors of adult Jewish
identification. Using data from the 1990 NJPS, Fishman and Goldstein explored the effect of
formal Jewish education on American Jewish adults who were born or raised Jewish,
considering both number of years of formal Jewish education and type of schooling: Sunday
school, supplementary school or day school.141 Respondents with a greater intensity of
formal Jewish education scored higher on an index of ritual practices, which included
lighting Shabbat and Hanukah candles, attending a Seder, keeping kosher and fasting on
Yom Kippur.142 In addition, even controlling for other factors such as age and gender,
intensity of Jewish education was positively related to membership in Jewish organizations,
contributions to Jewish causes and “Jewish milieu,” the extent of social interaction with other
Jews.143 Those respondents with more intense Jewish education were also more likely to
oppose intermarriage and to marry other Jews.144 Using a 1993 survey of American Jewish
parents and their teenage children, Cohen examined the effects of both formal and informal
Jewish education on Jewish involvement, controlling for parental Jewish involvement and
other variables. This study found all types of formal Jewish education, with the exception of
Sunday school, have a positive impact upon Jewish identity, and that Orthodox day schools
have greater impact than non-Orthodox day schools, which in turn have greater impact than
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part-time schools.145 In addition, both youth groups and adolescent travel to Israel are
associated with greater Jewish involvement.146
Minyan members display high levels of both formal and informal Jewish education.
Table VI.4 shows the main type of Jewish education received by minyan members prior to
age 14. Two-fifths received a Jewish day school education; more than half received part-time
Jewish education, such as Sunday school or Hebrew school; and only 6.5% did not receive
any type of Jewish education. Minyan members are therefore four times as likely as all
American Jewish adults, and two-and-one-half times as likely as synagogue members, to
have received a Jewish day school education before high school. Table VI.5 shows that the
tendency toward more intensive forms of Jewish education continues into the high school
years: 29.5% of minyan members attended a Jewish high school, compared to 15.9% of
synagogue members and 8.9% of all adult American Jews.
Table VI.4
Adult Je wish Population by Main Type of Formal Je wish Education Rece ive d Prior
to Age 14 a: 2007 SCS and 2000-01 JPS (Pe rce ntages)
2000-01 JPS,
2000-01 JPS,
2007 SCS
Synagogue
Total
Me mbe rs
Total
100.0
100.0
100.0
688
3,931
1,651
None
6.5
26.8
15.6
Part-time
52.6
63.0
68.2
Day school
40.8
10.3
16.2
a

For NJPS, grades 1-7.
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Table VI.5
Adult Je wish Population by Je wish Day School Atte ndance Afte r 8th Grade a: 2007
SCS and 2000-01 JPS (Pe rce ntages)
2000-01 JPS,
2000-01 JPS,
2007 SCS
Synagogue
Total
Me mbe rs
Total
100.0
100.0
100.0
688
3,950
1,653
Attended
29.5
8.9
15.9
Did not attend
70.5
91.1
84.1
a

For NJPS, grades 8-12.

Table VI.6 shows the percentage of minyan members who received various types of
informal Jewish education. About two-thirds attended a Jewish sleep-away camp and
participated in a Jewish youth group as teenagers, while slightly more than three-quarters
regularly participated in a Jewish organization such as Hillel while in college or graduate
school. Minyan members outpaced both synagogue members and all American Jewish adults
on every measure of Jewish education contained in the 2007 SCS.
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Table VI.6
Adult Je wish Population by Type s of Informal Jewish Education Re ce ive d: 2007
SCS and 2000-01 JPS (Pe rcentage s)
2000-01 JPS,
2000-01 JPS,
2007 SCS
Synagogue
Total
Me mbe rs
687
4,084
1,725
Jewish sleep-away
64.9
31.3
38.2
a
camp
690
4,056
1,708
b

Jewish youth group
College Jewish
organizations

c

66.7

21.3

28.0

688

4,136

1,740

78.8

19.7

25.1

a

For SCS, includes those who ever attended a Jewish sleep-away camp; for NJPS, includes those who
attended or worked at a Jewish sleep-away camp before age 25.

b

For NJPS, asked only of those ages 18-60 who were living in the U.S. at age 16 and were raised Jewish.
Missing cases were recoded as "no" responses.
c

For NJPS, asked only of those who attended college and were not currently in college or graduate
school. Missing cases were recoded as "no" responses.

Summary
The findings above paint a picture of a population whose Jewish background is
significantly stronger than average. Minyan members are more likely to come from homes in
which both parents were raised Jewish. They are more likely to come from Conservative
backgrounds and less likely to come from Reform backgrounds, although Prell was correct in
stating that those with Conservative backgrounds are not the majority of minyan members.
The data also confirm Prell’s assertion that minyan members are Jewishly educated: they are
much more likely to have received a Jewish day school education, both before and during
high school, and they are also much more likely to have attended Jewish sleep-away camp
and to have participated in a Jewish youth group and college Jewish organizations. Has the
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exceptional Jewish background of minyan members led to equally exceptional current Jewish
identification?

The

next

chapter

will

explore

this

question

in

depth.

VII. JEWISH IDETIFICATIO: BEHAVIORS AD ATTITUDES
The introduction to this paper presented some of the evidence indicating a decline in
Jewish identity and identification among American Jews, particularly young Jews. In keeping
with Gans’s theory of symbolic ethnicity and religiosity, American Jews are moving toward
the “easy” expressions of Jewishness. For example, in a “Jewishness index” constructed from
1970 and 1990 NJPS data, the average score on index declined from 10 in 1970 to 8.89 in
1990, with a greater decline in measures requiring daily involvement than in measures
requiring occasional involvement.147 Are minyan members contributing to this downward
trend or countering it? Here again, I will compare the profile of minyan members surveyed in
the 2007 SCS to the profile of all American Jews and of synagogue members surveyed in the
2000-01 NJPS.
Attitudes toward Jews and Jewishness
One of the most basic survey questions used to examine the attitude of American
Jews toward their Jewishness is “How important is being Jewish in your life?” Among the
Jewish adults surveyed in the 2000-01 NJPS, 52% regard being Jewish as very important in
their lives.148 Another common attitudinal survey question asks whether respondents have a
strong sense of belonging to the Jewish people. In the 1997 National Survey of American
Jews, 84% of respondents said that the “Jewish people” are very or extremely important to
their sense of being Jewish.149 In keeping with Gans’s theory of symbolic ethnicity and
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religiosity, both of these measures are easily expressed, requiring minimal effort.
Nevertheless, they provide a basic measure of Jewish identity among American Jews.
2007 SCS and 2000-01 NJPS respondents were all asked “How important is being
Jewish in your life?” and how much they agreed with the statement “I have a strong sense of
belonging to the Jewish people.” The answers to these questions are shown in Tables VII.1
and VII.2. Across the board, a high percentage of respondents in all age groups and in all
three categories—minyan members, synagogue members and all American Jews—said that
being Jewish is important to them and that they have a strong sense of belonging to the
Jewish people. All but four minyan members said that being Jewish is very or fairly
important to them, while 95.5% of synagogue members and 86.4% of all American Jews said
that being Jewish is very or somewhat important to them. Ninety-seven percent of minyan
members said that they have a strong sense of belonging to the Jewish people, compared to
95.2% of synagogue members and 87.0% of all American Jews. Among minyan members,
synagogue members and all American Jews alike, the percent saying that they have a strong
sense of belonging to the Jewish people increases slightly with age.
Table VII.1
a

Be ing Je wish is Important (Very or Fairly ) by Age : 2007 SCS and 2000-01 JPS
(Percentage s)
2000-01 JPS,
2000-01 JPS,
2007 SCS
Synagogue
Total
Me mbe rs
683
4,118
1,738
Total
99.4
86.4
95.5
18-29
99.4
82.9
92.5
30-39
99.6
85.8
94.1
40-49
98.5
87.0
95.6
50 and older
100.0
87.6
96.9
a

For NJPS, phrasing was very or somewhat.
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Table VII.2
Strong Se nse of Be longing to the Je wish Pe ople by Age: 2007 SCS and 2000-01
JPS (Pe rcentage s)
2000-01 JPS,
2000-01 JPS,
2007 SCS
Synagogue
Total
Me mbe rs
683
4,116
1,740
Total
96.9
87.0
95.2
18-29
95.8
80.4
90.8
30-39
97.8
83.5
93.9
40-49
97.0
88.4
94.8
50 and older
100.0
89.8
97.2

Jewish Activities
The motto of Hillel: The Foundation for Jewish Campus life, in which four out of five
minyan members participated, is “Doing Jewish with Other Jews.” American Jews “do
Jewish” in three major ways: Jewish ritual practice, philanthropy and organizational
involvement. This section will focus on five Jewish behaviors: attending religious services,
volunteering under Jewish auspices, donating to Jewish causes, having Jewish friends and
reading Jewish books. Comparing data from the 1970 and 1990 NJPS reveals that the
proportion of Jews who attend synagogue, both occasionally and on a regular basis, remained
steady between 1970 and 1990.150 At the same time, as many as three-quarters of American
Jews said that most or all of their close friends were Jewish in 1970, while this was true for
only 39% in 1990.151 Among those surveyed in the 2000-01 NJPS, a majority reads books
with Jewish content and reports that half or more of their close friends are Jewish, while
smaller proportions attend religious services monthly or more, contribute to Jewish
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federation campaigns and volunteer under Jewish auspices.152 The percentage that engages in
each behavior is not uniform across the age spectrum. Younger adults are less likely than
older adults to give to Jewish causes and have close friendships with other Jews, but are
equally likely to attend religious services once per month or more, engage in Jewish
volunteer work and read Jewish books.153 Data therefore reveals decline in some areas, such
as Jewish friendships, and steadiness in others, such as synagogue attendance.
Table VII.3 displays the percentage of minyan members, synagogue members and all
American Jews who attend organized worship services once per month or more. Not
surprisingly, minyan members attend services at much higher rates than all American Jews,
92.5% versus 27.6%. Even in the 40-49 age group, where the difference is smallest, two and
a half times as many minyan members attend services once a month or more. Minyan
members also attend services at much higher rates than synagogue members, 92.5% versus
52.6%. Here again, the difference is least pronounced in the 40-49 age group, but even here
nearly 50% more minyan members attend services once a month or more. These findings
demonstrate that minyan members are active participants in their worship communities.
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Table VII.3
Service Atte ndance (About Once a Month or More ) by Age : 2007 SCS and 2000-01
JPS (Pe rcentage s)
2000-01 JPS,
2000-01 JPS,
2007 SCS
Synagogue
Total
Me mbe rs
684
4,111
1,737
Total
92.5
27.6
52.6
18-29
91.7
24.8
43.3
30-39
94.8
21.8
47.4
40-49
92.5
36.1
64.2
50 and older
87.8
27.0
52.2

Tables VII.4 and VII.5 show the extent to which minyan members are involved in
Jewish philanthropic activity. A total of 52.8% of minyan members have done Jewish
volunteer work in the past year, compared to 25.2% of all American Jews and 44.8% of
synagogue members. In all age categories, the total American Jewish population volunteered
at the lowest rate and minyan members at the highest rate, with synagogue members in the
middle. When comparing rates of giving to UJA-Federation campaigns among all minyan
members and all synagogue members, more synagogue members give, 47.4% versus 39.5%.
However, this is due to the fact that young Jews are less likely to give to the Federation than
older Jews, and the population of minyan members is young. As with Jewish volunteer work,
in all age categories, the total American Jewish population contributed money at the lowest
rate and minyan members at the highest rate, with synagogue members in the middle. The
total percentage of synagogue members who contributed to the UJA-Federation campaign is
lower than the total percentage of minyan members who contributed, but this is simply a
function of the fact that synagogue members are older and older Jews contribute to UJAFederation campaigns at a higher rate.
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Table VII.4
Je wish Volunte e r Work (Past Ye ar) by Age : 2007 SCS and 2000-01 JPS
(Percentage s)
2000-01 JPS,
2000-01 JPS,
2007 SCS
Synagogue
Total
Me mbe rs
676
4,119
1,739
Total
52.8
25.2
44.8
18-29
49.3
22.2
36.7
30-39
52.7
23.0
45.1
40-49
65.2
32.4
55.8
50 and older
61.7
24.1
42.8
Table VII.5
Contribution to a UJA-Fe deration Campaign (Last Ye ar) by Age : 2007 SCS and
2000-01 JPS (Pe rce ntages)
2000-01 JPS,
2000-01 JPS,
2007 SCS
Synagogue
Total
Me mbe rs
679
3,989
1,671
Total
39.5
31.2
47.4
18-29
30.0
11.9
17.8
30-39
42.7
16.2
30.8
40-49
56.1
28.8
46.4
50 and older
67.3
42.8
61.9

Table VII.6 shows the strength of minyan members’ Jewish social networks. Seventyseven percent of all minyan members say that all or most of their close friends are Jewish,
and this percentage holds relatively steady across the age groups. In all age categories,
minyan members are most likely to say that all or most of their close friends are Jewish,
synagogue members are the second most likely and all American Jews are the least likely.
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Table VII.6
Informal Jewish Social e tworks (Most or All Close Frie nds Are Je wish) by Age:
2007 SCS and 2000-01 JPS (Percentage s)
2000-01 JPS,
2000-01 JPS,
2007 SCS
Synagogue
Total
Me mbe rs
684
4,134
1,742
Total
77.0
39.3
54.6
18-29
76.9
33.5
50.9
30-39
78.9
27.1
46.6
40-49
76.1
31.1
47.0
50 and older
70.8
47.6
61.0

Table VII.7 shows another measure of “doing Jewish,” this one more personal than
the other measures examined so far: reading a Jewish book in the past year. Here, too, the
same pattern emerges: in total, as well as in each individual age group, independent members
are most likely to have read a Jewish book during the past year, synagogue members are
second most likely and all American Jews are least likely. In all five measures of “doing
Jewish” examined thus far, minyan members have proven themselves more likely than all
American Jews and all synagogue members to engage in Jewish practice.
Table VII.7
a

Read a Je wish Book (Past Year) by Age: 2007 SCS and 2000-01 JPS
(Percentage s)
2000-01 JPS,
2000-01 JPS,
2007 SCS
Synagogue
Total
Me mbe rs
680
4,088
1,721
Total
85.0
55.5
69.7
18-29
83.4
52.4
66.5
30-39
86.8
52.9
67.8
40-49
81.8
60.1
76.1
50 and older
91.8
55.4
68.5
a

