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Abstract During the 1990s, Jewish communal leaders in Britain reached a con-
sensus that Jewish education, in the broadest sense, was the principal means of
strengthening Jewish identity and securing Jewish continuity. This belief motivated
considerable investment in communal intervention programs such as Jewish schools,
Israel experience trips, and youth movements. Twenty years on, it is pertinent to ask
whether, and to what extent, this intervention has worked. The Institute for Jewish
Policy Research’s (JPR) 2011 National Jewish Student Survey contains data on over
900 Jewish students in Britain and presents an opportunity to empirically assess the
impact such intervention programs may have had on respondents’ Jewish identity by
comparing those who have experienced them with those who have not. Regression
analysis is used to test the theory based on a set of six dimensions of Jewish identity
generated using principal component analysis. The results show that after controlling
for the substantial effects of Jewish upbringing, intervention has collectively had a
positive impact on all aspects of Jewish identity examined. The effects are greatest on
behavioral and mental aspects of socio-religious identity; they are far weaker at
strengthening student community engagement, ethnocentricity, and Jewish values.
Further, the most important intervention programs were found to be yeshiva and a gap
year in Israel. Both youth movement involvement and Jewish schooling had positive
but rather limited effects on Jewish identity, and short-stay Israel tours had no positive
measurable effects at all.
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Introduction: The Theory and Practice of Communal Intervention

In their book, Turbulent Times, Keith Kahn-Harris and Ben Gidley argued that “By the
1990s a firm consensus had been established among [Britain’s] communal leaders that
Jewish day schools were essential to Jewish continuity” (2010, p. 104). The empirical
evidence on which this ‘consensus’ was based is perhaps less important than the fact
that it stands in complete contrast to the motivation of Jewish communal leaders just a
few generations earlier—in spite of their promoting the same policy. As Lipman (1990,
pp- 29-30) notes, the opening of Jewish schools in mid-19th century England was
motivated by the desire to raise the “intellectual character” of the Jewish poor and
“anglicise the children of immigrants™ as much as it was a wish to provide them with
“Jewish instruction.” While intervention programming—which in the present paper
refers to any educational initiative undertaken on a community-wide scale—is clearly
not new, the motivation for doing so certainly is. Today’s desire to ensure “Jewish
continuity,” which has pervaded British communal thinking since the early 1990s,
now lies behind many, if not most, forms of intervention programming in Britain, from
Israel programs to youth movements.

Thus, the key difference between contemporary interventions and those of the
past, apart from the sheer scale of some programs (for example, Birthright Israel
(Saxe et al. 2002, 2011)), is the strategic and ideological foundations upon which
they are based, namely, the desire to avert Jewish intermarriage and ensure ‘Jewish
continuity’ (Kahn-Harris and Gidley 2010). Clearly, such programs are premised, as
they must have been in the past, on the theory that intervention works. In other
words, that sending Jewish children to Jewish youth groups, Jewish schools, on
organized trips to Israel, and so on results in a strengthening of the participant’s
Jewish identity. The Institute for Jewish Policy Research’s (JPR) 2011 dataset of
over 900 Jewish students in Britain presents a unique opportunity to test this theory
to determine whether, and to what extent, communal intervention over the last two
decades may have influenced Jewish identity, and further, which particular
interventions are most impactful and which are not hitting the mark.

By the early 1990s, most demographic indicators showed that Britain’s Jewish
population was in a state of atrophy. Since the 1950s it had contracted by over 25%, it
was aging and the number of Jewish marriages was “about half of that expected if
every Jew married another Jew in a synagogue” (Waterman and Kosmin 1986, p. 8).
Further, there was a notable shift away from ‘central Orthodoxy’ at a time when the
Haredi population was still a negligible proportion of the whole (Schmool and Cohen
1998). It was against this backdrop that Britain’s Jewish community began to devote
considerable energy to addressing the issue of Jewish survival, and in which Britain’s
then new Chief Rabbi Jonathan Sacks issued his call-to-arms entitled, Will we have
Jewish grandchildren?, first published in 1994 (Sacks 1995). In it he describes a
‘crisis’ of continuity, arguing that research showed Jewish identity was ‘dying’ (Ibid.,
p- 26). His message was clear; the Jewish community needed a ‘strategy for renewal’
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and his suggested solution was Jewish education: “the fate of the Jews in the diaspora
was, is and predictably will be, determined by their commitment to education” (Ibid.,
p- 47, italics in original). Sacks was by no means the first leader in Britain to argue that
Jewish education was essential for the survival of the Jewish people (his predecessor
Immanual Jakobovits had been arguing as much since the 1970s (see Valins et al. 2001,
pp. 10-12) but an interesting and concrete outcome of this clarion call arose in the form
of an organization called Jewish Continuity which had a substantial impact on the way
Britain’s Jewish community viewed communal intervention. This was because its later
incarnation,’ the UJIA (United Jewish Israel Appeal), an organization which was also
committed to the renewal of Jewish life in Britain through education, became a vital
conduit through which much of the community’s fund-raising and intervention efforts
promoting Jewish continuity were henceforth channeled (Ibid., pp. 83—89).”

Kahn-Harris and Gidley (2010) note that although the principles behind what
became known as the ‘continuity agenda’ were rarely articulated, they could be
summarized as follows:

The principal means of ensuring the renewal of the Jewish community was
Jewish education. There is no consensus as to what Jewish education is or
what its goals should be. There is a consensus that education is broader than
simply schooling, although Jewish schooling is an important area to develop.
(Ibid., p. 95)

The UJIA operationalized this agenda by seeking out “areas and modes of
intervention—educational leadership, educational tours of Israel, informal educa-
tion, research and development—in which the resources of the organization could
produce the most far-reaching changes in the wider Jewish community” (Ibid.,
p- 89). A key outcome of such ‘renewal in action’ was a significant expansion of
Jewish schooling in the 1990s (Ibid., p. 103). And while Sacks’s message was no
doubt important, so too were changing political attitudes in Britain toward ‘faith
schooling’ in general. By increasing the public contribution to faith-selective
schools, Tony Blair’s New Labour government hoped to encourage the expansion of
what it saw as a highly successful sector as measured by exam results (Hart et al.
2007, pp. 147-8; Valins et al. 2001, p. 10). Indeed, although the number of pupils in
Jewish schools had been increasing since the 1950s (Braude 1981, p. 125), it was
not until the 1990s that a concerted communal effort was made to substantially
increase the number and proportion of Jewish children entering Jewish schools.

