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This article examines political cohesion and division in the
American Jewish community’s central network of political and
fundraising institutions. Employing data from the 1997 National
Jewish Community Public Affairs Survey, the authors show that
political activists in the community’s Jewish Community Relations
Councils are routinely more liberal in their political preferences
than Federation donors, including the synagogue members among
them. However, the authors argue, the political division between
the activists and their main constituents is usually modest and
does not warrant concerns about a lack of effective political rep-
resentation in the organized Federation-JCRC system.

American Jews, like all groups defined by objective location
in the social structure, display patterns of both political cohesion
and political division. Many American Jews share a liberal orien-
tation to politics and policies, as well as Democratic partisanship
and electoral support, and many of the organizations which claim
to represent the political interests of distinctive Jewish constitu-
encies share liberal policy preferences. Moreover, the group’s lib-
eral political profile distinguishes it from Americans generally,
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meaning that Jews concentrate in a particular niche in the political
structure. Together, these factors contribute to the group’s politi-
cal cohesion (Kotler-Berkowitz 1997; Zuckerman 1990).

At the same time, a major line of political division slices
through the group. Orthodox and more religiously observant Jews
have become increasingly conservative and increasingly likely to
support Republican candidates, separating them politically and
electorally from non-Orthodox and less religiously observant Jews
(Cohen 1983a, 1983b, 1989; Cohen and Liebman 1997; Kotler-
Berkowitz 1995, 1997; Liebman 1973; Lipset and Raab 1984,
1995; Sigelman 1991; Zuckerman 1990). At the institutional
level, the major Orthodox political organization (the Orthodox
Union) has increasingly voiced dissenting policy preferences from
other Jewish organizations, particularly with regard to church-
state separation, abortion, homosexuality, and state recognition of
non-Orthodox forms of Judaism in Israel (Kotler-Berkowitz
1997). The emergence of a religiously-based division in American
politics, in which doctrinal orthodoxy and religious commitment
promote Republican partisanship and voting (Layman 1997), rein-
forces the political division within the American Jewish commu-
nity.

Weber’s (1946) response to Marx is the classic source for the
theoretical position that groups defined by objective location in
the social structure vary in the extent to which they are politically
cohesive and politically divided. While Weber’s retort addressed
social class categories, his theoretical position applies generally
to social structural groups, whether defined by class, ethnicity,
religion, or race (Zuckerman 1989). Here we apply it to American
Jews. Jews possess elements of both an ethnic and religious
group, and we do not engage in the debate over whether they are
best conceptualized as part of the American ethnic or religious
structure. Choosing not to address that debate, however, does not
bear on our approach to them as persons who share membership in
an objective social category.

In this study, we examine institutional bases of political cohe-
sion and division in the American Jewish community. The spe-
cific institutional participants we investigate are those involved in
the community’s central network of fundraising and social plan-
ning agencies, the synagogue members among them, and the lead-
ers of a network of political organizations that parallel the fund-
raising and social planning agencies. We analyze cohesion and
division through the use of survey data, employing indicators of
political ideology, partisanship, and a series of political attitudes
and policy preferences.!
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We concentrated on institutional participants for three reasons.
The first reason has to do with addressing a relative lack of
knowledge about the politics of institutional participants in the
American Jewish community. Many studies have examined, either
implicitly or explicitly, patterns of political cohesion and division
among Jews at the mass level, and most of those have identified
the political differences between Orthodox and non-Orthodox
Jews as the major line of division in the group. However, the
number of studies examining the political preferences of Jewish
institutional participants is much more limited, even as Cohen and
Bubis (1990) rightly note that investigating the politics of institu-
tional participants and leaders helps complete our understanding
of the community as a whole. Indeed, institutional development
and affiliation are defining characteristics of American Jews and
their community (Elazar 1995), 1989; Goren 1999; Gordon 1964),
and institutions provide crucial bases of communal interactions,
strength, and sustainability for American Jews, particularly in an
era characterized by high levels of residential and geographic dis-
persion (Elazar 1989, chapter 10; Goldstein and Goldstein 1996).
Because institutions are vital to the American Jewish community,
understanding patterns of political cohesion and division among
their participants is inherently beneficial.