For SCS, phrasing was "read a book with a Jewish or Israeli orientation;" for NJPS, phrasing was "read
a book, other than the Bible, because it had Jewish content."
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Connection to Israel
At the time of the 1990 NJPS, one quarter of core Jews reported that they had been to
Israel, with 12% having made multiple visits.154 The 2000-01 NJPS found that 35% of Jews
have visited Israel, with 20% having made multiple visits.155 Although actual visits to Israel
are on the rise, the change in other measures of connection to Israel, such as emotional
attachment, is not as clear. An analysis of the 2007 National Survey of American Jews,
focusing on non-Orthodox respondents, revealed that each of four age groups of American
Jews (over 64, 50-64, 35-49 and under 35) scored lower than its predecessor on an overall
scale of Israel attachment.156 Cohen and Kelman attribute the shift to a birth cohort effect
rather than a lifecycle effect157 and suggest two reasons for the decline. First, younger Jews
were exposed to more politically ambiguous images of Israel than the older Jews who
remember the founding of the State and the Six-Day War. Second, the “loci” of American
Jewish identity have shifted from the public, ethnic sphere to the private, religious one, a
phenomenon helped by intermarriage.158 On the other hand, Sasson, Kadushin and Saxe
reject what they call the “distancing hypothesis.” Using longitudinal data collected in annual
surveys conducted by the American Jewish Committee since the early 1980s, they
demonstrate that younger Jews have long demonstrated lower levels of Israel attachment than
older Jews, but that the Israel attachment of each birth cohort rises as its members age.159
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However, whatever the reasons, researchers agree that Israel attachment is lower among
younger American Jews than among their older counterparts.
Data from the 2007 SCS reveal that this is not the case with minyan members. As
Table VII.8 shows, almost all minyan members have been to Israel: 95.9%, compared to
40.9% of all American Jews and 54.7% of synagogue members. This figure is particularly
striking given the fact that, among all American Jews and among synagogue members, the
percentage that has been to Israel generally increases with age, and minyan members are very
young. More impressively, minyan members spend significant amounts of time in Israel.
Half (51.5%, N=683) of have spent four months or more living in Israel since graduating
from high school, and four-fifths (81.6%, N=692) have been to Israel more than once.
Table VII.8
Bee n to Israe l by Age : 2007 SCS and 2000-01 JPS (Perce ntage s)
2000-01 JPS,
2000-01 JPS,
2007 SCS
Synagogue
Total
Me mbe rs
686
4,034
1,684
Total
95.9
40.9
54.7
18-29
97.0
35.2
47.3
30-39
95.7
35.0
42.2
40-49
94.1
37.8
53.6
50 and older
91.7
45.4
60.5

Minyan members are also more emotionally attached to Israel than other American
Jews. Table VII.9 shows that 89.0% of minyan members are “very” or “somewhat”
emotionally attached to Israel, compared to 80.4% of synagogue members and 69.0% of all
American Jews. The same hierarchy is true in all age categories. Like all American Jews,
minyan members ages 50 and older are more emotionally attached to Israel than those ages
18 to 29.
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Table VII.9
Emotionally Attache d to Israe l (Ve ry or Some whata) by Age : 2007 SCS and 2000-01
JPS (Pe rcentage s)
2000-01 JPS,
2000-01 JPS,
2007 SCS
Synagogue
Total
Me mbe rs
684
4,125
1,740
Total
89.0
69.0
80.4
18-29
85.8
61.3
73.7
30-39
92.1
60.5
72.2
40-49
91.2
65.7
79.0
50 and older
93.9
75.2
85.4
a

For SCS, options were very, somewhat, not very and not sure; for NJPS, options were very,
somewhat, not very or not at all.

Table VII.10 shows the scores of minyan members, synagogue members and all
American Jews on the Israel index described in Chapter IV.160 Eighty-six percent of minyan
members had a strong attachment, 12.5% had a moderate attachment and only 1.3% had a
weak attachment. In contrast, 50.3% of synagogue members had a strong attachment, 33.8%
had a moderate attachment and 15.9% had a weak attachment; and 36.0% of all American
Jews had a strong attachment, 37.2% had a moderate attachment and 26.9% had a weak
attachment. All of these figures point to a very strong attachment to Israel among minyan
members.

160

See page 40.
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Table VII.10
Stre ngth of Adult Je wish Population's Israe l Connection by Age: 2007 SCS and
2000-01 JPS (Pe rce ntages)
2007 SCS
682
We ak
Moderate
Strong
Total
1.3
12.5
86.2
18-29
1.8
13.6
84.6
30-39
0.4
11.4
88.2
40-49
1.5
11.8
86.8
50 and older
2.1
10.4
87.5
2000-01 JPS, Total
4,012
We ak
Moderate
Strong
Total
26.9
37.2
36.0
18-29
38.1
29.3
32.5
30-39
34.5
36.5
29.0
40-49
29.9
37.4
32.7
50 and older
20.0
39.8
40.2
2000-01 JPS, Synagogue Me mbers
1,679
We ak
Moderate
Strong
Total
15.9
33.8
50.3
18-29
24.6
31.1
44.3
30-39
24.5
38.0
37.6
40-49
17.2
33.9
48.9
50 and older
10.4
33.7
55.9

Denomination
Both the 1990 and the 2000-01 NJPS asked respondents, “Referring to Jewish
religious denominations, do you consider yourself to be Conservative, Orthodox, Reform,
Reconstructionist, or something else?” Among the core adult Jewish population in 1990, 38%
identified as Reform, 35% as Conservative, 6% as Orthodox and 1% as Reconstructionist.
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Among the remainder, 10% chose non-denominational categories such as “secular” or “just
Jewish” and the rest chose miscellaneous small categories.161 The youngest age group, ages
18 to 24, had higher percentages of respondents who identified as Orthodox and higher
percentages who chose non-denominational categories, indicating a move away from
denominational affiliation among the young.162 The same trend was evident in the 2000-01
NJPS, when more respondents ages 18 to 29 identified as Orthodox, just Jewish and secular
than did respondents over age 30, while fewer identified as Reform or Conservative.163 In
general, denominational affiliation is an indication of stronger Jewish connection. In the 1990
NJPS, 91% of Jews by religion reported a denominational affiliation compared to only 25%
of secular Jews, who did not report their current religion as Jewish nor did they identify
themselves with any other religious group.164 The 1991 New York Jewish Population Study
showed that current denominational affiliation leads to stronger adult Jewish identities.165
What is the denominational affiliation of minyan members, who demonstrate unusually
strong Jewish identities?
Table VII.11 shows the current denominational affiliation of minyan members,
synagogue members and all American Jews by age. Among minyan members, 2.6% identify
as Reform, 36.5% as Conservative, 14.6% as Orthodox and 46.3% as other, which included
mostly non-denominational (30.7%) and “Just Jewish” (10.5%). These numbers attest to a
relatively large rejection of denominational affiliation, especially Reform affiliation. Among
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synagogue members, many more identify with one of the three major denominations: 34.9%
identify as Reform, 33.8% as Conservative, 18.5% as Orthodox and 12.8% as other. Among
all American Jews, 33.9% identify as Reform, 25.5% as Conservative, 10.0% as Orthodox
and 30.6% as other. In all three categories, there is a greater tendency for younger age groups
to identify as other, but this tendency is most pronounced among minyan members. Over half
of minyan members ages 18 to 29 do not identify with one of the large movements of
Judaism.
Table VII.11
Curre nt Denomination by Age : 2007 SCS and 2000-01 JPS (Percentage s)
2007 SCS
663
Re form
Conse rvative
Orthodox
Other
Total
2.6
36.5
14.6
46.3
18-29
2.4
38.5
7.6
51.4
30-39
2.7
37.6
14.0
45.7
40-49
0.0
30.9
35.3
33.8
50 and older
6.4
25.5
36.2
31.9
2000-01 JPS, Total
4,147
Re form
Conse rvative
Orthodox
Other
Total
33.9
25.5
10.0
30.6
18-29
31.2
18.4
16.2
34.3
30-39
35.5
22.4
8.2
33.9
40-49
34.2
26.0
11.2
28.7
50 and older
34.3
28.6
8.0
29.1
2000-01 JPS, Synagogue Membe rs
1,745
Re form
Conse rvative
Orthodox
Other
Total
34.9
33.8
18.5
12.8
18-29
34.1
21.0
30.1
14.8
30-39
33.0
32.0
18.4
16.6
40-49
33.5
34.1
19.3
13.2
50 and older
36.2
38.8
14.1
10.9
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Table VII.12 shows the current denominational affiliation of minyan members versus
the denomination in which they were raised. The “other” category retained the greatest
percentage of its members. Of the three major movements, the Conservative movement
retained the greatest percentage, slightly more than half, while Orthodoxy retained 37.6%
and Reform only 10.2%. The “other” category also gained the most adherents: 51.3% of
those raised Reform, 38.9% of those raised Conservative and 49.6% of those raised

Denomination Raised

Orthodox.
Table VII.12
De nomination Raise d by Curre nt Denomination: 2007 SCS (Percentage s)
666
Current De nomination
Conse rvati
Reform
Orthodox
Othe r
Total
ve
Re form
10.2
30.8
7.7
51.3
100.0
Conse rvati
0.3
51.6
9.2
38.9
100.0
ve
Orthodox
0.0
12.8
37.6
49.6
100.0
3.9
27.5
8.8
59.8
100.0
Othe r

In the 2000-01 NJPS, lack of identification with one of the three major denominations
is generally an indication of weaker Jewish identification. However, this is not the case with
the minyan population. Table VII.13 shows the percentages of minyan members, synagogue
members and all American Jews identified as Reform, Conservative, Orthodox or other who
evince the nine Jewish attitudes and behaviors described above. The differences between
those who identify as Reform, Conservative or Orthodox and those in the other category are
very small among minyan members. Therefore, applying multivariate analyses in the next
two chapters, I will examine the impact of various background factors on the likelihood of
having any denominational affiliation, including the affiliation with Reconstructionism and
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Jewish Renewal. Table VII.14 shows the percentages of minyan members, synagogue
members and all American Jews with any denominational affiliation.
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Table VII.13
Adult Je wish Population by Denomination and Othe r Current Je wish Be haviors
and Attitudes: 2007 SCS and 2000-01 JPS (Pe rce ntages)
2007 SCS
654
Conservative Orthodox
Re form
Other
Being Jewish Is Important
100.0
100.0
100.0
98.7
Strong Sense of Belonging to the
94.1
97.9
99.0
95.8
Jewish People
Service Attendance
94.1
93.0
95.8
91.0
Jewish Volunteer Work
64.7
52.5
53.7
52.9
UJA-Federation Campaign
35.3
44.9
52.1
32.8
Informal Jewish Social Networks
70.6
74.5
84.5
76.1
Read a Jewish Book
88.2
84.0
89.6
84.0
Been to Israel
88.2
95.5
97.9
95.5
Emotionally Attached to Israel
94.1
93.0
91.8
84.8
2000-01 JPS, Total
3,989
Conservative Orthodox
Re form
Other
Being Jewish Is Important
88.0
95.9
97.9
72.8
Strong Sense of Belonging to the
87.7
95.6
98.1
75.5
Jewish People
Service Attendance
21.7
35.9
72.2
12.5
Jewish Volunteer Work
24.3
33.6
48.8
11.3
UJA-Federation Campaign
32.9
47.8
30.0
15.7
Informal Jewish Social Networks
34.1
45.9
78.4
26.7
Read a Jewish Book
52.6
63.5
82.2
43.2
Been to Israel
34.1
53.1
73.4
28.0
Emotionally Attached to Israel
64.0
79.8
92.2
57.9
2000-01 JPS, Synagogue Members
1,671
Conservative Orthodox
Re form
Other
Being Jewish Is Important
93.0
98.7
99.5
88.0
Strong Sense of Belonging to the
94.0
98.0
98.9
85.5
Jewish People
Service Attendance
40.3
53.1
79.6
45.3
Jewish Volunteer Work
40.6
46.5
56.0
35.1
UJA-Federation Campaign
47.1
58.8
32.6
38.0
Informal Jewish Social Networks
44.4
54.6
84.2
39.3
Read a Jewish Book
62.2
72.3
86.6
58.6
Been to Israel
40.5
61.9
78.8
41.5
Emotionally Attached to Israel
71.1
84.8
94.1
74.6
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Table VII.14
Pe rce nt with Denomination Affiliation by Age: 2007 SCS and 2000-01 JPS
2000-01 JPS,
2000-01 JPS,
2007 SCS
Synagogue
Total
Me mbe rs
663
4,147
1,745
Total
56.0
71.9
89.9
18-29
50.5
67.4
86.8
30-39
55.2
70.0
86.3
40-49
72.1
73.9
90.7
50 and older
74.5
73.1
91.6

Summary
In nine measures examined in this chapter—those involving attitudes toward Jewish
and Jewishness, Jewish activities and connection to Israel—minyan members display
stronger levels of Jewish identity and identification than synagogue members and all
American Jews in all age groups. This finding is particularly remarkable given the youth of
minyan members. The only measure in which minyan members defied traditional
expectations of strong Jewish identity was denomination: fewer minyan members identify
with the three major American Jewish denominations than do synagogue members or nonmembers. Yet, consistent with trends among Generation X and Millennial Americans of
other faiths, lack of denominational affiliation seems to indicate an aversion to institutional
religion, rather than to religion itself. What is this population, which evinces such strong
Jewish attitudes and behaviors, seeking in minyanim? Furthermore, to what extent does
participation in minyanim affect current Jewish attitudes and behaviors? These questions will
be explored in depth in the next chapter.