In purely numerical terms the results were impressive: between 1992 and 2005
the number of Jewish pupils in Jewish schools increased by over 70% from 14,330
to 24,6507 (Hart et al. 2007, p. 142 Fig. 1; JLC 2008, p. 7 Fig. 1; see also Valins

! Jewish Continuity, the organization, was ultimately “a hostage to fortune” (Kahn-Harris and Gidley
2010, p. 72), being absorbed in 1997 into the Zionist fund-raising body JIA (Joint Israel Appeal) thus
creating UJIA. This new organization took on both roles, i.e., fund-raising for Israel as well as addressing
the renewal agenda work initiated by Jewish Continuity.

2 Data for 2011 show that UJIA was the second largest British Jewish charity by voluntary income (after
Jewish Care). Source: Charities Aid Foundation (http://www.charitytrends.org/Default.aspx).

3 By 2005 about half of these came from the strictly Orthodox community which has exhibited very
strong demographic growth since the early 1990s, and where it is assumed that the demand for Jewish
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et al. 2001, p. 3). For policy makers and funders the motivation for this expansion
was clear. As Valins (2003, p. 246) has argued, in Britain “the discourse
surrounding the need to prevent inter-marriage through educational initiatives is
extremely powerful, and pervades the viewpoints of all of the [synagogue]
movements providing Jewish faith-based schooling” (see similarly Hart et al. 2007,
p. 150; Kahn-Harris and Gidley 2010, p. 104). For parents, however, the impetus
was more complex though the intermarriage discourse certainly figured high up in
decision making processes. As Valins et al. (2001, p. 128) state, “there is no simple
hierarchy of parental wants and requirements” when choosing schools. They found
that academic standards and ‘ethos’ (incorporating social, cultural, and religious
factors) work alongside each other in the decision making process as well as
practical considerations and word-of-mouth reputation (Ibid., pp. 127-140).

But one key distinctive feature of the British school system, which has
undoubtedly buttressed its growth, is the fact that beyond a modest and above all,
voluntary, contribution requested of parents toward Jewish Studies classes, top
Jewish schools are ‘voluntary-aided,’ i.e., they are funded by the government and
are effectively free* (Ibid., p. 26).

The communal assumption underlying this growth was of course that Jewish
schooling strengthens Jewish identity. Certainly some American research had
suggested this was the case. Sacks (1995, p. 47) himself cited Fishman and
Goldstein’s (1993) study of the 1990 NJPS data indicating that “Jewish education is
one of the most effective tools for producing Jewishly identified adults” (Ibid.,
pp- 2, 12). More recently Chertok et al. (2007, p. 41) examined data on over 3,000
Jewish undergraduates in the United States and concluded that with respect to
“Jewish identity, Jewish ritual observance, [and] participation in Jewish campus
life... undergraduates with a history of day school attendance stand out. In terms of
most aspects of Jewish campus life and ritual observance, former day school
attendees from Orthodox homes are far and away the most involved.”

Unfortunately, Chertok et al.’s study was unable to “separate the influence of
attitudes and behaviors of families who select day schools from the impact of day
schools themselves...” (Ibid.). And as Short (2005, p. 256) has argued, demonstrating
that Jewish schooling has a measurable impact on Jewish identity requires controls to be
put in place for other potential identity predictors, such as family background. The
problem is simple: religious parents are more likely than secular parents to send their
children to Jewish schools, so it is hardly surprising that children in Jewish schools are

Footnote 3 continued

schooling is universal (Graham 2013; JLC 2008, p. 7; Vulkan and Graham 2008). The proportion of
children entering the Jewish school system also increased significantly but that is difficult to quantify
accurately.

4 In Britain, schools are funded in various and complex ways, but Jewish schools tend either to be
privately funded (independent schools) or publically funded (state schools). Virtually all strictly Orthodox
schools operate in the private sector where there is far greater flexibility with the syllabus, whereas most
central Orthodox/Conservative and progressive schools operate in the public sector as voluntary aided
schools. That is to say, the land and buildings are usually owned by a charitable foundation (the governing
body) which is responsible for 10% of ‘capital works,” employs the school’s staff and has primary
responsibility for admission criteria; the remaining 90% is provided by the state (DfE 2012; Valins et al.
2001, p. 18).
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more religious than those who are not (assuming Jewish identity is defined religiously).
Nevertheless, other studies have controlled for family background and some have
indeed noted a measurable effect. For example, Kalmijn et al. (2006) found that in
Holland “people who went to a Jewish school when they were young are more likely to
marry endogamously than other Jewish persons, even if we take into account that they
are more strongly socialized into a ethno-religious identity than persons who did not
attend a Jewish school” (Ibid., p. 1356).

However, lessons from other studies on the measurable impact of Jewish schooling
are ambiguous. For example, Dashefsky and Lebson (2002, p. 120) assessed over 100
(US and Canadian) papers on this topic and concluded: “In all of the research studies
reviewed, there was no firm evidence of a direct causal relationship between formal
Jewish schooling (K-12) and the various measures of dimensions of adult Jewish
identity.” Outside the United States, a similar conclusion has been drawn over many
years. For example, John Goldlust (1970, pp. 49, 59) analyzed data from a 1968
Melbourne study and concluded that “one important finding running contrary to
hypothesized expectations is that Jewish education, considered independently of other
variables, appears to have little generalized effect on Jewish identification.” Similarly,
Gerald Cromer (1974, p. 167), working on British data, reached similar conclusions:
“the limited evidence available on the effect of Jewish education in England suggests
that it has no influence on attitudes towards intermarriage and may even have a negative
one on attitudes towards religious observance.” More recently, Miller et al. (1996, p. 12)
have argued that Jewish education has a rather “insignificant role” and that parental
religiosity and “home background” have a far greater influence on marriage outcomes
(see also Miller 1988, 2003). Similar conclusions were reached by the author examining
Australian data from 2008 (Graham 2012). And even Kalmijn et al.’s (2006) Dutch
study accepted that “family of origin plays a crucial role in fostering [Jewish] ethnic
endogamy” (Ibid., p. 1356).

Organized trips to Israel constitute another area in which the British Jewish
community has intervened with Jewish continuity in mind. Like Jewish schooling, such
trips are not new, having been around since at least the 1950s (Kelner 2010, pp. 31-32),
but Israel experience programs—known colloquially in Britain as ‘tours’—had
formerly been viewed as vehicles for promoting Israel and aliyah, but became
increasingly conceptualized as mechanisms for strengthening Jewish identity. Again,
Jonathan Sacks was an early proponent of this radical view when he argued that “Israel
is Jewry’s supreme educational environment [...]. It is impossible to overestimate the
impact of Israel on the formation of Jewish identity” (Sacks 1995, p. 98). And the
significance of conceptualizing an Israel experience in this way is no better exemplified
than by the massive Taglit-Birthright Israel program, created in December 1999, in part
a response to heightened concerns about Jewish Diasporic survival following the
findings of high intermarriage rates in the 1990 NJPS data.’ Birthright Israel, a large-
scale ‘experiment,” was “conceived with the hope that engagement with Israel would
strengthen Jewish identities and counter the threat to Jewish continuity posed by
assimilation and intermarriage” (Saxe et al. 2002, p. ix).