The second reason is related to the specific institutions we in-
vestigated. The fundraising and political institutions we examined
are the closest to centralized institutions that exist in an organiza-
tionally diverse American Jewish community. Jewish Federations
are the primary fundraising and social planning agencies in re-
gionally-specified Jewish communities across America. Jewish
Community Relations Councils or Committees (JCRCs) are corre-
sponding political organizations, claiming to represent the politi-
cal interests of Jews who are organized within the Federation sys-
tem.? Among their other functions, JCRCs lobby state and local
governments, promote relations with other social groups and or-
ganizations, fight anti-Semitism, and conduct media campaigns to
protect and promote Jewish interests. As the closest to centralized
institutions that exist in the community, these organizations are
particularly important in shaping patterns of political cohesion
and division among the group’s institutional participants and
within the community as a whole.

As noted above, we also investigated synagogue members
among the Federation donors. Synagogues are the Jewish group’s
primary religious institutions, providing a major basis of social
cohesion and interaction in the community, and an alternative set
of organizations for institutional participants. As such, synagogue
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memberships add to the complex patterns of institutional affilia-
tions that characterize the Jewish group. Specifying such member-
ships in the analysis enables us to investigate that complexity
more clearly. Specifically, it allows us to determine if synagogue
members who contribute to the Federations hold different political
views from Federation participants who do not belong to syna-
gogues.

The third reason we investigated cohesion and division within
these particular institutions and among their participants is related
to an important normative concern: the issue of political represen-
tation within the organized Jewish community. The fact that a
specific network of Jewish political organizations claims to repre-
sent the interests of the Federation contributors, including the
synagogue members among them, led us to consider the connec-
tion between cohesion, division, and political representation. To
what extent does political cohesion between the political and
other institutional participants signify accurate political represen-
tation, and to what extent do institutional lines of political divi-
sion compromise political representation? Moreover, by dividing
Federation participants into those who are and are not synagogue
members, we can test whether the political activists offer greater
political representation to one group than the other.

Data

We employed data from the 1997 National Jewish Community
Public Affairs Survey (PAS),? which includes responses from over
6,500 contributors to Jewish Federations and more than 600 lead-
ers of JCRCs, nearly all of whom, 97 percent, also report making
a donation to their Federation in the year prior to the survey.

Surveys were mailed in November 1997 to randomly selected
individuals from lists of contributors to Jewish Federations in 14
communities across the United States: Atlanta, Bergen County
(NJ), Cleveland, Columbus, Dallas, Detroit, Houston, Indianapo-
lis, Los Angeles, Milwaukee, Philadelphia, San Francisco and the
East Bay, and Seattle. A separate mailing was made to the entire
JCRC leadership in these communities, with the exception of Co-
lumbus and the East Bay. Because we did not have a parallel
JCRC sample for the Columbus Federation sample, we removed
all Columbus respondents from our analysis. However, because
the San Francisco JCRC serves the political interests of the East
Bay as well as San Francisco itself, we have retained East Bay
respondents in our study. The merged data set which results from
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combining the random sample of Federation contributors with the
inclusive sampling of corresponding JCRC leaders permits an in-
vestigation of the relationship between the politics of the political
leadership elite and the core constituency they serve.

We are fully aware of the potential limits of these data and
the methods used to collect them. Despite the large absolute num-
ber of respondents, the low response rates — approximately 25
percent of the more than 20,000 randomly sampled Federation do-
nors and 50 percent of the 1,258 sampled JCRC leaders — raise
questions of non-response bias and therefore of the generalizabil-
ity of our findings to the target population as a whole. Nonethe-
less, we have reason to believe that problems of non-response are
small and do not significantly affect our ability to generalize
about the participants in these particular Jewish philanthropic and
political organizations.

To address the question of non-response bias, we compared
the respondents in the 1997 Public Affairs Survey with respon-
dents in the 1990 National Jewish Population Survey (NJPS).*
The 1990 NJPS was devised to create a national demographic pro-
file of all American Jews and the households in which they live,
including the non-Jewish members of those households. The sur-
vey interviewed a random selection of Jews across the United
States and involved 2,441 respondents. For purposes of compari-
son, we first used a subset of the NJPS population, those who
identified their current religion as Jewish (N=1,734); (see Kosmin
et al. 1991). From among these “Jews by Religion,” we then se-
lected respondents who reported making a contribution to the
Jewish Federation in their community in the previous year
(N=726). This group of respondents from the NJPS is, as best as
we can construct, a similar group to that which the PAS polled.