VIII. DETERMIATS OF IDEPEDET MIYA MEMBERSHIP
Sociodemographic and Jewish Background Characteristics
The previous chapters have established that the minyan population is exceptional in
many ways. Its youth and strong Jewish background set it apart from the American Jewish
population as a whole, as well as from “regular” synagogue members. What are the variables
that cause someone to join a minyan? On the assumption that an individual’s Jewish
background and sociodemographic profile affect his or her current Jewish behavior, I
performed several multinomial logistic regressions on a combined 2007 SCS-2000-01 NJPS
dataset to determine the extent to which various Jewish background and sociodemographic
characteristics affect the likelihood of being a minyan member, a synagogue member or
neither one (hereafter, “non-member”). The relationships between the independent variables
and minyan or synagogue membership are presented as odds ratios (exp[b]), which express
the relative odds of the event occurring. A “Pesudo R2” (Nagelkerke R2) provides a measure
of the explanatory power of the model.
Table VIII.1 shows the results of the first regression analysis, which included Jewish
background variables as independent variables. Having two parents who were raised Jewish
rather than one parent who was raised Jewish and being raised Reform, Conservative or
Orthodox rather than “other” did not have a statistically significant effect on the likelihood of
being a minyan member relative to being a non-member. All of the other Jewish background
variables did have a statistically significant, positive effect. Particularly important was
having neither parent raised Jewish rather than one parent who was raised Jewish—in other
words, being a convert to Judaism—which made one significantly more likely to be a minyan
87
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member. Other factors that made one significantly more likely to be a minyan member were
membership in a Jewish college organization and attending a Jewish day school before age
14.
It is reasonable to assume that these Jewish background factors simply make an
individual more likely to join any spiritual community. However, the results shown in
Column B of Table VIII.1 show that many of the Jewish background variables also had a
statistically significant impact on an individual’s likelihood of belonging to a minyan rather
than a traditional synagogue. Having neither parent raised Jewish rather than one parent who
was raised Jewish—again, being a convert—as well as membership in a Jewish college
organization and attending a Jewish day school before age 14 made one significantly more
likely to join a minyan. Attending a Jewish sleep-away camp, being a member of a Jewish
youth group and having a part-time Jewish education before age 14, rather than no Jewish
education, also made an individual more likely to join a minyan rather than a synagogue. On
the other hand, those who have two parents who were raised Jewish, or who were themselves
raised Orthodox or Conservative rather than “other,” are less likely to join a minyan than a
traditional synagogue. This model accounted for 39.3% of change in the dependent variable.
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Table VIII.1
Multinomial Logistic Re gre ssion: The Influe nce of Je wish Background
Characte ristics on Indepe nde nt Minyan Membe rshipa
A
B
Indepe ndent
Inde pe nde nt
Inde pendent Variables
Minyan Me mbe r
Minyan Membe r
Ve rsus onVe rsus Synagogue
Member
Me mbe r
4144
Both Parents Raised Jewish
Neither Parent Raised Jewish
Raised Orthodox
Raised Conservative
Rasied Reform
Jewish Day School Before Age 14
Part-Time Jewish Education Before Age 14
Jewish Day School After 8th Grade
Jewish Sleep-Away Camp
Jewish Youth Group
Jewish College Organization
2

Pse udo R (age lke rke )
*P<0.05; **P<0.01; ***P<0.001

b

0.735 (0.207)
0.609 (0.21)*
23.172 (0.448)***
9.479 (0.45)***
0.666 (0.226)
0.225 (0.219)***
1.391 (0.183)
0.635 (0.182)*
0.821 (0.197)
0.685 (0.2)
10.695 (0.3)***
7.26 (0.293)***
2.561 (0.242)***
1.638 (0.245)*
3.454 (0.249)***
0.967 (0.205)
1.992 (0.125)***
1.733 (0.12)***
3.749 (0.127)***
2.576 (0.119)***
11.437 (0.128)***
7.958 (0.12)***
0.393

a

Numbers in parenthesis are standard errors.

These two regression analyses reveal that Jewish background plays a large role in an
individual’s decision to join a minyan. It is logical that having a strong Jewish education,
both formal and informal, makes one more likely to affiliate with a minyan than to remain
unaffiliated. Insofar as a strong Jewish education also makes one more likely to affiliate with
a minyan rather than a synagogue, this may be due to the fact that more Jewishly educated
individuals are attracted to the high “quality” of worship services at minyanim. In addition,
many of these individuals, particularly those who were members of Jewish college
organizations, will have acquired the skills necessary to participate actively in a lay-led
worship service.
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The negative impact of being raised in one of the three major denominations instead
of in the “other” category on minyan membership also makes a degree of sense. Those raised
without a particular commitment to a Jewish denomination are more easily attracted to a
spiritual community that exists outside of any denomination. However, the fact that
respondents neither of whose parents was raised Jewish are significantly more likely than
respondents one of whose parents was raised Jewish to be minyan members than synagogue
members or non-members is puzzling. It is possible that small number of cases is skewing
the results. However, it is also possible that converts are attracted to minyanim. Could it be
because they are less committed than born Jews to the existing structure of the Jewish
community, including denominations and established synagogues? Do they feel more
welcome in the “big tent” atmosphere of minyanim? This point merits further exploration.
Table VIII.2 shows the results of a multinomial logistic regression introducing both
Jewish background and sociodemographic variables. All of the Jewish background variables
that had a statistically significant, positive effect on the dependent variable in the previous
regression retained their effect in this regression. In addition, being raised Reform rather than
“other” had a significant, negative impact on the likelihood of being a minyan member rather
than a non-member. Among the sociodemographic variables, all of those that had a
statistically significant relationship to the dependent variable also had a positive impact on
the likelihood of being a minyan member rather than a non-member, except for living in the
Midwest rather than the West, which had negative impact. The most important
sociodemographic predictors were being in the youngest age group (ages 18 to 29), which
made one 11 times more likely to affiliate with a minyan, and being between the ages of 30
and 39, which made one seven times more likely to affiliate with a minyan, as compared to
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the elderly (ages 50 and older). Being single or married rather than widowed or divorced also
made one two and three times more likely, respectively, to affiliate with a minyan.
As for an individual’s likelihood of affiliating with a minyan rather than a synagogue,
being raised in any of the three major denominations rather than in the “other” category had a
negative, statistically significant impact. The same is true of living in the Northeast or
Midwest rather than the West. All other variables that had a statistically significant
relationship to the dependent variable had a positive impact on an individual’s likelihood of
affiliating with a minyan. Here, too, age and marital status were the most important
determinants among the sociodemographic variables. Being single rather than divorced or
widowed increased the likelihood of being a minyan member by three, and being and married
by two. As for age, being between the ages of 18 and 29 rather than age 50 or older made one
eight times more likely to be a minyan member and being between the ages of 30 and 39
rather than age 50 or older made one nine times more likely to be a minyan member. Figure
VIII.1 reiterates the importance of age as a determining factor in minyan membership. This
model accounted for 48.2% of the change in the dependent variable. The nearly ten point
increase in the Pesudo R2 value between the first and second regression model indicates that,
while Jewish background characteristics explain much of the impetus to join minyanim,
sociodemographic variables such as age also play a role in determining minyan membership.
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Table VIII.2
Multinomial Logistic Re gression: The Influe nce of Je wish Background and
Sociodemographic Characte ristics on Independent Minyan Me mbe rshipa
A
B
Indepe ndent
Inde pe nde nt
Inde pendent Variables
Minyan Me mbe r
Minyan Membe r
Ve rsus onVe rsus Synagogue
Member
Me mbe r
4120
Both Parents Raised Jewish
Neither Parent Raised Jewish
Raised Orthodox
Raised Conservative
Rasied Reform
Jewish Day School Before Age 14
Part-Time Jewish Education Before Age 14
Jewish Day School After 8th Grade
Jewish Sleep-Away Camp
Jewish Youth Group
Jewish College Organization
Age 18-29
Age 30-39
Age 40-49
Female
Single
Married
Full-Time Student
Born in the United States
Northeast
Midwest
South
Pse udo R2 (age lke rke )
*P<0.05; **P<0.01; ***P<0.001
a

Numbers in parenthesis are standard errors.

b

1.348 (0.223)
1.167 (0.226)
37.667 (0.508)***
14.159 (0.507)***
0.968 (0.258)
0.305 (0.251)***
1.295 (0.207)
0.581 (0.208)**
0.618 (0.22)*
0.491 (0.224)**
5.048 (0.33)***
3.37 (0.323)***
2.694 (0.265)***
1.649 (0.269)
3.044 (0.271)***
0.979 (0.23)
1.787 (0.138)***
1.538 (0.133)**
2.711 (0.141)***
1.88 (0.133)***
13.463 (0.141)***
9.513 (0.135)***
11.152 (0.233)***
7.647 (0.22)***
7.441 (0.212)***
8.858 (0.207)***
2.998 (0.236)***
2.579 (0.229)***
1.713 (0.13)***
1.604 (0.125)***
2.486 (0.336)**
3.302 (0.333)***
3.336 (0.315)***
2.033 (0.314)*
2.625 (0.221)***
1.627 (0.198)*
1.234 (0.218)
1.456 (0.209)
1.068 (0.163)
0.726 (0.16)*
0.153 (0.377)***
0.082 (0.372)***
0.925 (0.197)
0.795 (0.195)
0.482

93

Odds Ratios

Figure VIII.1:
The Effect of Age on Minyan Membership
(Versus on-Membership or Synagogue
Membership): Odds Ratios
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Motivations for Minyan Membership
Another way to approach the question of what motivates people to join minyanim is
to examine what they say about their own motivations. The 2007 SCS contained three
questions about motivation for attending minyanim. One of these asked respondents to
choose the two aspects of their community that they most value from a list of ten. These ten
related to the communities’ tangible characteristics, such as style of worship and
programming. As table VIII.3 shows, three of the ten aspects were clear winners: “Sense of
community,” chosen by 62.6% of respondents; “Music/melodies in worship,” chosen by
54.4%; and “Length/order/format of worship,” chosen by 53.3%.
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Table VIII.3
a

Aspe cts of Indepe nde nt Minyanim Most Valued by Me mbers: 2007 SCS
676
Length/order/format of worship
53.3
Sermons and/or divrei Torah
7.7
Music/melodies in worship
54.4
Lectures and other teaching programs
2.8
Programs for children or youth
1.5
School or pre-school (if applicable)
0.1
Text study
6.8
Social justice emphasis
6.2
Practical care for one another in times of need
2.8
Sense of community
62.6
a

Respondents were asked to choose two.

A second question asked respondents to choose the one feature of their community
that they personally most value from a list of ten. These ten features related to the minyan’s
more intangible characteristics, such as “commitment” and “openness.” Unlike in the
previous question, there was no clear consensus among respondents (Table VIII.4): 23%
chose “its independence,” 14.2% chose “none of the above” and 13.9% chose “openness to
active participation by women.”
Table VIII.4
a

Features of Indepe nde nt Minyanim Most Valued by Me mbe rs: 2007 SCS
(Pe rce ntage s)
678
Commitment to empowering community members
12.1
Social activities or meeting new people
9.4
Reaching those who do not attend synagogue
1.6
Openness to social diversity
5.8
Openness to interfaith couples/families
0.4
Openness to innovation
7.7
Openness to religious exploration
11.9
Its independence
23.0
Openness to active participation by women
13.9
None of the above
14.2
a

Respondents were asked to choose one.
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The third question about motivation in the 2007 SCS asked respondents to state the
extent to which 11 potential motivations were reasons that they attended their minyan. The
answers to this question, displayed in Table VIII.5, are consistent with the other questions on
this subject. Just as a majority of respondents chose “Length/order/format of worship” and
“Music/melodies in worship” as the most valued aspects of their minyan, 73.5% of
respondents say that participating in meaningful prayer is “to a great extent” a reason why
they attend their minyan. Similarly, just as almost two-thirds of respondents chose “Sense of
community” as a most valued aspect of their minyan, 65.6% say that being involved in a
community is to a great extent a reason why they attend their minyan. In addition, 51.6%
cited seeing friends and 49.4% cited being in a community with people their own age as
reasons why they attend. Overall, data from the 2007 SCS indicate that style of worship and
sense of community are the most important motivating factors behind minyan attendance.
Table VIII.5
a

Reasons Why Me mbe rs Attend Inde pe nde nt Minyanim : 2007 SCS
Re ason
Pe rce ntage
My spouse / partner / significant other attends
16.3
My parent / child / other close relative attends
4.6
I can see my friends there
51.6
I want to engage in social justice through this community
9.8
I want to meet a romantic partner
10.0
I want to be involved with a community
65.6
I want to study Jewish texts with this community
19.4
I want to make new friends (non-romantic)
29.9
I want to participate in meaningful prayer
73.5
I like to be in community with people my own age
49.4
I want the community to provide a Jewish experience for
12.0
my children
a

Percent responding "to a great extent."