5 NJPS data suggested that the US intermarriage rate was 52% for those marrying between 1985 and
1989 (Kosmin et al. 1991, p. 14).
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A theoretical basis for this approach had been articulated by Barry Chazan (1997,
p- 16) who argued that Israel experience “contributes to the formation of positive Jewish
attitudes and behaviors.” Chazan said that “[s]everal decades of impact research on
Israel trips indicate that there is some connection between more intense levels of adult
Jewish identity and involvement and having been to Israel as ateen” (Ibid., p. 16). While
acknowledging that Israel experience programs are not a substitute for “intensive
synagogue life” and “high-quality Jewish schooling,” he nevertheless argued that an
Israel experience is a “valuable partner and complement to these institutions” (Ibid.). In
a separate study of Israel experience programs, Shaul Kelner (2010) notes that
“[a]lthough pro-Zionist in character, most of today’s educational tours of Israel are used
by their sponsors and participants to construct Diasporic identities, not Israeli ones”
(Ibid., p. 31). Thus Kelner suggests that in the United States, the focus of such trips is “to
strengthen participants’ Jewish identities” (Ibid., pp. 33-34) and as such “Taglit
[Birthright Israel] was seen by its sponsors as a strategic investment in the Jewish
future” (Ibid., p. 45).

Research on Birthright has suggested that the program—a free “intense 10-day
educational experience” which since 1999 has attracted about 300,000 participants
aged 18-26 years worldwide (Saxe et al. 2012, p. 5)—impacts positively on certain
aspects of Jewish identity.® For example, it has “effects on participants’ feelings of
connection to Israel and the Jewish people, and on their views regarding the
importance of marrying a Jewish person and raising children as Jews.” However, Saxe
et al. also note that the program has “little or no observable influence on participants’
religious observance, communal involvement, and on their feelings of connection to
Jewish customs and traditions and to their local Jewish community” (Saxe et al.
2009a, p. 3).

Although Kelner (2010, p. 45) suggests that for European communities, there is a
greater focus on aliyah through Israel programs, the idea of an Israel experience being
used as a mechanism to enrich Jewish identity is by no means lost on British policy
makers. In Britain, most teenagers’ Israel experience programs are subsidized and
coordinated by the UJIA which, as noted, views such intervention as part of a ‘renewal
agenda,’ the policy for achieving Jewish continuity through education (Kahn-Harris
and Gidley 2010, p. 90). UJIA data show that between 1993 and 2009 a total of 18,117
high school teenagers in Britain went on a short-stay trip or ‘tour’ to Israel. With the
exception of a significant dip around 2002 (a result of safety concerns relating to the
Second Intifada), between 40% and 50% of all non-Haredi Jewish 16-year-olds (or
1,100 people) in Britain have attended these programs annually.’

6 It should be noted that although the Taglit (Birthright Israel) sample is very large, it does not contain a
fully independent control group; as Saxe et al. (2009a, p. 41 fn2) note, “The pool of applicants does not
perfectly mirror the total population of American Jewish young adults. Accordingly, the findings of
previous studies, as well as the current study, do not indicate how the program might have affected those
who could have applied but did not.” In other words, there may be justification for querying the results’
external validity.

7 Calculations based on adjusted 2011 census data and assuming Haredim then made up between 15%
and 25% of the cohort size (Haredim not being part of the target group for these programs). Tour and gap
year data courtesy of Helena Miller, UJIA.
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In addition to Jewish schooling and Israel experience programs, youth movement
work is another important area in which Britain’s Jewish community has chosen to
intervene in support of a ‘continuity’ agenda. The UJIA is again highly influential
here, and as Kahn-Harris and Gidley (2010, p. 90) note, it has made “systematic
efforts to intervene in the content of Jewish youth work, [which] gave it
considerable influence on practices that touched the lives of thousands of Jewish
young people every year.” The organization was especially influential in the field of
‘informal education’ (a term commonly used to describe the world of Jewish youth
organizations (Kahn-Harris and Gidley 2010, p. 90 citing Rose 2005)) where the
“emphasis was as much on developing the Jewish identities of their Jewish
members as it was on aliyah” (Ibid., pp. 90-91). Other British communal
interventions include the supplementary Jewish classes known as cheder which have
generally been run by synagogues. However, this form of intervention has lost
currency in recent years due in part to parents’ negative perceptions of the quality of
the Jewish education this voluntary system has been able to impart, as well as the
increased emphasis on day school education (Hart et al. 2007, p. 149; Miller 2001,
p. 507). Nevertheless, 70% of NJSS respondents reported having experienced this
form of communal intervention (Graham and Boyd 2011, p. 15).

Given these and other forms of communal intervention, which have evolved
within a ‘Jewish continuity’ narrative, it is pertinent to ask what, if any, empirical
evidence exists indicating the impact these programs may have had on the Jewish
identity of their participants. Although ‘Jewish education’ is an ill-defined concept
and many factors contribute to the formation of Jewish identity, itself an ill-defined
concept, JPR’s 2011 National Jewish Student Survey (NJSS) sample offers a unique
opportunity to assess the impact of communal intervention programming which has
taken place for over two decades in Britain. Members of this sample are, for the first
time in their lives, beginning to explore their identity independently of their parents
and other family members and make decisions about how they do, and do not, wish
to live Jewishly. The survey contains data on 925 Jewish students in Britain with a
median age of 21 years (Graham and Boyd 2011). Given the difficulties associated
with sampling large numbers of young adults in national studies generally,® these
data are all the more valuable.

Graham and Boyd (2011, pp. 63-67) estimated Britain’s undergraduate Jewish
student population (the main target for the survey) to be under 10,000, suggesting a
sample proportion in the region of 11% to 14%.” However, given that no
comprehensive database on Jewish students exists and the tiny proportion they make
up out of the total British student population (less than 1%), it was not possible to
carry out true probability sampling. Even so, by using census data and other sources,
the authors concluded that “the sample is reasonably representative in terms of the

8 For example, JPR’s 1995 national political attitudes study contained 111 respondents under 25 years of
age (Miller et al. 1996) and JPR’s household surveys in London and Leeds contained just 62 respondents
combined in this age group (Becher et al. 2002; Waterman 2003). Author’s calculations.