Table 1 compares respondents from the Public Affairs Survey
and the NJPS reference group along a series of variables. Demog-
raphically, the PAS respondents are slightly older, are more likely
to be male, are somewhat more likely to be married, and have
higher levels of household income than their NJPS counterparts.
With respect to religious identity and affiliation, the PAS respon-
dent group contains fewer Conservative Jews and more secular
Jews, and PAS respondents are somewhat more likely to be syna-
gogue members. Finally, PAS respondents are more politically
moderate and less liberal and conservative than their NJPS coun-
terparts. None of these differences, while clearly extant, are so
severe as to raise doubts that PAS respondents are a decidedly
unrepresentative sample of Jews connected to the community’s
central philanthropic and political agencies.
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Table 1
COMPARISON OF 1997 PAS RESPONDENTS AND
1990 NJPS REFERENCE GROUP

1997 PAS 1990 NJPS
Respondents Reference Group

Age
Under 35 7 18
35-44 18 23
45-54 23 15
55-64 16 16
65-74 20 18
75+ 16 11
Gender
Male 58 46
Female 42 54
Marital Status
Married 77 67
Not Married 23 34
Intermarriage
Spouse Jewish 93 89
Spouse not Jewish 7 11
Household Income
Under $30,000 10 20
$30,000-$49,999 15 27
$50,000-74,999 18
$50,000-$79,999 24
$75,000-$99,999 16
$80,000-$124,999 16
$100,000-$199,999 25
$125,000-$199,999 7
$200,000 and more 15 5
Denomination
Orthodox 5 7
Conservative 36 48
Reform 38 37
Reconstructionist 3 2
Just Jewish 15 3
Other 3 3
Synagogue Membership
Yes 77 64

No 24 36
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1997 PAS 1990 NJPS
Respondents Reference Group

Religious Service

Attendance
Not at all 11 7
Several times/year 49 54
At least 1/month 22 24
At least 1/week 18 15
Jewish Day School
Yes 5 11
No 95 89
Political Ideology
Liberal 33 43
Moderate 55 37
Conservative 13 20
Total N 6523 726

Entries are percentages except those for Total N.

On other significant measures, the PAS respondents are very
similar to the NJPS respondents, adding to our belief that the PAS
data are valid. Outside the Conservative and secular categories,
equal percentages of respondents categorized themselves as Or-
thodox, Reform, Reconstructionist, and other. PAS respondents do
not consistently attend religious services more or less frequently
than the NJPS respondents. Among married respondents in the
two data sets, rates of marriage to non-Jews are very similar.
Moreover, while NJPS respondents reported Jewish day school
education at twice the rate of PAS respondents, both percentages
are so low that the NJPS doubling is of little substantive signifi-
cance.

We have two final reasons to be confident that non-response
bias is not a problem in the PAS data. First, we created an ordinal
measure of embeddedness in Jewish religious contexts, in which
respondents received 1 point for synagogue membership, 1 point
for going to religious services at least once a month, and 1 point
for receiving a Jewish day school education. We then correlated
this with a three-point ordinal scale of political ideology, ranging
from liberal (-1) to moderate (0) to conservative (+1). The corre-
lation, .11 (p = .01), is consistent with much previous research
showing a weak to moderate connection among Jews between fre-
quent location in religious contexts and political conservatism.

Second, we selected Orthodox, Conservative, Reform, and Re-
constructionist respondents from both the PAS and NJPS surveys
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and created identical, ordinal measures of denominational tradi-
tionalism. We then correlated those measures with identical scales
of political ideology. In the PAS data, the correlation was .19
(p=.01) and in the NJPS it was .14 (p=.05). When we added secu-
lar Jews to the end of our ordinal scales of denominational tradi-
tionalism, the correlations were .14 for the PAS respondents
(p=.01) and .13 for the NJPS respondents (p=.05).> Quite clearly,
measures of Jewish denomination and political ideology among
PAS respondents are correlated at essentially the same strength as
identical measures among the NJPS reference group.

These four factors — the similar correlations between match-
ing measures of denominational traditionalism and political ideol-
ogy in the PAS and NJPS data sets; the connection between Jew-
ish religious contexts and political conservatism among PAS re-
spondents; the several demographic variables on which PAS and
NJPS respondents are nearly the same; and the relatively small
differences on other demographic variables — lend substantial
evidence to our claim that the PAS data do not suffer from non-
response bias. Those who provided answers to the PAS survey do
not appear to be significantly different — either demographically
or with regard to several key relationships — from a parallel ref-
erence group in the NJPS data, which we know were collected to
provide a representative sample of American Jews. The PAS data,
we believe, are valid and reliable, and can be employed to make
generalizations about Jews who are involved in the community’s
major network of philanthropic and political organizations
(though of course we make no claim that they represent the gen-
eral population of American Jews).