649
614
690
642
649
692
660
683
697
674
625
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Qualitative Insights
The quantitative data on motivation collected in the 2007 SCS are supported by the
qualitative materials collected in connection with the first Independent Minyan Conference.
Leaders of the eleven minyanim who completed the conference questionnaires are
remarkably consistent in describing their reasons for founding their minyan and the type of
spiritual community that they want to create. First, they want a Jewishly knowledgeable
community that respects tradition and halakhah. The founders of PicoEgal in Los Angeles,
for example, state that they were motivated by the fact that many synagogues and minyanim
in their area “don’t have either quality davening or quality leyning.”166 The words “quality,”
“serious,” “traditional” and “halakhah” appear again and again throughout the questionnaires.
In a few instances, the minyanim describe themselves or their members in reference to the
Orthodox or Conservative movements, both of which consider themselves halakhic, but the
more liberal Reform, Reconstructionist and Jewish Renewal movements are not mentioned.
The minutes from one of the conference’s Brainstorming Workshops, which participants
chose to devote to “Quality Control vs. Inclusivity,” reveal the extent to which minyanim are
concerned with the precision and style of their service leaders. Conference participants
expressed their concern that “marginal” service leaders decrease the enthusiasm of the
congregation, and they discussed strategies for communicating their standards, giving
constructive feedback and prohibiting inappropriate leaders. “Quality is what sets us apart
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from other minyanim/shuls167 in the area,” say the session minutes. “If we don’t have quality,
what do we have?”
Ethan Tucker, one of the founders of Kehilat Hadar in New York City, sheds some
light on this attitude. He believes that young Jews “choose Judaism” solely on the basis of its
intellectual, spiritual and emotional merits, and that the key attraction of the minyanim is
their careful attention to quality.168 As demonstrated in the Reboot study, young Jews are
highly self-confident. They feel no compunction to join any Jewish activity that does not
speak to them as meaningful and authentic, and if they cannot locate a spiritual community
that meets their standards, they often choose to forgo communal prayer entirely. Says
Yehuda Kurtzer, a founder of the Washington Square Minyan in Brookline, Massachusetts,
“In the community in which we are living, there are a lot of folks who grew up going to shul
and identify as shul-goers but who weren’t actually going to shul as adults and weren’t that
involved. We created our minyan to answer that need.”169 Kaunfer, another founder of
Kehilat Hadar, puts it another way: “It’s not like we took people from a Conservative
synagogue and drew them to Hadar. We took them out of their bedrooms and drew them to
Hadar.”170 The 2007 SCS supports these assertions: when asked if they were regularly
participating in a conventional congregation before they started coming to their minyan,
slightly more than half of the respondents said “no” or “not sure.” The high standards of their
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constituency lead minyan leaders to devote significant attention to creating worship services
that reflect a strong commitment to and knowledge of Jewish tradition.
At the same that minyanim strive to remain firmly within the Jewish tradition, they
also endeavor to maximize women’s participation in public prayer. With the exception of the
Mission Minyan in San Francisco, all of the minyanim that participated in the Independent
Minyan Conference mentioned women’s issues when listing the reasons behind their
founding. Seven minyanim emphasized that they combine full gender egalitarianism with a
commitment to halakhah. Three of the other minyanim—Darkhei Noam in New York City,
Minyan Tehillah in Cambridge, Massachusetts and Minyan Urim in New Haven,
Connecticut—belong to a group of minyanim that the Jewish Orthodox Feminist Alliance has
dubbed “partnership minyanim.”171 These minyanim take the position that fully egalitarian
prayer is outside the boundaries of halakhah, but they allow women to participate in public
ritual to a much greater extent than is common in the Orthodox world. For example, women
may lead certain sections of the prayers and participate fully in the Torah service. The
founders of Minyan Urim stated that they “believe in the ‘cause’ of minyanim of this kind,”
and all three minyanim cite their halakhic practices as a distinctive feature. The inclusion of
women is a high priority for minyanim.
Minyanim are also trying to create a particular prayer aesthetic. Several of the
minyanim cited lay service leaders as an important element of this aesthetic; they do not feel
the need for a cantor or other professional service leader. The other characteristics of the
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aesthetic are more difficult to pinpoint. The words “energy” and “inspire” appear numerous
times in the conference questionnaires. Kehilat Hadar mentioned the importance of singing
during prayer, and leaders of Minyan Tehillah in Cambridge, Massachusetts, Minyan
Shachar in Riverdale, New York and the 10 and 10 Minyan in Los Angeles have all stated in
interviews their services emulate the musical style of Kehilat Shira Hadasha in Jerusalem.172
In addition to music, Kehilat Hadar, the Cambridge Minyan in Cambridge, Massachusetts
and the Washington Square Minyan all stated in the conference questionnaires that they were
reluctant to announce page numbers during services for fear of disrupting the natural rhythm
of the prayers, and the latter two minyanim also mentioned their dislike of lengthy
announcements following services. Kaunfer attempted to isolate several of the principle
elements of “spirited and inspiring prayer:” traditional liturgy with varying and innovative
melodies, a leader who stands in the middle of the congregation, a room that holds only the
number of people who come and “a willingness to experience prayer as joyful and also as
reverent.”173 While the notion of “inspiring” prayer is difficult to define, the minyanim
generally seem to want high-energy, participatory services, without interruptions for
administrative matters.
Finally, founders of minyanim want to create warm, friendly, inclusive communities.
The Cambridge Minyan and the DC Minyan in Washington, D.C. both mention this goal in
the first sentence of their response to the question “What were the main reasons for founding
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the minyan?” and several other minyanim mention it elsewhere in their responses. Terms like
“warm energy” and “accessible” litter the surveys, and many of the minyanim mention
community meals, kiddush or home hospitality as signature features. Altshul Brooklyn Egal
in Brooklyn and the Cambridge Minyan emphasize that they meet in members’ homes, and
PicoEgal mentions its “homey atmosphere.” Landres notes that hospitality is a major
characteristic of all Jewish Emergent communities,174 and hospitality was the topic of one
session at the Independent Minyan Conference’s Brainstorming Sessions. The conference
questionnaires also reveal that minyanim are decidedly conscious of the need to make their
services accessible to participants with limited Jewish background. Kehilat Hadar, the
Mission Minyan and the Washington Square Minyan cite learners’ tools when asked about
“signature” approaches or innovations. Despite their emphasis on quality prayer, minyanim
are not trying to create narrow, exclusive communities. They welcome new members and try
to cultivate a warm, inclusive atmosphere.
An important aspect of this inclusivity is an attempt to attract Jews of more than one
denomination. For example, several major denominations are represented among the
members and leaders the Mission Minyan, which has no normative level of religious
engagement, even among its leadership. The Washington Square Minyan mentions
dissatisfaction with existing Orthodox, Conservative and egalitarian options, indicating that
its members might come from all three types of synagogues, and the DC Minyan specifically
tries to appeal to Jews from both Conservative and Orthodox backgrounds. Even among the
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partnership minyanim, which have their roots in the Orthodox world, only Minyan Tehillah
mentions the word “Orthodox” in response to the four survey questions examined here. Beth
Tritter of the DC Minyan put it this way:
We don’t really feel that we need to be beholden to a movement to tell us how to
conduct our services, what kind of scholarship we should be following or what sorts
of discussions we should be having. We feel empowered to look at the options that
are out there, to set our own boundaries, and to consult the people we want to consult
to help us set those parameters.175
Given this aversion to denominational affiliation, was Wertheimer correct in stating that
members of many minyanim see ideology as irrelevant?
In fact, founding members of the minyanim admit as much. Tucker says that
minyanim have made a conscious decision to forgo ideological discussions, building
community based on shared practices rather than shared principles.176 Kol Zimrah in New
York City assiduously avoids language that represents a particular ideology.177 Instead, the
minyan’s leaders formulate a set of policies and welcome all people who are comfortable
praying according to those policies, regardless of ideology. When asked in the Independent
Minyan Conference questionnaire about its policy regarding who counts in a minyan, the
Mission Minyan said that its decision to wait for ten men and ten women does not reflect a
halakhic position, but is instead a compromise that allows people of many different
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ideologies to pray together. In discussing the DC Minyan, Tritter uses the image of a “big
tent within the parameters of halakhah,” wherein many people can pray comfortably.178 This
“big tent” analogy encompasses two of four major motivating factors behind minyanim: the
desire for an open, welcoming atmosphere and the desire to maximize women’s participation
the prayer service. The other two factors are Jewish authenticity and a high-energy,
participatory prayer aesthetic.
Summary
This chapter has examined three sources of information on the motivations of minyan
members. First, a regression analysis of data from the 2007 SCS and 2000-01 NJPS indicates
that the factors with the greatest power to predict whether an individual would be a minyan
member were (1) having no parents raised Jewish rather than one, (2) membership in a
Jewish college organization, (3) being ages 18 to 29 or 30 to 39 rather than over 50 and (4)
attending a Jewish day school before age 14. Second, other statistical indicators from the
2007 SCS, namely the questions that asked respondents directly about their motivations for
joining minyanim, indicate that the two most important factors are style of worship,
particularly music in worship, and feeling of community.
Third, qualitative data collected in the Independent Minyan Conference
questionnaires and elsewhere support the quantitative findings. Prayer aesthetic, community,
women’s participation and serious engagement with Jewish tradition were the critical
motivating factors. These four factors make sense when viewed in light of the results of the
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regression analysis. For example, having a high level of Jewish educational experience, both
formal and informal, provides individuals with both the desire and the necessary skills to
create Jewishly authentic, highly participatory prayer services. In addition, young people are
less established and probably in need of a warm, welcoming community; the same could be
said of converts. Though its predictive power was not as strong as other variables, being
female made one 60.4% more likely to be a minyan member than a synagogue member and
71.3% more likely to be a minyan member than neither a synagogue member nor minyan
member, which fits with the emphasis on women’s roles in minyanim. Taken together, the
quantitative and qualitative analyses paint a coherent picture of the major foundation of
minyan membership.