° Around 20% of Jewish 18 to 22-year-olds in Britain are Haredi (Graham 2013, p. 8) but the majority of
this group does not enter the secular higher educational system. Moreover, Haredim are a separate case as
far as intervention is concerned since they are universally educated in private, Haredi-controlled schools
and experience an intense Jewish upbringing (Holman and Holman 2001).
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students’ Jewish denominational background, but that their current levels of Jewish
engagement are probably higher than is the case for Jewish students as a whole”
(Ibid., p. 66). For similar reasons, it was not possible to weight these data and the
analysis below is based on raw NJSS data.

To summarize, Britain’s Jewish community has come to believe that intervention
programming in Jewish educational arenas (such as Jewish schooling, trips to Israel,
and youth movement work) can be used to strengthen Jewish identity. It has
therefore chosen to invest in such programs in order to ensure Jewish continuity in
Britain. This paper aims to test this hypothesis using JPR’s NJSS dataset and the
first step in this analysis is to define, in more precise terms, what exactly is meant by
‘Jewish identity’ in order to provide a framework within which it can be robustly
measured.

Measuring Jewish Identity—A Multivariate Analysis of Jewish Students

Like all social identities, Jewish identity has many aspects which vary from person
to person and may change throughout an individual’s lifetime. Much has been
written about this multifaceted nature (Anderson 1991; Cohen and Eisen 2000;
Cohen and Kahn-Harris 2004; Gitelman et al. 2003; Horowitz 2003; Lazar et al.
2002; Miller 1994, 1998, 2003). For example, Hartman and Hartman (1999,
pp. 280-281) have argued that while Jewish identity may be grounded in religious
practice, it is also about feelings of ethnicity and Jewishness ‘inside.” As they note:

Being Jewish is not just a religious affiliation: it is more (and sometimes other)
than believing in or performing Jewish rituals or having a set of religious
beliefs. It also involves an ethnic dimension—a sense of belonging and
affiliation with the Jewish people (or nation), feeling a sense of ‘we’-ness with
other Jews, sometimes manifest by formal or informal association, and a
differentiation from non-Jews...

The need to assess Jewish identity has led to the development of a plethora of
quantitative measures. One of the most commonly used in Britain is denominational
alignment (Becher et al. 2002; Miller et al. 1996; Miller 2003; Schmool and Cohen
1998). This schema broadly maps the denominational makeup of Britain’s Jewish
community based on reported levels of Jewish religious practice. In the NJSS
sample, most respondents (90%) aligned themselves with one of four denomina-
tional strands: ‘Orthodox,” ‘Traditional,” ‘Reform,” and ‘Just Jewish.’'® The
measure’s simplicity is one of its main advantages since it provides a more
manageable set of identity groups that functionally map onto patterns of Jewish
behavior, particularly religious behavior, and is not beholden to synagogue
membership. But this simplicity can also be misleading, especially when applied

10 The question posed was: ‘Which of the following comes closest to describing your current Jewish
identity?” with the following responses: Haredi (strictly-Orthodox) (3%); Orthodox (e.g., would not turn
on a light on Sabbath) (23%); Traditional (28%); Just Jewish (21%); Reform/Progressive (18%); Mixed —
I am both Jewish and another religion (2%); and None (5%) (N=925). The precise labeling of these
categories tends to vary from survey to survey.
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to non-ritualistic aspects of Jewish identity. Therefore, a measure is required which
comfortably incorporates the broader notions of Jewish identity being practiced.

A common approach to achieve this is factor analysis, which can be used to
examine a wide range of identity indicators to assess significant correlations
between any particular pairings: for example, whether synagogue attendance is
more strongly related to having many Jewish friends than it is to keeping kosher.
Moreover, factor analysis can provide some insight into the possibility of there
being underlying ‘dimensions’ of Jewish identity hidden within the data (Field
2011; Hartman and Hartman 1996; Miller 1998). The NJSS sample contains 36
individual measures of Jewish identity.'' A Principal Component Analysis (PCA)
was carried out which produced seven components of Jewish student identity,
explaining 58.4% of the total variance in the sample. The results are shown in
Table 1 with the largest factor loadings (>.50) highlighted.

While PCA is a statistically robust technique, the components or dimensions of
Jewish identity that it reveals are only as valid as the variables originally entered
into the analysis, i.e., there may be other aspects of Jewish identity that were not
included in the original set of variables and will therefore be missing from this
representation. Further, though the dimensions are real in statistical terms, their
interpretation, and subsequent labeling, is to a certain extent, subjective.

The Cronbach o values at the bottom of Table 1 indicate the statistical reliability
of each of the seven dimensions derived by the PCA. Values of .8 and above are
ideal, but it is generally accepted that where diverse constructs (such as identity) are
being examined values of around .7 are acceptable (Field 2011, p. 675)."% Therefore,
dimension seven with an o value of .42 must be rejected as it is clearly below this
threshold and will not be included in the remainder of the analysis. This leaves six
dependent variables or dimensions of student Jewish identity.

Interpreting the Dimensions of Student Jewish Identity
Dimension 1 — Cognitive Religiosity

The highest loading variables on the first dimension relate to different aspects of
mental Jewish religiosity. In particular, it includes measures of attitudes towards
prayer, Sabbath observance, and belief in God as well as measures of religious self-
perception. This dimension focuses on cognitive, rather than behavioral, aspects of
Jewish religiosity.

"' Twenty of these were based on four-point Likert scale responses (Strongly agree, Agree, Disagree,
Strongly disagree). A further eight were based on Yes/No responses and the remaining eight had scales
consisting of between three and five response options (such as level of youth movement involvement
being None, Occasional, Regular, or Leader).

12 While dimension three at o = .66 is slightly below the .7 threshold, further analysis indicated that the
removal of the item “Whether currently connected, in any way, with other (Jewish student) organizations’
would raise alpha from .66 to .68. The author considered this a modest gain at the expense of an important
variable in this dimension which approaches, though does not achieve, the .7 threshold. It is therefore
included in the remainder of the analysis.
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Dimension 2 — Socio-Religious Behavior

The second dimension relates more specifically to religious practice than the first
dimension; thus it includes measures of synagogue attendance and aspects of
Sabbath observance. But it also includes variables with a social bent such as
attendance at Jewish social events specifically outside the university context as well
as volunteering within the wider Jewish community.