Measures

In this research, we investigate how institutional affiliations
structure political cohesion and division among American Jews.
Are memberships in alternative Jewish institutions — political,
philanthropic, and religious — tied to differences in partisanship,
ideology, policy preferences, and other types of political and so-
cial attitudes? Consequently, are political cohesion and division
among American Jewish institutional participants related to spe-
cific types of institutional affiliations within the organized com-
munity?

We divided respondents into three institutional categories.
One group, whom we frequently refer to as political activists or
political leaders, comprises the separately-sampled JCRC leader-
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ship. We then separated the remaining respondents, randomly
sampled from the Federation donor lists, into those who do and do
not belong to synagogues. The former group we call synagogue
members, while the latter we refer to as donors (or occasionally
“just donors™).

Some comments about the institutional categories and their
names are in order. A majority of the JCRC leaders (86 percent)
are also members of synagogues, according to the surveys they
completed, but none of them has been placed in the synagogue
member category. In other words, the sample of JCRC leaders re-
mains a separate group in our analysis. In addition, all respon-
dents, regardless of which group they are placed in, contribute to
Federations;® however, only the group we refer to as donors has
this as their sole institutional affiliation in this particular data set.
We have, in sum, separated and identified the groups by their dis-
tinguishing rather than exclusive characteristic, and we trust the
naming scheme will allow us to avoid, as much as possible, awk-
ward references to the specific characteristics of each group in the
remainder of this report.’

Table 2 provides a breakdown of respondents by institutional
affiliation. A clear majority of respondents, nearly 70 percent, are
synagogue members, while slightly more than one-fifth are just
donors. Despite oversampling of the leadership of JCRCs and
higher response rates, fewer than one-tenth of all respondents in
the merged sample are political activists, a reflection of the elite
nature of affiliation in political institutions.

Table 2
INSTITUTIONAL AFFILIATIONS OF
1997 PAS RESPONDENTS

Institutional Affiliation Percentage N
Synagogue Members 68.4 4460
Donors 2.2 1451
Political Activists 9.4 612

Total 100.0 6523

Our first set of analyses below utilizes these institutional cate-
gories as independent variables in a series of bivariate tests. Sub-
sequent analyses are multivariate, in which we remain focused on
the institutional bases of the community’s political cohesion and
division while incorporating into statistical models a variety of
other factors that could impact the political patterns. Here, the
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PAS provides data that allowed us to control for the effects of de-
nominational affiliations (Orthodox, Conservative, Reform, and
Reconstructionist), synagogue attendance, Jewish day school edu-
cation, ethnic solidarity, and a series of demographic variables,
including income, age, marriage, intermarriage, and gender. We
also employed political ideology as a predictor variable when we
examine other dependent variables and partisanship as a predictor
when ideology serves as the dependent variable.

The Public Affairs Survey contains extensive data on the po-
litical preferences of respondents, and we employed a total of
nine indicators of political positions as dependent variables.
Measures of partisanship, ideology, and preferences on size and
services of government are 3-point ordinal scales (which we treat
as interval), ranging from -1 (Democrats and the most liberal po-
sitions on ideology and government size/services), through 0 (in-
dependents and moderates), and concluding at 1 (Republicans and
the most conservative positions). The remaining dependent meas-
ures are 7-point ordinal scales (which, again, we treat as interval),
and cover such topics as church-state separation, concerns for mi-
norities (immigration, affirmative action, and welfare), cultural
liberalism (abortion, school vouchers, and unmarried and same-
sex partners), anti-Semitism, the Middle East peace process, and
religious pluralism in Israel. Here, -3 represents liberal positions
on church-state separation, minorities and cultural issues; low
levels of suspicion of anti-Semitism; dovish stands on the Middle
East peace process; and support for religious pluralism in Israel.
In contrast, +3 on these scales represents the opposite preferences
and attitudes: conservative stances on church-state separation,
minorities and cultural issues; high levels of suspicion of anti-
Semitism; hawkish positions on the Middle East peace process;
and support for continued Orthodox control of religious life in
Israel. On all the scales, 0 represents a middle or moderate posi-
tion on the issue. The Appendix provides detailed information on
variable construction.