IX. DETERMIATS OF JEWISH IDETIFICATIO
The descriptive analysis in Chapter VII established the strong Jewish attitudes and
behaviors among minyan members. To what extent are these Jewish attitudes and behaviors
determined by membership in a minyan? How is the effect of minyan membership different
than the effect of synagogue membership or non-membership? Furthermore, to what extent
to sociodemographic and Jewish background factors play a role in determining current
Jewish attitudes and behaviors? To answer these questions, I performed a binary logistic
regression analysis for the determinants of the ten variables described in Chapter VII:
importance ascribed to being Jewish, sense of belonging to the Jewish people, attendance at
worship services, Jewish volunteer work, financial contribution to a UJA-Federation
campaign, informal Jewish social networks, reading a Jewish book in the past year, travel to
Israel, emotional attachment to Israel and affiliation with an organized Jewish denomination.
As with the multinomial regression analysis, the relationships between the independent and
dependent variables are expressed as odds ratios (exp[b]), which express the relative odds of
the event occurring, and the “Pseudo R2” (Nagelkerke R2) provides a measure of the
explanatory power of the model.
Tables IX.1a-e present the results of the binary logistic regression analysis. For each
Jewish identification variable, Model 1 includes the Jewish background variables; Model 2
incorporates the sociodemographic characteristics; and Model 3, the full model, incorporates
minyan or synagogue membership.
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Attitude toward Judaism and the Jewish People
Table IX.1a shows the three regression models for two dependent variables: saying
that being Jewish is important and having a strong sense of belonging to the Jewish people.
In Model 1, almost all of the Jewish background variables had a positive, statistically
significant effect on the importance of being Jewish: having both parents or neither parent
raised Jewish, being raised Orthodox, Conservative or Reform, attending Jewish day school
before age 14, attending Jewish sleep-away camp, attending Jewish youth group and
participating in a Jewish college organization. In Model 2, being ages 30-39, being female,
being married and being a full-time student had a positive, significant impact on the
likelihood of saying that being Jewish is important, while being born in the United States had
a negative, significant impact. The Jewish background variables retained their significant
effect. In Model 3, both minyan membership and synagogue membership had a significant,
positive impact on the likelihood of saying that being Jewish is important. Minyan members
were 80.4% more likely than non-members to say that being Jewish is very or fairly
important in their lives, and synagogue members were over three and a half times more likely
to make that statement. Except for being a full-time student and being born in the United
States, the Jewish background and sociodemographic variables retained their significant
effects. Model 1 accounted for 16.0% of the change in the dependent variable, Model 2
accounted for 19.5% of the change and Model 3 accounted for 23.8% of the change.
Looking at likelihood of having a strong sense of belonging to the Jewish people, in
Model 1, almost all of the Jewish background variables had a positive, statistically significant
effect: having both parents or neither parent raised Jewish, being raised Orthodox or
Conservative, attending Jewish day school before age 14, having a part-time Jewish
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education before age 14, attending Jewish day school after 8th grade, attending Jewish sleepaway camp, attending Jewish youth group and participating in a Jewish college organization.
In Model 2, being female, being married and being a full-time student also had a positive,
significant impact, while being between the ages of 18 and 29 had a negative, significant
impact. The Jewish background variables retained their significant effect. In Model 3,
synagogue membership had a significant effect on the dependent variable: synagogue
members were more than three times more likely as non-members to feel a strong sense of
belonging to the Jewish people. The Jewish background and sociodemographic variables
retained their significant effects, except for having a part-time Jewish education before age
14. Model 1 accounted for 16.0% of the change in the dependent variable, Model 2
accounted for 17.8% of the change and Model 3 accounted for 21.4% of the change.
Jewish Activities
The first set of models in Table IX.b show the effect of Jewish background,
sociodemographic characteristics and minyan and synagogue membership on religious
service attendance. In Model 1, having neither parent raised Jewish, being raised Orthodox,
attending Jewish day school before age 14, having a part-time Jewish education before age
14, attending Jewish day school after 8th grade, attending Jewish sleep-away camp,
participating in Jewish youth group and being active in a Jewish college organization had a
positive, significant impact on service attendance, while being raised Reform had a negative
impact. In Model 2, being ages 18 to 29, 30 to 39 or 40 to 49, being married and being a fulltime student had a positive, significant effect, while being born in the United States had a
negative, significant effect. The Jewish background variables retained their effects in Model
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2. In Model 3, both minyan and synagogue membership had a large, positive, significant
effect on service attendance. Being ages 40 to 49, a full-time student and born in the United
States remained significant; other sociodemographic variables did not. Having both parents
raised Jewish had a positive, significant effect, and the other Jewish background variables
retained their effect. Model 1 accounted for 27.2% of the change in the dependent variable,
Model 2 accounted for 29.2% of the change and Model 3 accounted for 54.3% of the change.
The second set of models in Table IX.b show the effect of Jewish background,
sociodemographic characteristics and minyan and synagogue membership on the likelihood
of engaging in Jewish volunteer work. In Model 1, having neither parent raised Jewish, being
raised Orthodox or Conservative, having a part-time Jewish education before age 14,
attending Jewish day school after 8th grade, attending Jewish sleep-away camp, participating
in Jewish youth group and being active in a Jewish college organization had a positive,
significant impact on Jewish volunteerism. In Model 2, being ages 40 to 49, being female,
being married and being a full-time student had a positive, significant effect, and the Jewish
background variables retained their effects. In Model 3, both minyan and synagogue
membership had a positive, significant effect on Jewish volunteerism. In this model, among
the sociodemographic variables, being ages 18 to 29 and living in the Northeast had negative,
significant effects and being ages 40 to 49, being female and being born in the United States
had positive, significant effects. Among the Jewish background variables, having neither
parent raised Jewish, attending Jewish day school after 8th grade, attending Jewish sleepaway camp, participating in Jewish youth group and being active in a Jewish college
organization had positive, significant effects. Model 1 accounted for 14.9% of the change in
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the dependent variable, Model 2 accounted for 16.6% of the change and Model 3 accounted
for 30.1% of the change.
The first set of models in Table IX.c show the effect of the various independent
variables on the likelihood of contributing to the previous year’s UJA-Federation campaign.
Model 1 shows that having both parents raised Jewish, neither parent raised Jewish, being
raised Orthodox or Conservative, having a part-time Jewish education before age 14,
attending Jewish sleep-away camp and participating in a Jewish college organization had
positive, significant effects on contributions. In Model 2, being ages 18 to 29, 30 to 39 and
40 to 49 had negative, significant effects while being married, being born in the United States
and living in the Northeast, Midwest or South rather than the West had positive, significant
effects. The Jewish background variables retained their significance from Model 1, and
attending Jewish day school before age 14 and participating in Jewish youth group also
became significant. In Model 3, both minyan and synagogue membership had a positive,
significant impact on UJA-Federation giving. Among sociodemographic variables, being
ages 18 to 29, 30 to 39 and 40 to 49 retained their negative, significant effect, and being
married, being born in the United States and living in the Midwest or South retained their
positive, significant effects. Among Jewish background variables, having both parents raised
Jewish, neither parent raised Jewish, being raised Conservative, attending Jewish sleep-away
camp and participating in a Jewish college organization remained positive, significant
predictors of UJA-Federation giving. Model 1 accounted for 10.8% of the change in the
dependent variable, Model 2 accounted for 19.3% of the change and Model 3 accounted for
26.0% of the change.
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The second set of models in Table XI.1c shows the effect of Jewish background,
sociodemographic characteristics and minyan and synagogue membership on informal
Jewish social networks. Model 1 shows that having both parents raised Jewish, neither parent
raised Jewish, being raised Orthodox, attending Jewish day school after 8th grade, attending
Jewish sleep-away camp, participating in Jewish youth group and participating in a Jewish
college organization have a positive, significant impact on the strength of Jewish social
networks; being raised Reform and having a part-time Jewish education before age 14 have a
negative, significant impact. Model 2 shows that being ages 30 to 39 or 40 to 49, being single
and being born in the United States have negative, significant impacts on Jewish social
networks, while being female, being married, being a full-time student and living in the
Northeast or South have positive, significant impacts. In this model, most of the Jewish
background variables retained their significance, except for being raised Reform. Model 3
shows that that minyan and synagogue membership also had positive, significant effects on
informal Jewish social networks. Minyan members were 5.6 times more likely and
synagogue members 2.7 times more likely than non-members to say that all or most of their
close friends are Jewish. The sociodemographic and Jewish background variables that were
significant in Model 2 were also significant in Model 3, except for participating in a Jewish
youth group. Model 1 accounted for 21.4% of the change in the dependent variable, Model 2
accounted for 26.2% of the change and Model 3 accounted for 32.3% of the change.
The first set of models in Table XI.1d shows the impact of the independent variables
on the likelihood of reading a Jewish book in the past year. In Model 1, having neither parent
raised Jewish, being raised Orthodox, attending Jewish day school after 8th grade, attending
Jewish sleep-away camp, participating in Jewish youth group and participating in a Jewish
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college organization had positive, significant effects, while being raised Reform had a
negative, significant effect. In Model 2, being ages 40 to 49, being female, being married and
being a full-time student had positive, significant effects, while being born in the United
States had a negative, significant effect. In addition, in this model, having neither parent
raised Jewish, being raised Orthodox, having a part-time Jewish education before age 14,
attending Jewish day school after 8th grade, attending Jewish sleep-away camp, participating
in Jewish youth group and participating in a Jewish college organization had positive,
significant effects. In Model 3, both minyan and synagogue members were about two and
one-half times more likely than non-members to have read a Jewish book in the past year,
and the effect was significant. In this model, being ages 40 to 49, being female and being
married had positive, significant effects, while being born in the United States had a
negative, significant effect. In addition, having neither parent raised Jewish, being raised
Orthodox, attending Jewish sleep-away camp, participating in Jewish youth group and
participating in a Jewish college organization had positive, significant effects. Model 1
accounted for 10.2% of the change in the dependent variable, Model 2 accounted for 13.0%
of the change and Model 3 accounted for 17.4% of the change.
Connection to Israel
The second set of models in Table IX.1d shows the effect of Jewish background,
sociodemographic characteristics and minyan and synagogue membership on the likelihood
of having been to Israel. In Model 1, having both parents raised Jewish or neither parent
raised Jewish, being raised Orthodox or Conservative, attending Jewish day school before
age 14, attending Jewish day school after 8th grade, attending Jewish sleep-away camp,
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participating in Jewish youth group and participating in a Jewish college organization all had
positive, significant impacts on the likelihood of having been to Israel. In Model 2, being
female, being married and being a full-time student had positive, significant effects, while
being ages 40 to 49, being born in the United States and living in the Midwest had negative,
significant effects. All of the Jewish background variables retained their effects. In Model 3,
minyan membership had a large, positive, significant impact on likelihood of having been to
Israel, and synagogue membership also had a positive, significant impact. In this model,
being ages 18 to 29, 30 to 39 and 40 to 49 had a negative, significant impact, while being
female, being married and being a full-time student had positive, significant impacts. In
addition, having both parents raised Jewish or neither parent raised Jewish, being raised
Orthodox or Conservative, attending Jewish day school after 8th grade, attending Jewish
sleep-away camp, participating in Jewish youth group and participating in a Jewish college
organization all had positive, significant impacts. Model 1 accounted for 23.9% of the change
in the dependent variable, Model 2 accounted for 25.4% of the change and Model 3
accounted for 34.9% of the change.
The first set of models in Table IX.1e shows the impact of Jewish background,
sociodemographic characteristics and minyan and synagogue membership on emotional
attachment to Israel. In Model 1, having both parents raised Jewish or neither parent raised
Jewish, being raised Orthodox or Conservative, attending Jewish day school before age 14,
attending Jewish sleep-away camp and participating in a Jewish college organization all had
positive, significant impacts on emotional attachment to Israel. In Model 2, being ages 18 to
29, 30 to 39 and 40 to 49 and being born in the United States had a negative, significant
impact, while being a full-time student had a positive impact. In this model, the Jewish
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background variable retained their significant effects. In Model 3, both minyan and
synagogue members were more than twice as likely as non-members to feel emotionally
attached to Israel, and the effect was significant. In addition, all of the Jewish background
and sociodemographic variables retained their significant effects. Model 1 accounted for
12.9% of the change in the dependent variable, Model 2 accounted for 15.1% of the change
and Model 3 accounted for 17.8% of the change.
Denomination
The final dependent variable examined in the binary logistic regression analysis was
affiliation with any Jewish denomination. Model 1 in the second set of models in Table IX.e
shows that having both parents raised Jewish or neither parent raised Jewish and being raised
Orthodox, Conservative or Reform have a positive, significant impact on denominational
affiliation, while attending Jewish day school before age 14 and participating in Jewish youth
group have a negative, significant effect. In Model 2, being ages 18 to 29 or 30 to 39 have a
negative, significant impact, while being female, being married, being born in the United
States and living in the Midwest have positive, significant effects. In this model, having
neither parent raised Jewish, being raised Orthodox, Conservative or Reform and attending
Jewish day school after 8th grade have a positive, significant impact on denominational
affiliation. In Model 3, minyan membership has a negative, significant effect on
denominational affiliation, while synagogue membership has a positive, significant effect. In
addition, being ages 18 to 29 or 30 to 39 have a negative, significant impact, while being
female and being born in the United States have positive, significant effects. In addition, in
Model 3, having neither parent raised Jewish, being raised Orthodox, Conservative or
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Reform and participating in a Jewish college organization have a positive, significant impact
on denominational affiliation. Model 1 accounted for 26.0% of the change in the dependent
variable, Model 2 accounted for 29.2% of the change and Model 3 accounted for 40.9% of
the change.

a

0.160

Numbers in parenthesis are standard errors.

Pseudo R (agelkerke)
*P<0.05; **P<0.01; ***P<0.001

2

0.195

114

0.238

0.160

0.178

0.214

Importance of Being Jewish and Sense of Belonging to the Jewish People
Being Jewish Is Important
Strong Sense of Belonging to the Jewish People
Independent Variables
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Minyan Membership
1.804 (0.182)**
1.019 (0.165)
Synagogue Membership
3.682 (0.126)***
3.215 (0.124)***
Age 18-29
1.274 (0.169)
1.237 (0.169)
0.7 (0.161)*
0.68 (0.16)*
Age 30-39
1.342 (0.15)*
1.407 (0.152)*
0.835 (0.143)
0.876 (0.145)
Age 40-49
1.189 (0.134)
1.17 (0.137)
1.087 (0.137)
1.05 (0.14)
Female
1.958 (0.094)*** 1.937 (0.095)***
1.383 (0.092)*** 1.335 (0.093)**
Single
0.843 (0.157)
0.883 (0.157)
0.945 (0.159)
0.948 (0.16)
Married
1.697 (0.119)*** 1.583 (0.121)***
1.431 (0.122)**
1.279 (0.125)*
Full-Time Student
1.61 (0.218)*
1.388 (0.221)
1.743 (0.206)**
1.584 (0.206)*
Born in the United States
0.764 (0.129)*
0.83 (0.132)
1.062 (0.122)
1.104 (0.126)
Northeast
0.949 (0.116)
0.885 (0.118)
1.05 (0.115)
1.009 (0.117)
Midwest
0.931 (0.168)
0.839 (0.173)
1.068 (0.17)
0.949 (0.174)
South
0.97 (0.134)
0.962 (0.136)
0.888 (0.131)
0.875 (0.133)
Both Parents Raised Jewish
1.636 (0.11)*** 1.425 (0.121)** 1.483 (0.125)** 1.981 (0.11)*** 1.679 (0.119)*** 1.639 (0.122)***
Neither Parent Raised Jewish
4.463 (0.238)*** 3.98 (0.245)***
3.05 (0.25)*** 2.698 (0.202)*** 2.304 (0.207)*** 1.723 (0.212)*
Raised Orthodox
4.472 (0.196)*** 4.804 (0.2)*** 3.722 (0.203)*** 3.839 (0.193)*** 3.644 (0.196)*** 2.771 (0.199)***
Raised Conservative
2.671 (0.136)*** 2.717 (0.139)*** 2.305 (0.143)*** 2.583 (0.142)*** 2.448 (0.144)*** 2.112 (0.147)***
Rasied Reform
1.417 (0.123)** 1.404 (0.127)**
1.364 (0.13)*
1.139 (0.124)
1.123 (0.127)
1.066 (0.13)
Jewish Day School Before Age 14 3.834 (0.316)*** 3.871 (0.319)*** 3.66 (0.321)*** 2.741 (0.274)*** 2.948 (0.275)*** 2.895 (0.277)***
Part-Time Jewish Education Before
1.065 (0.112)
1.235 (0.119)
1.093 (0.121)
1.25 (0.113)*
1.337 (0.119)*
1.2 (0.122)
Age 14
Jewish Day School After 8th Grade
0.758 (0.293)
0.723 (0.297)
0.609 (0.304)
0.528 (0.263)*
0.552 (0.264)*
0.48 (0.267)**
Jewish Sleep-Away Camp
1.307 (0.116)*
1.33 (0.119)*
1.278 (0.12)*
1.452 (0.12)** 1.504 (0.122)*** 1.482 (0.123)**
Jewish Youth Group
1.792 (0.146)*** 1.687 (0.148)*** 1.536 (0.152)**
1.425 (0.142)*
1.425 (0.145)*
1.425 (0.149)*
Jewish College Organization
2.297 (0.139)*** 2.314 (0.141)*** 2.083 (0.147)*** 2.606 (0.144)*** 2.656 (0.146)*** 2.819 (0.157)***

a

Table IX.1a
Logistic Regression (Odds Ratios) of Jewish Background, Sociodemographic Characteristics and Minyan and Synagogue Membership on the

a

Model 2

1.364 (0.121)**
1.296 (0.108)*
1.638 (0.099)***
1.073 (0.069)
0.896 (0.131)
1.307 (0.101)**
1.888 (0.146)***
0.646 (0.101)***
1.063 (0.09)
0.84 (0.132)
1.034 (0.103)
1.15 (0.116)
4.109 (0.183)***
1.838 (0.122)***
1.076 (0.106)
0.7 (0.115)**
3.073 (0.161)***
1.808 (0.106)***
1.958 (0.153)***
1.381 (0.077)***
1.737 (0.085)***
2.948 (0.077)***
0.292

Model 1

1.14 (0.111)
3.938 (0.178)***
1.62 (0.117)***
1.036 (0.104)
0.694 (0.111)***
3.273 (0.155)***
1.685 (0.102)***
2.237 (0.15)***
1.378 (0.076)***
1.847 (0.081)***
2.816 (0.075)***
0.272

Numbers in parenthesis are standard errors.

Pseudo R (agelkerke)
*P<0.05; **P<0.01; ***P<0.001

2

Independent Variables
Minyan Membership
Synagogue Membership
Age 18-29
Age 30-39
Age 40-49
Female
Single
Married
Full-Time Student
Born in the United States
Northeast
Midwest
South
Both Parents Raised Jewish
Neither Parent Raised Jewish
Raised Orthodox
Raised Conservative
Rasied Reform
Jewish Day School Before Age 14
Part-Time Jewish Education Before
Age 14
Jewish Day School After 8th Grade
Jewish Sleep-Away Camp
Jewish Youth Group
Jewish College Organization

Service Attendance

0.543

1.446 (0.187)*
1.284 (0.092)**
1.228 (0.101)*
1.687 (0.096)***

1.623 (0.126)***

Model 3
66.459 (0.158)***
13.304 (0.105)***
0.875 (0.152)
1.09 (0.132)
1.693 (0.114)***
1.038 (0.081)
0.951 (0.161)
1.182 (0.118)
1.498 (0.184)*
0.742 (0.119)*
0.818 (0.109)
0.802 (0.152)
0.915 (0.124)
1.659 (0.143)***
3.341 (0.223)***
1.364 (0.145)*
0.722 (0.129)*
0.656 (0.14)**
2.665 (0.199)***

Attendance and Jewish Volunteer Work
Model 1

0.149

1.906 (0.142)***
1.573 (0.075)***
1.594 (0.08)***
1.921 (0.075)***

1.377 (0.105)**

0.166

1.909 (0.146)***
1.602 (0.076)***
1.522 (0.083)***
1.965 (0.077)***

1.404 (0.108)**

0.881 (0.121)
0.912 (0.108)
1.345 (0.098)**
1.289 (0.069)***
1.1 (0.133)
1.493 (0.105)***
1.322 (0.141)*
1.179 (0.107)
0.863 (0.091)
1.001 (0.13)
0.979 (0.104)
1.16 (0.123)
3.346 (0.189)***
1.562 (0.125)***
1.344 (0.11)**
1.035 (0.118)
1.334 (0.165)

Model 2

0.301

1.568 (0.152)**
1.573 (0.082)***
1.348 (0.089)***
1.637 (0.087)***

1.137 (0.116)

Model 3
5.948 (0.13)***
7.382 (0.095)***
0.749 (0.131)*
0.921 (0.118)
1.3 (0.105)*
1.287 (0.074)***
1.125 (0.143)
1.244 (0.113)
1.125 (0.146)
1.314 (0.112)*
0.745 (0.097)**
0.829 (0.141)
0.909 (0.111)
1.164 (0.131)
2.109 (0.204)***
1.127 (0.134)
1.056 (0.117)
1.007 (0.127)
1.062 (0.176)

Jewish Volunteer Work

1.237 (0.118)
3.925 (0.187)***
1.627 (0.121)***
1.433 (0.108)***
1.081 (0.115)
1.222 (0.159)

a

Table IX.1b
Logistic Regression (Odds Ratios) of Jewish Background, Sociodemographic Characteristics and Minyan and Synagogue Membership on Service
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a

1.376 (0.101)**
0.898 (0.152)
1.369 (0.078)***
1.261 (0.086)**
1.852 (0.079)***
0.193

1.264 (0.096)*
0.804 (0.143)
1.202 (0.074)*
0.989 (0.08)
1.707 (0.074)***
0.108

Numbers in parenthesis are standard errors.