Dimension 3 — Student Community Engagement

The next dimension relates to respondents’ Jewish social and organizational
engagement but within the university environment. Specifically, it measures how
engaged students are with their organized Jewish community, which for this sample
is centered on university and campus life. The key items here are behavioral and
include involvement with a university Jewish Society (JSoc), attendance at Jewish
social events on campus, attendance at Friday night dinner events on campus, and
membership of, or involvement with, other Jewish student organizations (i.e., other
than JSoc).

Dimension 4 — Jewish Values

The highest loading variables in the fourth dimension produced by the PCA
specifically focus on ethical issues. Each is attitudinal rather than behavioral, and
includes whether respondents feel that volunteering is an important aspect of
Jewishness; similarly, whether social justice and charitable giving inform Jewish
identity and whether being Jewish is about upholding high levels of moral and
ethical behavior.

Dimension 5 — Ethnocentricity

The fifth dimension is essentially attitudinal and the highest loading variables here
figure prominently in British Jewish communal discourse; namely support for, and
attachment to, Israel, and intermarriage. It also includes a measure of attitudes
toward Jewish social exclusivity, which is itself a central aspect of intermarriage
discourse. These high-loading variables point toward a theme of Jewish survival and
are ultimately ethnocentric.

Dimension 6 — Cultural Religiosity

The sixth dimension consists of two variables which ostensibly relate to Jewish
religious practice but are statistically distinct from the Jewish practice variables
loading highly in Dimension 2. That is because these particular rituals—observance
of the Passover seder and fasting on Yom Kippur—are among the most commonly
observed by all Jews, occur infrequently, are associated with universal human
themes (freedom and repentance) and tend to be observed in a family environment
(e.g., the beginning and end of the fast on Yom Kippur). They are commonly
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The Impact of Communal Intervention Programs

observed because they are at least as much, if not more, expressions of cultural
identity as they are expressions of religious identity.

Measuring the Impact of Communal Interventions on Jewish Identity
Outcomes

By examining the statistical significance of the relationships between the various
forms of communal intervention (the independent variables) and the six dimensions
of Jewish identity (the dependent variables), linear multiple regression can be used
to test the possible impacts that interventions may have had on the Jewish identity of
the NJSS respondents. In addition, Jewish upbringing variables are also examined,
given that they have consistently been shown to be key predictors of at least some
aspects of a Jewish identity in adulthood (Dashefsky and Lebson 2002; Kalmijn
2006; Miller 2003, 1998, p. 238).

An important aspect of multiple regression is that independent relationships can
be examined. In other words, a relationship between two variables can be measured
while controlling for the possible blurring effects of others. A hypothetical example
might be the relationship between attending a Jewish school and Cognitive
Religiosity. While the data may show (indeed, they do show) that respondents who
have attended a Jewish school are more religiously inclined than those who have
not, the apparent relationship may be illusory since religious parents are more likely
to send their children to Jewish schools than irreligious parents, and Cognitive
Religiosity may actually be an outcome of a religious Jewish upbringing rather than
Jewish schooling.

Twelve independent variables from the NJSS dataset have been identified for
inclusion in a three-staged regression analysis using the Enter method (Table 2). In
Model 1, the two demographic variables—age and gender—were entered; in Model
2, the three upbringing variables—Friday night meal at home, Kosher meat at home,
and denomination of upbringing—were entered. Finally, in Model 3, seven Jewish
educational intervention programs assessed in the NJSS data were entered. The
ordering of entry is significant because it ensures that outcomes are tested in the
order they are likely to have occurred in terms of respondents’ lifecycle. Upbringing
experiences precede entry into higher education, and therefore the impact they may
or may not have on Jewish identity should be measured first, followed by
experiences which have happened (for the most part) later in students’ lives.

The dependent variables were created by combining the variables with loadings
greater than .50 (highlighted in Table 1) for each of the six dimensions.'® This
produced six scale measures of Jewish identity where low scores indicate lower
levels of religiosity, Jewish engagement etc., and high scores indicate higher levels.
The details of each of these scales are summarized in Table 3. The analysis was

13 For example, in Dimension 1 — Cognitive Religiosity seven variables had factor loadings above .50.
Each respondent’s score on each of these seven variables were summed together to give a ‘grand
Cognitive Religiosity total’ for every respondent. An alternative approach using factor scores generated
by the analysis was also examined producing similar findings but increasing the amount of ‘noise’ in the
data and so reducing the overall level of variance explained.
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Table 3 Dependent variables — scale statistics for the six dimensions of Jewish identity

Dimension Min. score* Max. score* Mean Standard deviation
Cognitive Religiosity 1 22 12.9 52
Socio-religious Behavior 1 8 3.0 2.0
Student Community Engagement 1 11 5.9 29
Jewish Values 1 13 8.7 2.6
Ethnocentricity 1 12 7.5 2.6
Cultural Religiosity 1 3 2.4 0.8

* Low scores indicate low levels of religiosity, ethnicity etc., and high scores indicate high levels

restricted to British respondents only in order to focus on the specific impact of
British communal intervention programming. This reduced the sample size to 830
respondents.

The regression results are presented in two tables. Table 4 shows the correlation
coefficients (R) produced for each of the three sets of independent variables
(demography, upbringing, and intervention) on each of the six dimensions of Jewish
identity. It provides an indication of overall ‘model fit,” meaning how well the
variable sets predict each aspect of Jewish identity. The individual contribution of
each set of independent variables is indicated by the r-square change value (R?A).
Table 5 presents the regression coefficients (B and B) produced in Model 3 in order
to assess the independent effects of each of the independent variables on Jewish
identity. It also provides R and total R? values (bottom row) taking all the variables
into account.

In Table 4, Model 3 shows that overall the largest correlation value (R) occurs in
the two religious dimensions Socio-religious Behavior (.70) and Cognitive
Religiosity (.63). R values are slightly lower but similar for Student Community
Engagement (.50), Cultural Religiosity (.49), and Ethnocentricity (.47). The lowest
R value is for Jewish Values (.32). This suggests that the overall effect of the
independent variables is strongest in terms of religiosity dimensions. It is also fairly
strong with respect to community-oriented and ethnicity dimensions but is weakest
when it comes to predicting values outcomes.

The contribution of each set of independent variables (i.e., demographic,
upbringing, and intervention) toward the overall variation in each of the Jewish
identity dimensions is shown by the R*A (r-square change) values in Table 4. These
indicate that demographic variables (age and sex) explain little of the variance in
any of the dimensions. On the other hand, the upbringing variables together explain
the greater proportion of the overall explainable variance for all dimensions, a
finding which is in accordance with other studies already noted. In particular,
upbringing variables contribute 32% of the 40% of the total variance explained in
Cognitive Religiosity and 33% of 49% of the total variance explained in Socio-
religious Behavior. In the other four dimensions, the explanatory power of
upbringing is smaller in absolute terms but nevertheless still accounts for the
majority of the explainable variance. Hence upbringing variables account for 22%
out of 25% of the total variance explained in Student Community Engagement with
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similar results for Ethnocentricity and Cultural Religiosity and the smallest amount
(8%) in Jewish Values.