Political Cohesion and Division: Empirical Findings

We begin the empirical analysis by examining political ideol-
ogy (or general political orientation), because it allows us to make
some broad comparisons among American Jews and between Jews
and Americans generally. Table 3 presents data on the political
ideologies of respondents from the 1997 PAS, the 1990 NJPS,?
and the 1990 and 1996 American National Election Studies
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Table 3
POLITICAL IDEOLOGIES OF AMERICAN JEWS AND
AMERICANS GENERALLY

Liberal Moderate Conservative
1997 Public Affairs Survey

All Respondents 33 55 13
Political Activists 45 47 9
Donors 37 53 10
Synagogue Members 29 57 14

1990 National Jewish
Population Survey

Jews by Religion 48 34 19

Reference Group 43 37 20
National Election Studies

1990, All Respondents 25 36 39

1996, All Respondents 26 30 44

Entries are percentages, totaling 100 (or 99 or 101 due to rounding)
across rows.

(ANES),’ the dates of which correspond to the two surveys of
Jews.

While we acknowledge the limitation of comparing across dif-
ferent data sets, as well as the difficulties in interpreting re-
sponses to questions of political ideology, we think the data re-
veal important patterns. As a group, these institutionally-involved
American Jews retain some, but certainly not all, of the liberal
political profile typical of American Jews. Among PAS respon-
dents, liberals outnumber conservatives by more than a 2 to 1 ra-
tio. In addition, there are more liberals and fewer conservatives
among PAS respondents than among Americans generally, as re-
ported in both the 1990 and 1996 ANES data. However, it is po-
litical moderation rather than liberalism that characterizes the in-
stitutional participants. Moderates comprise the slight majority of
all PAS respondents. In addition, PAS respondents are both less
liberal and more moderate than the Jews by Religion in the 1990
NJPS sample and the NJPS reference group, while retaining simi-
lar levels of political conservatism. PAS respondents are also
more moderate than Americans generally. Because past research
has demonstrated that across all American Jews, institutional in-
volvement in general is correlated with lower levels of political
liberalism (Kotler-Berkowitz 1997), the apparent displacement of
liberals by moderates in the PAS data is not surprising.
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While political moderation characterizes the institutionally-
affiliated Jews, political variations within the population certainly
exist. The political activists are noticeably more liberal and less
moderate than others. Indeed, among the JCRC leadership, liber-
als rival moderates, levels of political liberalism nearly mirror
those among the NJPS Jews by Religion (a point we return to
later), and the ratio of liberals to conservatives is 5 to 1. It is
among the synagogue members that rates of political moderation
are highest and liberalism lowest, and the ratio of liberals to con-
servatives is reduced to just 2 to 1. Across each of the categories
for political ideology, those who are just donors fall between the
political activists on one side and the synagogue members on the
other.

These initial data suggest two characteristics of the politics of
PAS respondents: an overall pattern of political cohesion charac-
terized by moderate and liberal preferences in comparison to
Americans generally, in conjunction with internal lines of politi-
cal division based on institutional affiliations. To move beyond
these initial assessments, we examined means for each of the nine
dependent variables, for the entire sample of respondents as well
as for each group, and we conducted difference of means tests
among and between the institutional categories for each dependent
variable. Here, we use statistically significant differences in
means as indicators of political division, while an absence of sta-
tistically significant differences signifies political cohesion.

Table 4 presents means on the dependent variables for all PAS
respondents and for each institutional group, as well as a test of
differences of means across the three institutional groups taken
together. Recall that the negative ends of scales represent liberal
ideology, Democratic partisanship, liberal preferences on domes-
tic political issues, low degrees of suspicion of anti-Semitism, a
dovish position on the Middle East peace process, and support for
religious pluralism in Israel, while the positive ends of the scales
represent the opposite positions.

Several patterns emerge from the data. First, these institution-
ally-involved Jews as a whole display a moderate to liberal politi-
cal ideology, are Democratic in their partisanship, and are decid-
edly liberal on church-state separation and cultural issues, but
they are somewhat to the conservative side of moderate on pref-
erences for government size and provision of services and issues
concerning minorities. In addition, they are as a whole less rather
than more suspicious of anti-Semitism among other Americans.
Concerning Israel, they are slightly dovish with regard to the
Middle East peace process, and they are emphatically supportive
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Table 4
MEAN SCORES ON DEPENDENT VARIABLES? AND

DIFFERENCE OF MEANS TEST®

33

Dependent All Political Donors Synagogue Difference
Variables Respon- Activists Members  of Means
dents

Political -.20 -.36 -.27 -.15 38.64
Ideology

Partisanship -.45 -.64 -.48 -.41 30.05

Government .20 -.04 11 .26 37.99
Size and
Services

Church-State -1.19 -1.76 -1.15 -1.13 44.59
Separation

Concern for .85 .07 .89 .95 104.30
Minorities

Cultural -1.13 -1.38 -1.21 -1.06 20.94
Liberalism

Anti-Semitism -.57 -1.04 -.46 -.54 29.93

Middle East -.38 -.82 -.48 -.29 27.55
Peace Process

Religious -2.04 -2.11 -2.15 -2.00 6.76

Pluralism in
Israel

* Scales for political ideology, partisanship, and government size
and services are three-point interval scales ranging from -1
through 0 to +1. The remaining scales are 7-point interval scales
ranging from -3 through 0 to +3.