Pseudo R (agelkerke)
*P<0.05; **P<0.01; ***P<0.001

2

Independent Variables
Minyan Membership
Synagogue Membership
Age 18-29
Age 30-39
Age 40-49
Female
Single
Married
Full-Time Student
Born in the United States
Northeast
Midwest
South
Both Parents Raised Jewish
Neither Parent Raised Jewish
Raised Orthodox
Raised Conservative
Rasied Reform
Jewish Day School Before Age 14
Part-Time Jewish Education Before
Age 14
Jewish Day School After 8th Grade
Jewish Sleep-Away Camp
Jewish Youth Group
Jewish College Organization
0.260

0.773 (0.155)
1.329 (0.081)***
1.109 (0.09)
1.563 (0.085)***

1.206 (0.105)

0.214

2.157 (0.15)***
1.31 (0.073)***
1.191 (0.08)*
2.081 (0.075)***

0.727 (0.088)***

0.262

2.202 (0.155)***
1.373 (0.075)***
1.311 (0.084)**
2.123 (0.078)***

0.829 (0.093)*

0.323

1.939 (0.161)***
1.309 (0.078)***
1.098 (0.088)
1.548 (0.084)***

0.731 (0.097)**

Contributions to UJA-Federation Campaigns and Jewish Social etworks
Contribution to UJA-Federation Campaign
Jewish Social etworks
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
3.85 (0.128)***
5.567 (0.123)***
3.585 (0.082)***
2.692 (0.076)***
0.233 (0.131)*** 0.184 (0.139)***
1.132 (0.12)
0.958 (0.127)
0.323 (0.112)*** 0.285 (0.119)***
0.713 (0.104)**
0.628 (0.11)***
0.517 (0.097)***
0.46 (0.101)***
0.579 (0.097)***
0.535 (0.1)***
1.064 (0.069)
1.049 (0.071)
1.319 (0.066)*** 1.311 (0.068)***
0.981 (0.13)
1.01 (0.135)
0.614 (0.125)***
0.591 (0.13)***
1.554 (0.095)*** 1.399 (0.099)***
1.461 (0.091)*** 1.375 (0.093)***
1.35 (0.16)
1.204 (0.163)
1.601 (0.148)**
1.366 (0.157)*
1.315 (0.103)**
1.436 (0.106)***
0.761 (0.094)**
0.821 (0.097)*
1.254 (0.093)*
1.181 (0.096)
1.505 (0.086)*** 1.432 (0.089)***
1.793 (0.129)***
1.7 (0.136)***
0.825 (0.128)
0.83 (0.133)
1.334 (0.104)**
1.319 (0.108)*
1.296 (0.098)**
1.292 (0.102)*
3.182 (0.135)*** 2.067 (0.141)*** 2.202 (0.145)*** 4.716 (0.122)*** 3.936 (0.128)*** 4.922 (0.136)***
4.004 (0.202)*** 3.159 (0.209)***
2.31 (0.216)***
2.497 (0.191)***
2.54 (0.197)***
2.124 (0.207)***
2.092 (0.113)*** 1.548 (0.119)***
1.242 (0.124)
1.822 (0.11)***
1.688 (0.115)***
1.439 (0.119)**
1.75 (0.101)***
1.621 (0.105)***
1.378 (0.109)**
1.17 (0.095)
1.194 (0.099)
1.022 (0.103)
0.873 (0.111)
0.935 (0.116)
0.935 (0.121)
0.763 (0.101)**
0.832 (0.106)
0.843 (0.11)
0.965 (0.154)
1.594 (0.165)**
1.332 (0.171)
1.218 (0.149)
1.25 (0.157)
1.007 (0.165)

a

Table IX.1c
Logistic Regression (Odds Ratios) of Jewish Background, Sociodemographic Characteristics and Minyan and Synagogue Membership on
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a

1.237 (0.087)*
1.48 (0.155)*
1.309 (0.073)***
1.378 (0.082)***
2.091 (0.077)***
0.130

1.063 (0.083)
1.643 (0.152)**
1.276 (0.071)***
1.442 (0.08)***
1.995 (0.075)***
0.102

Numbers in parenthesis are standard errors.

Pseudo R (agelkerke)
*P<0.05; **P<0.01; ***P<0.001

2

Independent Variables
Minyan Membership
Synagogue Membership
Age 18-29
Age 30-39
Age 40-49
Female
Single
Married
Full-Time Student
Born in the United States
Northeast
Midwest
South
Both Parents Raised Jewish
Neither Parent Raised Jewish
Raised Orthodox
Raised Conservative
Rasied Reform
Jewish Day School Before Age 14
Part-Time Jewish Education Before
Age 14
Jewish Day School After 8th Grade
Jewish Sleep-Away Camp
Jewish Youth Group
Jewish College Organization
0.174

1.299 (0.158)
1.26 (0.074)**
1.241 (0.085)*
1.781 (0.082)***

1.131 (0.089)

Jewish Books and Travel to Israel
Read a Jewish Book
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
2.605 (0.116)***
2.407 (0.071)***
1.046 (0.112)
0.97 (0.115)
1.132 (0.098)
1.126 (0.101)
1.249 (0.09)*
1.222 (0.092)*
1.529 (0.062)*** 1.534 (0.064)***
1.027 (0.114)
1.063 (0.116)
1.371 (0.086)***
1.297 (0.088)**
1.406 (0.137)*
1.265 (0.141)
0.601 (0.092)*** 0.639 (0.093)***
1.013 (0.08)
0.947 (0.082)
0.856 (0.116)
0.807 (0.119)
0.856 (0.092)
0.833 (0.094)
0.985 (0.091)
0.878 (0.097)
0.908 (0.099)
2.294 (0.167)*** 2.325 (0.171)*** 1.883 (0.176)***
1.63 (0.108)***
1.829 (0.113)*** 1.538 (0.116)***
1.052 (0.091)
1.104 (0.094)
0.955 (0.097)
0.824 (0.094)*
0.866 (0.097)
0.846 (0.099)
1.22 (0.148)
1.254 (0.153)
1.11 (0.157)

a

2.27 (0.105)***
1.548 (0.187)*
2.159 (0.111)***
1.65 (0.095)***
0.977 (0.1)
1.56 (0.152)**

0.239

1.699 (0.155)***
1.735 (0.073)***
1.339 (0.081)***
2.621 (0.076)***

0.254

1.693 (0.157)***
1.766 (0.074)***
1.325 (0.083)***
2.674 (0.077)***

1.071 (0.091)

0.933 (0.118)
0.943 (0.103)
0.8 (0.095)*
1.356 (0.066)***
1.155 (0.121)
1.297 (0.091)**
1.761 (0.146)***
0.77 (0.095)**
0.987 (0.084)
0.699 (0.124)**
1.002 (0.097)
2.176 (0.111)***
1.624 (0.191)*
2.221 (0.114)***
1.698 (0.097)***
0.995 (0.103)
1.503 (0.157)**

Model 1

0.968 (0.088)

Been to Israel
Model 2

0.349

1.525 (0.171)*
1.723 (0.078)***
1.027 (0.089)
1.705 (0.085)***

0.987 (0.095)

Model 3
15.466 (0.149)***
1.986 (0.074)***
0.711 (0.13)**
0.78 (0.11)*
0.776 (0.098)**
1.363 (0.069)***
1.22 (0.128)
1.321 (0.094)**
1.486 (0.167)*
0.873 (0.098)
0.906 (0.089)
0.79 (0.129)
0.996 (0.102)
3.099 (0.125)***
1.546 (0.21)*
2.182 (0.119)***
1.602 (0.104)***
1.08 (0.109)
1.2 (0.172)

Table IX.1d
Logistic Regression (Odds Ratios) of Jewish Background, Sociodemographic Characteristics and Minyan and Synagogue Membership on Reading
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a

1.02 (0.093)
1.081 (0.187)
1.378 (0.081)***
1.151 (0.091)
2.001 (0.088)***
0.151

0.857 (0.089)
1.142 (0.183)
1.29 (0.08)**
1.071 (0.089)
1.885 (0.086)***
0.129

Numbers in parenthesis are standard errors.

Pseudo R (agelkerke)
*P<0.05; **P<0.01; ***P<0.001

2

Independent Variables
Minyan Membership
Synagogue Membership
Age 18-29
Age 30-39
Age 40-49
Female
Single
Married
Full-Time Student
Born in the United States
Northeast
Midwest
South
Both Parents Raised Jewish
Neither Parent Raised Jewish
Raised Orthodox
Raised Conservative
Rasied Reform
Jewish Day School Before Age 14
Part-Time Jewish Education Before
Age 14
Jewish Day School After 8th Grade
Jewish Sleep-Away Camp
Jewish Youth Group
Jewish College Organization
0.178

0.95 (0.189)
1.327 (0.082)***
1.058 (0.093)
1.75 (0.093)***

0.936 (0.095)

0.260

1.281 (0.161)
1.069 (0.084)
0.81 (0.091)*
0.883 (0.084)

1.134 (0.096)

0.292

1.38 (0.164)*
1.107 (0.085)
0.854 (0.095)
0.879 (0.087)

1.122 (0.101)

0.409

1.171 (0.175)
1.153 (0.092)
0.968 (0.105)
1.303 (0.104)*

0.909 (0.108)

Attachment to Israel and Denominational Affiliation
Emotionally Attached to Israel
Denominational Affiliation
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
2.072 (0.127)***
0.465 (0.13)***
2.115 (0.078)***
5.897 (0.1)***
0.7 (0.122)**
0.663 (0.124)***
0.604 (0.124)***
0.677 (0.132)**
0.716 (0.106)**
0.715 (0.107)**
0.627 (0.112)***
0.79 (0.12)*
0.765 (0.097)**
0.744 (0.098)**
0.904 (0.109)
0.842 (0.117)
1.091 (0.068)
1.075 (0.069)
1.179 (0.072)*
1.222 (0.077)**
0.964 (0.122)
0.99 (0.123)
0.778 (0.13)
0.774 (0.135)
1.2 (0.094)
1.141 (0.095)
1.313 (0.102)**
1.11 (0.11)
1.569 (0.151)**
1.435 (0.153)*
1.144 (0.144)
1.193 (0.149)
0.507 (0.105)*** 0.539 (0.106)***
1.646 (0.098)*** 1.779 (0.107)***
0.984 (0.088)
0.932 (0.089)
1.084 (0.092)
1.025 (0.097)
0.895 (0.125)
0.851 (0.127)
1.498 (0.141)**
1.074 (0.152)
0.878 (0.1)
0.86 (0.101)
0.99 (0.106)
0.941 (0.112)
2.226 (0.092)*** 1.867 (0.098)***
1.95 (0.1)***
1.323 (0.102)**
1.08 (0.109)
0.941 (0.118)
2.987 (0.172)*** 3.341 (0.177)***
2.784 (0.18)***
6.466 (0.18)***
5.173 (0.185)***
3.912 (0.2)***
2.525 (0.126)*** 2.606 (0.131)*** 2.266 (0.133)*** 9.325 (0.124)*** 8.019 (0.126)*** 6.545 (0.135)***
1.624 (0.099)*** 1.776 (0.102)*** 1.606 (0.103)*** 8.768 (0.104)***
8.41 (0.107)***
8.925 (0.116)***
0.926 (0.098)
1.053 (0.101)
1.041 (0.102)
8.802 (0.109)***
9.23 (0.113)*** 10.392 (0.121)***
1.544 (0.176)*
1.757 (0.183)**
1.617 (0.185)**
0.684 (0.162)*
0.853 (0.168)
0.937 (0.18)

a

Table IX.1e
Logistic Regression (Odds Ratios) of Jewish Background, Sociodemographic Characteristics and Minyan and Synagogue Membership on Emotional
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Summary
This regression analysis provides valuable insight into the extent to which minyan or
synagogue membership contributes to Jewish attitudes and behaviors. For all ten dependent
variables examined in this analysis, the explanatory power of Model 3 was greater than the
explanatory power of Model 2, which was greater than the explanatory power of Model 1.
This indicates that membership in a minyan or synagogue explains more about current
Jewish behaviors then Jewish background or sociodemographic characteristics alone.
Synagogue membership had a positive, statistically significant effect on all ten
dependent variables examined in this analysis, while minyan membership had a positive,
statistically significant effect on only eight of the ten variables examined. The two variables
on which minyan membership did not have a positive effect were two of the four attitudinal
variables: sense of belonging to the Jewish people and denominational affiliation. Minyan
membership did not have a statistically significant effect on the respondents’ sense of
belonging to the Jewish people, and the impact of minyan membership on denominational
affiliation was negative.
Furthermore, of the other two attitudinal variables (importance ascribed to being
Jewish and emotional attachment to Israel), synagogue membership had a stronger impact
than minyan membership on both. Of the six behavioral variables, minyan membership had a
stronger impact than synagogue membership on five (service attendance, contribution to a
UJA-Federation campaign, strength of Jewish social networks, reading a Jewish book and
having been to Israel), while synagogue membership had a stronger impact that minyan
membership on only one (Jewish volunteerism).
119
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What accounts for this pattern? It is understandable that a minyan that values
halakhah and Jewish authenticity, with a high percentage of Jewishly educated members,
would encourage Jewish behaviors more than a traditional synagogue. It is also
understandable that a traditional synagogue would encourage denominational affiliation in its
members, while a minyan that exists independently of the denominations would discourage
it. However, it is more difficult to explain why minyan membership exerts a weaker
influence than synagogue membership on the other attitudinal variables. This point merits
further exploration.