Once demographic and upbringing variables have been taken into account, the
R?A values in Model 3 (Table 4) also indicate the proportion of variance communal
intervention programs, taken as a whole, explain out of the total explainable
variance on each Jewish identity outcome. Overall it shows that once upbringing has
been accounted for, intervention has more limited explanatory power than
upbringing. That being said, intervention is clearly important for Socio-religious
Behavior where it explains 15% of the 49% of the total variance explained. It is also
a relatively important explanatory component of Cognitive Religiosity (explaining
7% out of 40% of the total variance explained). Its explanatory power is smaller,
though still statistically significant, in all four other dimensions. Hence intervention
explains 4% of the variance in Cultural Religiosity, 3% in Student Community
Engagement and Ethnocentricity, and 2% in Jewish Values.

The Effects and Non-effects of Communal Intervention

Having explored the overall effects of demographic, upbringing, and intervention
variables on the six dimensions of Jewish identity derived by the PCA, attention can
now be turned to the effects of specific intervention programs. These are revealed by
the regression coefficients (b and B) in Table 5. The b-values indicate the
independent relationship between each variable and each dimension of Jewish
identity, including whether the relationship is positive or negative. But it also
reveals the size of the effect (which can be interpreted with reference to the
statistical details of each dimension described in Table 3). For example, the b-value
for Yeshiva/seminary on Cognitive Religiosity is 3.62 (the largest of any b-value in
the table). This means that independent of all other variables, including other
intervention variables as well as upbringing and demographic variables, the effect of
attending yeshiva (as opposed to not attending yeshiva) is to increase respondents’
Cognitive Religiosity score in the more religious direction by 3.62 units on a scale
ranging from 1 through 22 units. However, since the independent variables are
based on different measurement units—for example, yeshiva/seminary is a yes/no
measure whereas type of upbringing distinguishes between Just Jewish, Reform/
Progressive, Traditional, and Orthodox (see Table 2)—comparisons between b-
values are more meaningful using the standardized beta coefficient (8)."* In the
present example, this shows that in terms of the effects of yeshiva/seminary on
Cognitive Religiosity, attending yeshiva is by far the most important intervention
(B=.30); in fact it is the only one of those tested which has a positive impact.

!4 The standardized beta values indicate the effect a change of one standard deviation in the independent
variable has on the dependent variable. Thus, increasing ‘Yeshiva/seminary’ by one standard deviation
increases Cognitive Religiosity by .30 standard deviations, and increasing ‘Kosher meat’ by one standard
deviation increases Cognitive Religiosity by .32 standard deviations (see further, Field 2011, pp. 239-40)
i.e., Kosher meat at home during upbringing has a slightly greater impact on Cognitive Religiosity than
yeshiva.
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Although the regression coefficients b and 5 do not speak definitively about cause
and effect—i.e., whether yeshiva attendance increases Cognitive Religiosity or
whether individuals with a religious predilection are more likely to attend yeshiva—
they do provide a statistically robust insight into the independent relationship
between the variables and the six dimensions of Jewish identity. In addition, they
indicate whether that association is positive or negative, as well as the strength of
that relationship compared with other variables. Moreover, given that the
interventions are all antecedent to the life-stage at which the Jewish identity of
the respondents has been measured (i.e., while students are at university), it is
arguable that the causal direction can also be inferred. Further, since the regression
controls for both the background factors and whether or not the intervention was
experienced, if both still remain significant predictors of Jewish identity, then causal
inference is strengthened.

As discussed in the introduction, one of the most important intervention
programs in which Britain’s Jewish community has chosen to invest is Jewish
schooling. The b coefficients in Table 5 show that Jewish school has a positive,
independent effect on two of the six identity dimensions: Socio-religious Behavior
(b=0.22) and Ethnocentricity (b=0.38). The standardized B values indicate that on
Ethnocentricity, Jewish school (8=.12) has the same effect as yeshiva/seminary
(B=.12) but in terms of Socio-religious Behavior, Jewish school (3=.09) is less
important than yeshiva/seminary (3=.39) and also less important than youth
movement (B=.15). Jewish school has no statistically significant effect on any of the
other dimensions, these being Student Community Engagement, Jewish Values,
Cultural Religiosity and Cognitive Religiosity. The relatively limited impact of
Jewish schooling on Jewish identity formation is in agreement with findings by the
author’s work on Australian data (Graham 2012), Miller (1988), Cromer (1974), and
Goldlust (1970) but is in contradistinction to some American works such as
Fishman and Goldstein (1993) and Cohen (2006).

Another key intervention program for Britain’s Jewish community has been the
Israel experience summer tour (Israel tour).'® Based on these findings, the impact of
such programs, in and of themselves, is at best negligible and indeed, on the
dimensions where it is statistically significant, (Cognitive Religiosity, Socio-
religious Behavior and Cultural Religiosity) the effect is negative. For example,
Israel tour reduces respondents’ Cognitive Religiosity scores by 1.31 units (on a
scale from 1 through 22, see Table 3). Indeed, it is apparent that Israel tour has no
positive statistically significant effect on any of the dimensions of Jewish identity
tested, including Student Community Engagement, Jewish Values and, especially
surprising, Ethnocentricity given that this scale includes two indicators of
attachment to and feelings towards Israel (see Table 1). These findings contrast
with those of Saxe et al. (2009a, p. 3, 2012) which show that short-term Israel trips
do appear to strengthen feelings of attachment to Israel; however, it broadly concurs
with their other findings that Israel trips have little or no influence on religious

'S In the NJSS sample, 82% of (British) respondents had participated in Israel tour, whereas it is
estimated that up to 50% of the (non-Haredi) cohort participates annually, i.e., NJSS oversampled this
group.
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observance, communal involvement, connection to Jewish customs, and engage-
ment with attendees’ local Jewish communities.