® Entries for difference of means column are the F-scores for
ANOVA difference of means tests across the four institutional

groups.

of religious pluralism in the Jewish state. Overall, the means indi-

cate moderate to liberal political preferences across a variety of
domestic and Israeli political dimensions, with mild displays of
moderate to conservative stances on selective American political

issues.

Second, means for each institutional group support a general
pattern of political division. Political activists are the most liberal

and synagogue members the most conservative, while the donors
occupy the middle ground. Indeed, the political activists are more

liberal (or less conservative) than the synagogue members on each
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and every measure. The JCRC leadership is also more liberal than
the donors in eight of the nine instances (the exception is reli-
gious pluralism in Israel); in seven of those eight cases, the dis-
tance between the political leaders and the donors is less than the
distance between the political activists and the synagogue mem-
bers (here the exception is perceptions of anti-Semitism).

Third, initial difference of means tests displayed in the last
column of Table 4 provide additional support for the claim that
institutional affiliations structure political divisions within the
organized community. The F-scores for ANOVA difference of
means tests are all substantially above the threshold for standard
levels of statistical significance, indicating that at least one insti-
tutional group differs from another group along each dependent
variable.

Table S5 probes these differences between means in finer de-
tail, offering group-by-group difference-of-means and accompa-
nying statistical tests. The dependent variables are listed in the
left-hand column, starting with ideology and concluding with re-
ligious pluralism in Israel. In each of the subsequent three col-
umns (one for each group-by-group comparison), one group is
identified as group I, and the other as group J. Entries are the
mean of group I minus the mean for each corresponding group J,
for the particular dependent variable. Negative entries indicate
that group I is more liberal than the corresponding group J, while
positive entries indicate group I is more conservative than the
group J counterpart. Variables that are statistically significant at
the .05 level and below are indicated. Again, we use statistically
significant differences as indicators of political division and the
absence of significant differences as evidence of political cohe-
sion.

The group-by-group comparisons demonstrate that the politi-
cal activists are more liberal than both the synagogue members
and the donors, as indicated by the statistically significant, nega-
tive entries under the two columns where political activists are
identified as group I. The one exception, again, is in the case of
attitudes toward religious pluralism in Israel. Moreover, examin-
ing the size of the difference in means demonstrates that in most
cases, the political activists are more politically divided from the
synagogue members than from the donors. In the last column, the
statistical tests indicate that the donors display different means
than the synagogue members on six of nine variables, and in all
six cases the donors are more liberal.

We confirmed that institutional affiliations structure political
division among these American Jews through a series of nine mul-
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Table 5
GROUP-BY-GROUP DIFFERENCE OF MEANS ACROSS
DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Dependent Group I: Political  Political Activists Donors
Variables Activists
Group J: Donors  Synagogue Members Synagogue Members
Political Ideology -.09° -21° -11°
Partisanship -.16° -23° -07°
Government Size -14° -29° -.15°
and Services
Church-State -.60° -.62° -.02
Separation
Concern for -.82° -.88° -.06
Minorities
Cultural -17° -32° -.15°
Liberalism
Anti-Semitism -.58° -.50° .08
Middle East -.34° -.53¢ -19°
Peace Process
Religious 04 -11 -15°
Pluralism
in Israel

*p<.05 °p<.01  ©p=.000

tivariate regression analyses, one for each dependent variable.
Here, we employed the synagogue members as the reference
group and used dummy variables to indicate the political activists
and donors. Statistically significant coefficients for the dummy
variables signify political division, while coefficients failing to
reach conventional levels of statistical significance indicate po-
litical cohesion.

In addition, we controlled for a variety of other explanatory
factors, including denominational affiliation (dummy variables
representing Orthodox, Conservative, Reform, and Reconstruc-
tionist Jews, with secular Jews as the reference group); frequency
of synagogue attendance; feelings of ethnic solidarity; and a se-
ries of demographic variables that includes income, age, marriage,
intermarriage, and gender. Finally, we used political ideology as a
control variable in eight of the nine models, and used partisanship
as a control when ideology was the dependent variable.'” As
proximate political variables, we expected ideology and partisan-
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ship to have a strong impact on the dependent variables, and
therefore to provide a tough test for the institutional variables.