X. COCLUSIOS AD DISCUSSIO
In the introduction to this study, I reviewed research that points to a decline in
American Jewish communal affiliation, social cohesion and ethnic identity over the past
several decades. In many respects, members of independent minyanim are resisting this
trend. Minyan members are more likely than all Jews, and more likely than synagogue
members, to attend worship services, engage in Jewish volunteer work, contribute to the
UJA-Federation campaign, have strong Jewish social networks and have a strong sense of
belonging to the Jewish people. Minyan members are also more likely than all American
Jews and synagogue members to have visited Israel and to feel emotionally attached to Israel.
These strong expressions of ethnic identity are especially striking given the relative youth of
the independent minyan population compared to the American Jewish population as a whole.
Furthermore, these expressions of identity cannot be characterized as merely “symbolic,” to
use Gans’ language. Instead, they demand time and effort on the part of the practitioner.
Yet, independent minyan members are not immune to the trends affecting modern
day American Jewry. I also noted in the introduction to this study that Cohen believes
American Judaism has “drawn into the self,”179 and Farber and Waxman suggest that modern
American Jews promote religious individualism over the interests of the community.180 It is
this withdrawal into the self that connects Wuthnow’s research on small group spirituality
and the religious lives of young Americans to the independent minyan phenomenon. In many
small groups, personal meaning has replaced formal religious doctrine. Small group members

179
180

Cohen, Religious Stability and Ethnic Decline, 47.
Farber and Waxman, 397-398.
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tend to discount denominational distinctions and clerical authority. At the same time,
research into the religious lives of Generation X and the Millennial generation reveal a strong
tendency to reject institutional religion and Orthodox beliefs in favor of an individual
religious identity rooted in personal experience. Situated at the crossroads of the small group
movement and the religious inclinations of young American adults, independent minyanim
embody this overall “individualizing” trend.
The current study provides valuable, empirical evidence of this fact. The descriptive
analysis of the 2007 SCS revealed that nearly half of independent minyan members do not
identify with any denomination of American Judaism. The regression analysis in Chapter IX
revealed that, even after suppressing the influence of Jewish background and
sociodemographic characteristics, minyan members are less than half as likely as nonmembers to affiliate with a denomination, while synagogue members were almost six times
more likely than non-members to affiliate with a denomination. Denominational affiliation
was the only dependent variable tested in this analysis on which minyan membership and
synagogue membership had opposite effects.
Furthermore, independent minyan members actively embrace their autonomy. When
asked which single feature of their minyan they most valued, a plurality of minyan members
chose “its independence.” The qualitative evidence presented in Chapter VIII shed light on
the reason for this attitude. Independent minyan members do seek independence from outside
authorities that might seek to influence their prayer services and scholarship, but they also
seek independence from rigid ideological boundaries. Ideology is avoided as divisive, while
practical decisions that widen the potential member base of the community are celebrated.
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Herein lies the paradox common to the independent minyanim phenomenon, the
small group movement and the religious tendencies of young Americans generally. The
desire among these populations for personal autonomy is closely matched by the desire for
community. Small groups are voluntary associations whose reason for existence is to provide
community based on shared interests or values. Young Americans, for their part, place a high
value on inclusivity, and they seek out religious experience in the context of a religious
community. This study reveals that sense of community is also critical to independent
minyan members. At the end of the descriptive analysis in Chapter V, I suggested that the
large percentage of independent minyan members who are unmarried and childless might
indicate that Wuthnow is correct in claiming that young people who are navigating the path
to adulthood are in particular need of the support provided by a religious community. Data
from the 2007 SCS presented in Chapter VIII support this idea: more than three-fifths of
minyan members said that “sense of community” is one of the two aspect of their minyan
that they value most, and more than half of respondents claimed that wanting to be involved
with a community and being able to see friends at the minyan were reasons why they attend.
Typical of both small groups and the religious patterns of young Americans, independent
minyan members seek to maintain personal autonomy while building warm, supportive
community.
In 2005, Jonathan Sarna warned the Conservative movement’s Rabbinical Assembly
that the movement will only retain independent minyan members who come from a
Conservative background if it can avoid being narrow and restrictive: “In contemporary
American religion, as the success of evangelical Protestantism amply demonstrates,
inclusivist (big tent) religious movements succeed far better than narrowly exclusivist
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ones.”181 In June of this year, the United Synagogue of Conservative Judaism (USCJ), the
congregational arm of the Conservative movement, put out a request for proposals targeting
“Independent davening groups that are interested in developing a direct relationship with a
United Synagogue congregation.”182 With its stated goal “to provide some support for
grassroots young adult minyanim within the Conservative framework,” the USCJ offered
$2,500 to minyanim willing to come under the Conservative umbrella. This offer of funding
does not seem to address the two core issues that drive independent minyan members: a
desire to be both free from religious authority and included in a religious community. As a
matter of policy, if the Jewish establishment wishes to reach out to independent minyan
members, it will have to address these two issues, just as the non-Jewish religious
establishment in the United States will have to address them if it wants to reach out to small
group members and members of the Millennial generation.
Through an independent analysis of the 2007 SCS and related qualitative materials,
this study has answered some of the basic questions about independent minyanim. It has
situated the independent minyan phenomenon in its broader context as part of the small
group movement and a reflection of the religious attitudes of young Americans. It has
painted a picture of the sociodemographic profile, Jewish background and current Jewish
identification of minyan members, as well as determining the impact of various
sociodemographic and Jewish background characteristics on minyan membership and the
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impact of minyan membership on various Jewish attitudes and behaviors. However, further
research is needed in order to fully understand the independent minyan population.
The next studies on this subject should consider several points. First, the 2007 SCS
included very few questions about ritual observance. Given that Cohen and Eisen call ritual
observance “the single more important way in which moderately affiliated Jews express their
Jewish commitments,”183 it is important to examine this area. Data on Shabbat and holiday
observance or keeping kosher would add significantly to our understanding of the
independent minyan population. Second, more consideration should be given to the
differences between various independent minyanim. In what ways does the population of
“partnership” minyanim differ from the population of fully egalitarian minyanim? Does the
size of an independent minyan, its geographic location or any other factor significantly
impact the characteristics of the minyan members? Third, and most importantly, future
research should continue to monitor the development of independent minyanim in the
broader Jewish and American context. Will they follow the same trajectory as the small
group movement, growing or shrinking in number along with house churches and other,
similar groups? Will they continue to reflect the religious inclinations of the youngest
generation of American adults, or will they “age” along with Generation X and the
Millennial generation? What will be the long-term impact of independent minyan
membership on Jewish identification? Future analysts can build on the findings of the 2007
SCS to answer these questions.
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APPEDIX 1: ADDITIOAL TABLES
Table A.1
Inde pe nde nt Minyanim Repre se nte d in the 2007 SCS
umbe r of Responde nts
Minyan

Location

10 and 10 Minyan
Altshul Brooklyn Egal*
Atlanta Chevre Minyan
Cambridge Minyan*
Darkhei Noam*
DC Minyan*
Kehilat Hadar*
Havurah on the Hill
Kol Echad
Kol haKfar
Kol Sasson
Kol Zimrah
MigdalOr Minyan
Minyan Hamifratz
Minyan Merkaz
Minyan Na'aleh
Minyan Rimonim
Minyan Shachar
Minyan Tehillah*
Mission Minyan*
NoHo Minyan
Park Slope Minyan
PicoEgal*
(Shira Hadasha) Minyan of Evanston
Shtibl Minyan
Techiyah
Tehillah Minyan of Forest Hills
Tikkun Leil Shabbat
Washington Square Minyan*
Zoo Minyan
Total

Los Angeles, CA
New York, NY
Atlanta, GA
Boston, MA
New York, NY
Washington, DC
New York, NY
Boston, MA
New Rochelle, NY
New York, NY
Chicago, IL
New York, NY
New York, NY
Palo Alto, CA
Philadelphia, PA
Denver, CO
New York, NY
New York, NY
Boston, MA
San Francisco, CA
Northampton, MA
New York, NY
Los Angeles, CA
Chicago, IL
Los Angeles, CA
New York, NY
New York, NY
Washington, DC
Boston, MA
Washington, DC

a

Secondary
Primary
Community Communitya
2
3
26
3
3
0
11
1
51
12
79
13
121
37
2
1
2
7
8
2
4
1
27
3
1
4
10
0
20
8
10
4
2
1
4
10
16
5
51
10
4
1
9
3
21
4
1
5
35
6
3
0
3
0
34
6
30
5
1
1
747

Respondents who did not cite another independent minyan as their primary community.
*Independent Minyan Conference participant.
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Survey designed by Steven M. Cohen in consultation with Shawn Landres (S3K) and Elie
Kaunfer (Mechon Hadar).

The S3K Synagogue Studies Institute / Mechon Hadar
2007 Spiritual Communities Study
This is a study of Jews who are somehow connected to a very
diverse array of Jewish spiritual communities. These groups’
activities may well take place outside established congregations,
but some do meet in, or are part of, “regular” congregations. They
go by various names: “minyan,” “spiritual community,” “alternative
worship service,” “chavurah,” “congregation,” and others. You may
be a regular or infrequent participant, or just on the e-mail list of
one such group – that’s why you’re receiving this survey.
We recognize that contemporary Jewish spiritual communities vary
widely in their diversity and practice; not everyone filling out this
survey was born Jewish, is Jewish now, or has had a Jewish
education. Please answer the questions to the best of your ability
and comfort, and please do not hesitate to leave blank any
questions you feel do not apply to you.
By taking this survey you confirm that you are aged 18 years or
older, or that you are 13-17 and have your parent's permission to
complete this survey.
If you have any questions or comments about this survey, please click here to
email Steven M. Cohen directly.

Your Involvement in the Jewish Community
1. Do you see yourself as a part of or a member of a Jewish congregation,
minyan, spiritual community or chavurah?
No, none
Yes, one
Yes, two or more
Not sure
2. We recognize that some people have multiple simultaneous community
connections. Regardless of how you received this survey, please enter the
name(s) of at least one (1) and up to four (4) congregations, minyanim, spiritual
communities, and/or chavurot which you attend regularly (however you define
“regularly”) and with which you identify most. Please enter each in a separate
text box below.
Community One
Name of
Community

Community Two

Community Three

Community Four

We recognize that some people have multiple simultaneous community
connections. Of the communities you entered above, please enter the names of
ONE or TWO communities which you consider to be your primary community or
communities. They need not be the place(s) you attend most often, but rather
where you feel most connected, where you are most “at home.” Regardless of
whether you enter one or two communities, you will be asked to fill out the next
section with a specific community – and only that community – in mind. If you
enter TWO communities, you will have the opportunity to answer questions about
the second community after you’ve completed the survey.
3. Your primary community:
4. Your additional community (optional)
This next set of questions pertains to [Name of community]. Please answer them
with only [Name of community] in mind.
5. How did you FIRST hear about [Name of community]? Please choose one
answer that most closely reflects your experience.
Friend(s)
Family member(s)
Newspaper article other than in the Jewish press
Article or advertisement in a Jewish newspaper
A website
E-mail from someone I know
E-mail from an organization
Other
Not sure
6. In the past 12 months, how many times have you attended religious services at
[Name of community]?
Not at all or only on special occasions (a Bar/Bat Mitzvah a wedding)
Only on High Holidays (Rosh Hashanah Yom Kippur)
A few times a year
About once a month
Several times a month
Weekly or more
7. In the past 12 months, how many times have you attended other programs at
[Name of community]?
Not at all
Once or twice a year at most
A few times a year
About once a month
Several times a month

8.

To what extent do you feel attached to [Name of community]?
Extremely attached Somewhat attached Not very attached Not attached Not
sure

9. Do any of the following roles at [Name of community] apply to you, whether
currently or in the past? (please mark all that apply)
Now

In the past

Member of the governing board or leadership group
Member of a committee, task force or team
Leading or helping to lead religious services
Teacher (school, bar/bat mitzvah, adults, etc.)
Leader of a group, club, or ongoing program
Leading or helping to lead a specific program or event
Providing other informal leadership

10. In which of the following of [Name of community]’s activities are you
involved?
Never

Text study groups
Visiting or providing food for
those with illness
or life-cycle needs (births, deaths,
etc.)
Participating in prayer services for
mourners
(shiva minyanim)
Social service (soup kitchen, etc.)
Social action/social justice
advocacy
Greeting/ushering or supporting
set-up/clean-up
at services and events

Infrequently

Regularly

11. Which best describes your involvement in the making of important decisions
at [Name of community]?
I have been given the opportunity and often participate in decision-making
I have been given the opportunity and occasionally participate in decision-making
I have been given the opportunity but don’t usually get involved in decisionmaking
I have not been given an opportunity to be very involved and this is fine with me
I have not been given an opportunity to be very involved and I am not happy
about this

12. To what extent are the following reasons why you attend [Name of
community]?
Not at all

My spouse /
partner /
significant other
attends
My parent / child /
other close
relative attends
I can see my
friends there
I want to engage
in social justice
through this
community
I want to meet a
romantic partner
I want to be
involved with a
community
I want to study
Jewish texts with
this community
I want to make
new friends (nonromantic)
I want to
participate in
meaningful prayer

A little

To some
extent

To a
great extent

I like to be in
community with
people my own
age
I want the
community to
provide a Jewish
experience for my
children

13. For each of the following statements, do you agree or do you disagree?
Agree
strongly

Agree

Not sure

Disagree

Disagree
strongly

I have a
sense of
excitement
about [Name
of
community]'s
future
[Name of
community]
is always
ready to try
something
new
In general,
the
leadership of
[Name of
community]
takes into
account the
ideas of
those who
come here

14. How often do you experience the following during services at [Name of
community]?
Always

A sense of God’s
presence

Usually

Sometimes

Rarely

Inspiration
Boredom
Awe or mystery
Joy
Frustration
Spontaneity
A sense of
fulfilling my
obligation
A sense of
community

15 Which TWO of the following aspects of [Name of community] do you
. personally most value?
Option 1
Mark
one
optio
n in
each
list

Option 2

Length/order/format of worship, Sermons and/or divrei Torah, Music/melodies
in worship, Lectures and other teaching programs, Programs for children or
Please Select
Please Select
youth, Our school or pre-school (if applicable), Text study, Social justice
emphasis, Practical care for one another in times of need, Sense of community

16. And which ONE of the following features of [Name of community] do you
personally most value?
Commitment to empowering community members
Social activities or meeting new people
Reaching those who do not attend synagogue
Openness to social diversity
Openness to interfaith couples/families
Openness to innovation
Openness to religious exploration
Its independence
None of the above
Openness to active participation by women
17. In the past year, have you made any financial or in-kind contributions to
[Name of community] (check all that apply)?
Yes

Membership/partnership dues
Event/program participant/attendee

No

Not sure

fees or meal charges
Other financial contribution
In-kind contribution (food, supplies,
etc.)