The present study, however, does find that a far more impactful intervention than
a short-stay (about three weeks) Israel tour is a gap year program in Israel. In
complete contrast to Israel tour, a gap year in Israel positively impacts on four of the
six dimensions of Jewish identity. In terms of Student Community Engagement, it is
the most important intervention program (8=.13), ahead of yeshiva/seminary
(B=.11), the only other intervention to have an effect; on Jewish Values (3=.09) it is
the only intervention (other than yeshiva/seminary) to have a measurable effect; in
terms of Ethnocentricity its impact (3=.10) is also important, though Jewish school
(B=.12) and yeshiva/seminary (8=.12) have a marginally greater impact; similarly
on Cultural Religiosity, its effect (3=.09) is important though again yeshiva/
seminary (B=.16) and Youth movement ($=.12) have a greater effect. The two
dimensions a gap year in Israel does not appear to impact are Cognitive Religiosity
and Socio-religious Behavior. (At this juncture it is of course worth remembering
that gap years are generally taken immediately before university and so the effect of
gap-year experiences may be greatest in this sample of students. Nevertheless, the
results are striking.)

A third key form of communal intervention in Britain has been youth
movements. Table 5 indicates that this program of engagement has a positive
effect on two of the six dimensions: Socio-religious Behavior (3=.15) and Cultural
Religiosity (3=.12). But Youth movement participation has no significant effect on
any of the other dimensions including Ethnocentricity, and this is despite the fact
that most British Jewish youth movements have a Zionist outlook. Nevertheless, this
indicates that youth movement participation has a similar (if not marginally greater)
impact on Jewish identity as Jewish school and a considerably larger impact than
Israel tours.

Of the other dimensions tested, youth summer camp and synagogue classes
(cheder) have some positive, though statistically weak, impact on one dimension
each, though both programs appear to have a more positive effect on Jewish identity
than Israel tours.

Of all the interventions tested, only yeshiva/seminary impacts on every one of the
six dimensions of Jewish identity with a particularly pronounced effect, as might be
expected, on Socio-religious Behavior (3=.39) and Cognitive Religiosity (8=.30),
but it was also the most important of any intervention on Jewish Values (3=.18).
Indeed, in terms of Socio-religious Behavior it was the most important of all the
independent variables tested (including the three upbringing variables). Only a gap
year program in Israel approaches the impact of yeshiva/seminary (which itself was
a form of gap year program for many respondents).

Finally, although the focus here is on intervention, it is worth briefly noting what
the analysis tells us about the role played by different aspects of Jewish upbringing
on the formation of students’ Jewish identity (Table 5). First, all of the relationships
examined are positive. Second, denomination (Type of Jewish upbringing) appears
to be less important than actual home experiences. Thus, it is evident that
experiencing Friday night meals (at home) significantly and positively impact all six
dimensions of Jewish identity. In addition, experiencing Kosher meat (at home) is a
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key predictor of five out of the six dimensions. This suggests that future studies
should consider focusing on particular aspects of upbringing rather than a single
aggregated measure based on categories that may not be ordinal.'®

Discussion and Policy Implications

The 1990s saw a firm consensus among Jewish communal leaders in Britain that
Jewish education, in the broadest sense, was essential to ensuring ‘Jewish
continuity’ (Hart et al. 2007, p. 150; Kahn-Harris and Gidley 2010, p. 104; Valins
2003, p. 246). Though the exact meaning of ‘education’ was never explicitly
articulated and the strategy for achieving it was never fully centralized, there was,
nevertheless, a significant expansion of the Jewish school system, as well as
continued investment channeled into Israel programs (i.e., short-stay tour and long-
stay gap year) as well as other educational interventions such as Jewish youth
movements and supplementary synagogue (cheder) classes.

Twenty years on, it is pertinent to ask, what effect, if any, has all of this
investment had on Jewish identity? Analysis of JPR’s 2011 National Jewish Student
Survey (NJSS) provides a statistically robust and a highly detailed picture of the
overall impact of intervention programming in Britain as well as the impact of
particular programs on specific aspects of Jewish identity.

This analysis initially identified six dimensions of Jewish identity, incorporating
behavioral and mental religiosity, student communal involvement, values, ethnicity
and culture, thus extending well beyond its normative religious/faith-based catego-
rization. But this was not an unexpected result given many previous studies showing
the multi-dimensional nature of Jewish identity. Using multiple regression analysis, it
was shown that Jewish upbringing is the most important predictor of a student’s
current Jewish identity, also in accordance with previous studies. Further, the analysis
revealed the overall value-added of British communal intervention programming,
once upbringing and the demographic variables of age and gender have been taken into
account. In sum, the analysis found that intervention programming by the community
has had a measurable and statistically significant'’ effect on the sample across all six
dimensions of Jewish identity. In other words, the investment the community has
channeled into Jewish education in the broadest sense does appear to show a
measurable impact on all aspects of respondents’ Jewish identity.

However, though intervention overall has clearly had a positive effect, this was far
stronger on some dimensions of identity than on others. For example, the intervention
programs tested here were most successful at explaining the variance in Socio-
religious Behavior (a broad measure of socially-oriented religious behavior such as
synagogue attendance and Jewish volunteering as well as Jewish socialization outside
university term time) and, to a lesser extent, Cognitive Religiosity (a measure of

16 For example, further analysis by the author indicates that respondents with a ‘Traditional’ upbringing
do not necessarily exhibit higher scores than ‘Reform/Progressive’ respondents on many ‘religious’
variables.

17" <Statistically significant’ should not be confused with ‘large.’
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religious attitudes). Intervention overall was far less successful at explaining the
variance in other Jewish identity outcomes including Student Community Engage-
ment (a measure of involvement with organized Jewish life on campus), Ethnocen-
tricity (a measure of Israel engagement and attitudes to intermarriage), as well as
Jewish Values (a measure of attitudes towards charitable giving and social justice etc.).
Even so, the fact that it can be shown that interventions explain any statistically
significant amount of variance in any aspect of Jewish identity should be welcomed,
given that a multitude of factors influence a person’s Jewish identity and only a limited
number of questions can be asked in a single survey.

To that extent, these findings are in agreement with other work in this area. For
example, Dashefsky and Lebson’s (2002, p. 108) assessment of over 100 studies
concluded that although the majority showed Jewish home life to be the most
influential factor in determining Jewish identification (as was shown here), they also
point out that all kinds of Jewish education, both formal and informal, reinforce
each other. Similarly, Cohen (2006, p. 13) has argued that after controlling for
Jewish home background “numerous studies... find that almost all forms of Jewish
education diminish the frequency of intermarriage and elevate adult Jewish
engagement, albeit with significant variations in magnitude of impact...”