Regression results are reported in Table 6. The political divi-
sions between synagogue members and political activists that
were suggested in the bivariate difference of means test remain in
each multivariate model, as indicated by negative coefficients fal-
ling below the .05 level of statistical significance in eight of nine
cases. Compared to synagogue members, the JCRC leaders are
more liberal ideologically and on specific American political and
social issues, more Democratic in their partisanship, less suspi-
cious of anti-Semitism, and more dovish on the Middle East peace
process. Only on the issue of religious pluralism in Israel are the
political activists and the synagogue members characterized by
political cohesion, as the failure of the coefficient to reach stan-
dard levels of statistical significance demonstrates.

In contrast to these findings, political divisions between those
who are just donors and synagogue members are for the most part
erased once other variables are controlled. Across seven of the
variables, donors are not significantly different from the syna-
gogue members. In one case, government size and service provi-
sion, donors appear more liberal than synagogue members; in a
second case, church-state separation, the donors appear more con-
servative than the members of synagogues. In both cases, though,
levels of statistical significance are marginal (p<.10) rather than
conventionally decisive (p<.05). Between the two groups, politi-
cal cohesion rather than division is the dominant tendency, once
other explanatory factors are controlled.

We re-specified the regression models in two ways. First, we
added a series of dummy variables for city (or county), combining
the Federation and JCRC samples in each local area. Here, we
used San Francisco and the East Bay as the reference group be-
cause it is the most ideologically liberal and because it has the
largest percentage of respondents in the survey (11.6 percent).
The substantive findings for the differences between the political
activists and synagogue members remained the same, as did the
findings for the general absence of differences between the donors
and synagogue members. '

We also re-specified the original regression models to make
donors the reference group, in order to provide a direct multivari-
ate test of the divisions between them and the political activists.
The results (not displayed) indicate that at the .01 significance
level, political activists are more Democratic in their partisanship;
more liberal on government size and services, church-state separa-
tion, concern for minorities and cultural issues; less suspicious of
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Table 6
MULTIVARIATE REGRESSION: DETERMINANTS OF
POLITICAL COHESION AND DIVISION

Independent  Political Partisan- Government Church-State Concern for

Variables Ideology  ship  Size/Services Separation  Minorities

Institutional variables

Political 08 -14¢ -214 -46¢ -70¢
activists

Donors -.03 -.03 -.06 .10° -.05

Control variables

Political 544 564 724 921
ideology

Partisanship 44¢

Synagogue 01 -.02° -.03* 08° -.10¢
attendance

Ethnic .00 -.05¢ -.05° -.05° -01
solidarity

Orthodox 32¢ .03 .02 1.03¢ .10

Conservative 144 -.104 .00 -.07 a18

Reform .00 -.03 03 -28¢ .08

Reconstruc- -.04 -12° -15° -44° -25°
tionist

Jewish -01 08° -.04 29° 05
education

Income -.02° 05° .06* -07¢ -.05¢

Age .00 -01° 01 -.02° 07¢

Married .03 -.01 .01 -.04 .04

Intermarried -.04 .03 -.06 .04 -20°

Male .09¢ 14¢ 24 .03 .05

(Constant) -.07 -.44¢ 02 =77 1.15¢

R-squared 29 .30 22 17 21
(adjusted)

*p<.10 °p<05  °p<.01 Y p=.000
N= 5124 for each analysis.

of anti-Semitism; and more dovish on the Middle East peace pro-
cess than the donors. In addition, at the .10 significance level, the
political activists are more ideologically liberal and more sup-
portive of religious pluralism in Israel. In sum, the empirical find-
ings demonstrate a consistent pattern of political division between
the political activists and the two other groups, while political co-
hesion rather than division characterizes the relationship between
synagogue members and those who are just donors.
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Independent Cultural  Anti-Semitism Middle East Religious
Variables Liberalism Peace Process Pluralism
in Israel
Institutional variables
Political activists -20° -42¢ -33¢ -.06
Donors .06 .05 .06 .05
Control variables
Political Ideology 69° A1° 79 334
Partisanship
Synagogue attendance 104 .00 .09° 124
Ethnic solidarity .00 -.09° 10° .00
Orthodox 90? 39° 1.48¢ 2.79¢
Conservative -.13° 21° .07 =244
Reform -25¢ .10 -32¢ -.56°
Reconstructionist -414 -28° -.814 -72¢
Jewish education 35¢ -.06 17 424
Income -01 -14¢ -12¢ -.03°
Age -.03° -.12¢ -01 -.14¢
Married .05 .09 14° -07°
Intermarried -.07 -01 -19° -20°
Male 23¢ -31¢ -13° 03
(Constant) -1.15¢ 46° 02 -1.43¢
R-squared (adjusted) 24 .05 .20 39

*p<.10  Pp<.05 °“p=<.01 ?p=.000
N= 5124 for each analysis.