18. Compared to two years ago, do you think you participate in [Name of
community] more, less, or about the same amount as you did then?
I joined only in the last two years or my community is less than two years old so I
can’t compare
I participate more now than 2 years ago
About the same participation
I participate less now than 2 years ago
19.

Please answer the following questions "yes," "no," or "not sure.
Yes

Have you ever invited any of your
friends to services at [Name of
community] ?
Do you have a strong sense of
belonging to [Name of community]?
Do you have any close friends in
[Name of community]?
Were you regularly participating in a
“conventional” congregation before
you started coming to [Name of
community]?
Have [Name of community]’s leaders
encouraged you to find and use your
talents and skills here?
Is participating in [Name of
community] very relevant to your
everyday life?
Do you consider your life to be
centered around [Name of community]
?
Is [Name of community] your primary
Jewish community?
Does [Name of community] have a
clear vision, goals or direction for its

No

Not sure

mission?
Have you gone out on a date with
someone you first met at [Name of
community]?

Your Views, Beliefs, and Opinions
20. How important is being Jewish in your life?
Very important
Fairly important
Not very important
Not at all important
Not sure
Not Jewish
21. How important is religion in your life?
Very important
Fairly important
Not very important
Not at all important
Not sure

22. What best expresses your belief about God?
I don’t believe in God
I am uncertain, lean toward not believing
I am uncertain, lean toward believing
I definitely believe in God

23. About how often do you personally attend Jewish religious services at any
type of congregation, minyan, or other spiritual community?
Not at all or only on special occasions (a Bar/Bat Mitzvah a wedding)
Only on High Holidays (Rosh Hashanah Yom Kippur)
A few times a year
About once a month
Several times a month
Weekly or more

24. During the past 12 months, at how many different synagogues, prayer
communities, congregations, minyanim, spiritual communities or chavurot
have you attended services?
None

1 place
2 places
3 places
4 places
5-6 places
7 or more places
Don’t know

25. Over the last two years, the level of your involvement in Jewish activities in
general has …
Increased Decreased Stayed about the same Increased & decreased Not
sure

26. To what extent do you feel . . .
To a great extent

To some extent

Not at all

Not sure

Close to other
Jews?
Close to Israelis?
Close to nonJewish
Americans?

27. How emotionally attached are you to Israel?
Very attached
Somewhat attached
Not very attached
Not sure

28. How often would you say that you feel proud, ashamed or ambivalent about
Israel?
Never

Proud
Ashamed
Ambivalent

Sometimes

Often

Always

Do you agree or do you disagree with each of the following statements?
29.
Agree
Not
Disagree
Agree
Disagree
strongly
sure
strongly

I have a strong sense of belonging to the Jewish people
Any Jewish community that I’m part of should
welcome non-Jews
I have a Jewish responsibility to care for people in
trouble
(as with Darfur or Katrina)
I have a special responsibility to take care of Jews in
need around the world
It bothers me when people try to tell me that there’s a
right way to be Jewish
Most synagogue services are not interesting to me
I really don’t feel committed to any particular
denomination of Judaism
I try to make the Sabbath a special day
Most leaders in congregations don’t care about you as
a Jew, except if you can make a serious financial
contribution
Most Jewish programs for people in their 20s & 30s
aims to help them find other Jews to marry
Most Jewish leaders care only about how many people
come, rather than the quality of the experience
Jewish organizations stifle free and open discussion of
Israel
Jews should marry whomever they fall in love with,
even if they're not Jewish
I’d be upset if my child were to marry a non-Jew
I am concerned that the number of Jews in the US will
diminish over the next couple of generations
Caring about Israel is a very important part of my
being a Jew
Given all my Jewish involvement, it’s probably fair to
say that I’m a “super-Jew”

Your Background
30. Is the main type of Jewish education you received before the age of 14? (Mark
one)
None
Sunday School
Hebrew School or other part-time Jewish school
An Orthodox Yeshiva or Day School
A non-Orthodox Day School
Private tutoring
Any other type

31. Were you raised Jewish, converted to Judaism, or are not Jewish?
What about your spouse or partner, and your parents?
Raised Jewish

Converted to
Judaism

Not Jewish

You
Your spouse (or your partner)
Your mother
Your father

32. Referring to Jewish religious denominations, in which of the following were
you raised, and what do you consider yourself now?
Raised

Now

Conservative, Orthodox,
Please Select
Please Select Reconstructionist, NonMark one option in each list Reform,
denominational, Secular Jewish, Culturally Jewish, Just
Jewish, Not Jewish, Renewal
33. Among the people you consider your closest friends, would you say that
None are Jewish
Some are Jewish
About half are Jewish
Most are Jewish
All or almost all are Jewish

34. Have you been to Israel?
No, Never
Yes, Once
Yes, 2 or more times
Yes, I was born or have lived in Israel
35.
Yes

Did you participate in a Jewish youth group as a teenager?
Did you ever attend a Jewish sleep-away camp during the summer?
Did you attend a Jewish day school after 8th grade?
During college or graduate school, did you regularly participate in any Jewish
organizations (Hillel, Jewish fraternity/sorority, etc.)?
Are you now a full-time student?
Have you ever had a romantic relationship with someone who is not Jewish?
Have you ever registered with a Jewish dating service (JDate.com, etc.)?
In the past year, have you been invited to a Shabbat meal by someone from your
congregation or spiritual community?
In the past year, have you ever invited others to a Shabbat meal in your home
from your congregation or spiritual community?
Do you feel that God is personally involved in your life?
Would you like to deepen your relationship with God?
In the last year, have you had a significant spiritual experience in a Jewish
context?
In the last year, have you had a significant spiritual experience in a non-Jewish
context?
Have you attended any program or activity at a Jewish Community Center
during the past year?
During the past year, have you volunteered for community service?
During the past year, have you volunteered for a social justice or advocacy
organization, be it Jewish or not?
During the past year, have you done any volunteer work for, or sponsored by a
synagogue, Federation or other Jewish organization?
Do you understand simple sentences in spoken Hebrew?
Are you planning to visit Israel in the next 3 years?
Since graduating high school, have you spent 4 months or more at one time in
Israel?
In 2006, did you or anyone in your household make a financial contribution to a
UJA-Federation campaign?

No

Not
sure

Do you regularly read any Jewish magazines or newspapers?
In the last year, have you attended any concerts or musical performances with a
specifically Jewish or Israeli orientation?
In the last year, have you seen any movie with a Jewish or Israeli orientation?
In the last year, have you read any books with a Jewish or Israeli orientation?
In the last year, have you taken any classes with a Jewish or Israeli theme?
Do you regularly visit Jewish websites on the Internet?

Your Personal Background
36. Are you:
Male
Female
Other

37. What is your age? (please type numbers only with no commas or spaces)

38. In what region of the world were you born?
United States
Canada
Israel
Former Soviet Union
Europe (other than FSU)
Iran/other Middle Eastern country
Other

39. What is your ZIP code? (If you are living at school, enter your SCHOOL’s zip
code).
40. What is your current marital status?
Married/committed to someone Jewish
Married/committed to someone non-Jewish
Widowed
Divorced & not remarried or Separated
Never married

41. During the past 12 months, have you…
Dated only Jews
Dated only non-Jews
Dated both Jews and non-Jews
Did not date - married or in a committed relationship
Did not date/not in a relationship

42. How many children, if any, do you have?
None
One
Two
Three or more

43. Are any...
Yes

No

Under the age of 6
From age 6 to 13
Age 14 or more

44. With respect to your political views on most issues, you regard yourself as:
Liberal
Moderate
Conservative
45. With regard to US political party identification, do you regard yourself as:
A Democrat
An Independent
A Republican
46. You regard your sexual orientation as …
Heterosexual

Gay or lesbian

Bisexual

No answer

Thank you for completing the survey about [Name of community].
47. You indicated that you have a connection to [Name of community2]. If you
wish to answer a few questions about [Name of community2]please select
yes. If not, click "No" and then click on the "Next Question" button.
Yes
No
This next set of questions pertains to [Name of community2]. Please answer them
with only [Name of community2]in mind.
48. How did you FIRST hear about [Name of community2]? Please choose one

answer that most closely reflects your experience.
Friend(s)
Family member(s)
Newspaper article, other than in the Jewish press
Article or advertisement in a Jewish newspaper
A website
E-mail from someone I know
E-mail from an organization
Other
Not sure

49. In the past 12 months, how many times have you attended religious services
at [Name of community2]?
Not at all or only on special occasions (a Bar/Bat Mitzvah a wedding)
Only on High Holidays (Rosh Hashanah Yom Kippur)
A few times a year
About once a month
Several times a month
Weekly or more

50. In the past 12 months, how many times have you attended other programs at
[Name of community2]?
Not at all
Once or twice a year at most
A few times a year
About once a month
Several times a month

51.

To what extent do you feel attached to [Name of community2]?
Extremely attached Somewhat attached Not very attached Not
attached

Not sure

52. Do any of the following roles at [Name of community2]apply to you, whether
currently or in the past? (please mark all that apply)
Now
Member of the governing board or leadership group
Member of a committee, task force or team
Leading or helping to lead religious services

In the past

Teacher (school, bar/bat mitzvah, adults, etc.)
Leader of a group, club, or ongoing program
Leading or helping to lead a specific program or event
Providing other informal leadership

53. In which of the following of [Name of community2]’s activities are you
involved?
Never

Infrequently

Regularly

Text study groups
Visiting or providing food for those with
illness
or life-cycle needs (births, deaths, etc.)
Participating in prayer services for
mourners
(shiva minyanim)
Social service (soup kitchen, etc.)
Social action/social justice advocacy
Greeting/ushering or supporting setup/clean-up at services and events

54. Which best describes your involvement in the making of important decisions
at [Name of community2]?
I have been given the opportunity and often participate in decision-making
I have been given the opportunity and occasionally participate in decision-making
I have been given the opportunity but don’t usually get involved in decisionmaking
I have not been given an opportunity to be very involved and this is fine with me
I have not been given an opportunity to be very involved and I am not happy
about this

55. To what extent are the following reasons why you attend [Name of
community2]?
Not at all

A little

To some To a great
extent
extent

My spouse / partner / significant other attends
My parent / child / other close relative attends
I can see my friends there
I want to be involved with a community
I want to meet a romantic partner
I want to study Jewish texts with this
community
I want to make new friends (non-romantic)
I want to participate in meaningful prayer
I like to be in community with people my own
age
I want to engage in social justice through this
community
I want the community to provide a Jewish
experience for my children

56.

For each of the following statements, do you agree or do you disagree?
Agree
strongly

Agree

Not
sure

Disagree

Disagree
strongly

I have a sense of excitement about [Name of
community2]'s future
[Name of community2]is always ready to try something
new
In general, the leadership of [Name of
community2]takes into account the ideas of those who
come here

57. How often do you experience the following during services at [Name of
community2]?
Always
A sense of God’s presence
Inspiration

Usually

Sometimes

Rarely

Boredom
Awe or mystery
Joy
Frustration
Spontaneity
A sense of fulfilling my obligation
A sense of community

58 Which TWO of the following aspects of [Name of community2]do you most
. value?
Option 1

Mark
one
optio
n in
each
list

Option 2

Length/order/format of worship, Sermons and/or divrei Torah, Music/melodies
in worship, Lectures and other teaching programs, Programs for children or
Please Select
Please Select
youth,
Our school or pre-school (if applicable),
Text study, Social justice
emphasis, Practical care for one another in times of need, Sense of community

59. And which ONE of the following features of [Name of community2]do you
personally most value?
Commitment to empowering community members
Social activities or meeting new people
Reaching those who do not attend synagogue
Openness to social diversity
Openness to interfaith couples/families
Openness to innovation
Openness to religious exploration
Its independence
Openness to active participation by women
60. Compared to two years ago, do you think you participate in [Name of
community2]more, less, or about the same amount as you did then?
I joined only in the last two years or my community is less than two years old so I
can’t compare
I participate more now than 2 years ago
About the same participation
I participate less now than 2 years ago

61.
Yes

No

Not sure

Have you ever invited any of your friends
to services at [Name of community2]?
Do you have a strong sense of belonging
to [Name of community2]?
Do you have any close friends in [Name of
community2]?
Before you started coming to [Name of
community2]were you regularly
participating in a “conventional”
congregation?
Have [Name of community2]’s leaders
encouraged you to find and use your
talents and skills here?
Is participating in [Name of
community2]very relevant to your
everyday life?
Do you consider your life to be centered
around [Name of community2]?
Is [Name of community2]your primary
Jewish community?
Does [Name of community2]have a clear
vision, goals or direction for its mission?
Have you gone out on a date with
someone you first met at [Name of
community2]?

62. Is there anything you want to add about your Jewish spiritual community or
communities or ANY other matter touched upon in this survey?
Click on the "save" button to complete the survey. You will then forward to a
page where you will have the opportunity to download a copy of this survey.

Many Thanks!!!
If you have any questions or comments about this survey,
please click here to email Steven M. Cohen directly.
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