However, Cohen also noted that in the United States, Jewish day schools uniformly
lead the list as the most effective form of Jewish education (Ibid.). But this study did
not reach such a conclusion. This is despite the fact that the main focus of British
communal intervention investment in recent decades has been on increasing Jewish
school enrollment. This analysis found that the most significant effects of Jewish
schooling on Jewish identity were on Ethnocentricity and Socio-religious Behavior,
but in both cases other programs were at least as impactful, if not more so. To be clear,
this study found no measurable effect of Jewish schools on Cognitive Religiosity,
Student Community Engagement, Jewish Values, or Cultural Religiosity. It is only
possible to speculate as to why such different results were obtained; however, it may
relate to the fact that in the United States, Jewish schools are private and most are
Orthodox whereas in Britain, most of the largest Jewish schools are state-funded (i.e.,
free) and most pupils are not Orthodox.'® It seems likely therefore that US pupils’
home environment is more closely aligned with their school’s ethos than is the case in
Britain and this would have positive, reinforcing effects on American pupils which
may not be the case for British pupils, at least to the same extent.

The other intervention receiving considerable investment and promotion in
Britain is short-stay Israel experience programs. As part of its ‘renewal’ agenda, the
community has put its full weight behind the program known as Israel tour, which is
attended by around 50% of 16/17-year-olds nationally. Yet this study finds no
evidence that short-stay (three-week) Israel experience tours impact positively on
any of the six dimensions of Jewish identity examined. Although US studies on
Birthright data appear to have found that short-stay programs (of about ten-days
duration) engender positive effects, especially on ethnocentric aspects of the Jewish

'8 In the non-Haredi community, the majority of Britain’s Jewish pupils come from non-Orthodox homes
even if they attend Orthodox Jewish schools (as a majority does).
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identity of young adults (see for example Saxe et al. 2002, 2009a, 2011), this study
was unable to identify any such relationship.

What might account for this striking difference between Saxe et al.’s results and
those presented here? At this stage it is once again only possible to speculate. While
there are certainly structural differences between the two programs,'® some
ecological and methodological differences may also be important. First, in Britain,
Israel tour is typically experienced through a youth movement and most participants
will therefore already be Jewishly socialised before they participate in a tour—albeit
to varying degrees—through their youth movement. Further, some may already
have been to Israel before participating in a tour. By contrast, Birthright focuses
recruitment on those who have never been to Israel on an ‘Israel peer education
program’ (Saxe et al. 2012, p. 5) and therefore may, on average, hail from relatively
less Jewishly engaged sections of the community. It could therefore be hypothesized
that the potential for Jewish ‘value-added’ is greater on Birthright than on Israel
tour. Second, methodologically, the control groups (as in those who did not
participate in the program) are also rather different. In Birthright, the control group
consists of applicants who did not ultimately participate in the program but were,
nevertheless, predisposed to apply in the first place (Saxe et al. 2009b, pp. 10-12;
Saxe et al. 2012, p. 5). By contrast, in NJSS the control consists of any student who
incidentally has not been on an Israel tour (i.e., whether or not they had applied and
whether or not they had previously been on another Israel program).”® In other
words, NJSS non-participation is incidental for inclusion in the control group,
whereas in Birthright it is instrumental. Although the NJSS control is arguably more
robust (since it theoretically captures a Jewishly broader group of non-participants),
it is likely that tour participants were oversampled (see footnote 15), and this may
also have affected the results. In sum, it is difficult to say precisely what effect these
differences between the two surveys may have had on the results other than to note
that they may not be directly comparable and further assessment is required.
Nevertheless, the difference remains intriguing.

All that said, Israel tour findings from this analysis are in complete contrast to the
results obtained for long-stay gap year in Israel programs. Indeed, next to yeshiva/
seminary experience (which positively impacts on all six identity dimensions but
only appeals to a minority of Britain’s Jewish community), this was the most
important intervention program, positively impacting Student Community Engage-
ment, Jewish Values, Ethnocentricity, and Cultural Religiosity.

Therefore, this analysis only partially supports Chazan’s (1997) thesis that trips
to Israel strengthen Jewish identity. As far as the short-stay summer Israel tour is

!9 For example, Israel tour participants are younger (age 16-17 compared with 18-26 for Birthright) and
the tour is a longer program (typically three weeks compared with ten days for Birthright). It is also the
case that Israel tour, though subsidized, is an expense born by participants whereas Birthright is free for
those accepted on the program. Cohort penetration rates are also very different; as noted, the Israel tour
attracts up to 50% of any year group whereas US Birthright probably attracts less than 5% (assuming 18
to 26 year-olds constitute about 10% of the total US Jewish population).

20 Sample eligibility for NJSS was based on the following instruction: “please only complete the survey
if you are Jewish and currently registered to study full- or part-time at a UK-based university or college”
(Graham and Boyd 2011, p. 63).
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concerned, the evidence is lacking entirely; but as regards a full gap year program in
Israel the thesis is on much firmer ground. Indeed, these findings suggest that policy
makers should consider ways of increasing Israel gap year participation given that
relatively few young British people embark on these programs.

In conclusion, leaders within Britain’s Jewish community can take some
satisfaction from these results which show that even after controlling for the
important effects of Jewish upbringing on several Jewish identity outcomes, Jewish
communal intervention, taken as a whole, appears to have a broadly positive effect
on most aspects of these students’ Jewish identity. In particular, the greatest impact
of these interventions is on behavioral and mental aspects of Jewish religiosity and
socialization. Nevertheless, the findings raise some challenging questions since
intervention has a rather limited overall impact on four out of the six Jewish identity
dimensions tested where Jewish upbringing is by far the most important predictor.
This is despite over twenty years of intervention investment in the ‘continuity
agenda’ (Kahn-Harris and Gidley 2010, p. 95).

Thus, these data provide communal leaders and policy makers with a valuable
insight into the efficacy of the use of interventionist programs to strengthen Jewish
identity. The study also presents a statistically robust method by which future
investments in Jewish educational intervention programming can be assessed in
order to ensure they generate a higher return per pound spent. In terms of individual
programs, with the notable exception of yeshiva/seminary, a gap year in Israel
stands out as being the most important intervention of those examined after
controlling for the effects of home background and all other intervention programs.
On this evidence it should be considered by policy makers in Britain as a vital tool
for strengthening Jewish identity and promoting the continuity agenda. Jewish
schooling, however, exhibited a relatively weak impact on Jewish identity and,
moreover, was no more important than Jewish youth movement involvement. And
finally, (short-stay) Israel tour showed no positive impact on any dimension of
Jewish identity tested. These results should give pause for thought to those who hold
to the prevailing theory that direct communal intervention in the Jewish educational
arena is the panacea for strengthening Jewish identity. Extant ideas about delivering
long-term Jewish continuity should continue to be developed and, above all, tested.
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