We note that we are not claiming that of all the independent
variables, the variable capturing political activists offers the
greatest amount of explanatory power, or that affiliations with the
different institutions are the only source of political division
within the community. The standardized beta coefficients (not
displayed) indicate that political ideology (and partisanship when
ideology is the dependent variable) is usually, though not always,
the most powerful explanatory variable. As the only explicitly po-
litical predictor in the model, it would be surprising if ideology
(or partisanship) did not provide the greatest explanatory power
for dependent variables that are also political in nature. Other
variables that are statistically significant in the models are also
sometimes more powerful than the political activist measure.
Moreover, consistent with many previous studies, denominational
affiliations are a routine source of political division: relative to
secular Jews, Orthodox Jews are frequently more conservative and
Reform and Reconstructionist Jews are frequently more liberal.
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No matter the strength and consistency of other variables, though,
the indicator of political activists displays a nearly constant effect
across the models, thus supporting our claims that the JCRC lead-
ers are politically divided from the other institutional categories,
and that institutional affiliation is one basis of political division
among American Jews organized in the Federation and JCRC sys-
tems.

Assessment: Cohesion, Division,
and Political Representation

The empirical results consistently demonstrate political divi-
sion among American Jews affiliated with the group’s central
network of fundraising and political organizations. More specifi-
cally, the group’s political activists routinely display differences
on measures of ideology, partisanship, political and social atti-
tudes, and policy preferences, from the synagogue members and
donors. At the same time, institutional affiliations do not structure
political divisions between the donors and synagogue members,
who stand together as a cohesive bloc once other factors that af-
fect political preferences are controlled.

The one exception to the pattern of political division found in
the empirical analysis is the issue of religious pluralism in Israel.
The political activists and the synagogue members are cohesive in
their preference for the State of Israel to recognize non-Orthodox
religious movements and practices. There is, as well, suggestive
statistical evidence that the donors may be slightly less liberal on
this issue than the political activists, though no less liberal than
the synagogue members. Here, we suspect that the political cohe-
sion between the political activists and the synagogue members
stems from complementary sources. The political leaders object
ideologically to the strong connection between the state and one
form of religion in Israel, while the synagogue members, a solid
majority of whom are Conservative and Reform, object to the
state’s refusal to grant legitimacy to their religious movements in
Israel.

In addition, consider that the most powerful explanatory vari-
able in the multivariate model predicting preferences on religious
pluralism in Israel is Orthodoxy, which displays a strong, positive
relationship with support for the exclusive legitimation of Ortho-
doxy in the Jewish state (see Table 6). Each of the other denomi-
national movements, in contrast, displays smaller, negative rela-
tionships with backing for the Orthodox monopoly on state le-
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gitimation. These findings provide good evidence that the issue of
religious pluralism in Israel creates a serious political division
among the synagogue members, specifically between Orthodox
and other denominationally-affiliated Jews, but not between syna-
gogue members generally (most of whom are Conservative and
Reform) and political activists.

The one exception notwithstanding, the main empirical finding
is overwhelmingly in the other direction. The statistical indica-
tions of institutional lines of division on nearly all the dependent
variables lead, ultimately, to questions about the political repre-
sentation by group leaders of their constituents (Wald 1997). Re-
call that the Jewish Community Relations Councils and the Jewish
Federations are organizationally linked. The JCRCs are designed,
in part, to represent the political interests of those group members
who are organized in the Federation system, and the Federations
are a major institutional underpinning of the community. Because
the synagogue members within the Federations do not differ in
their politics from those who are just donors, we can consider
them together as a unified bloc; in other words, the question of
whether JCRC leaders provide better representation to the syna-
gogue members or the donors need not be addressed. How ade-
quately, then, do the Jewish political leaders represent the politi-
cal interests, preferences, and views of their constituents, the rank
and file affiliated with the community’s central fundraising and
planning agencies?

The answer depends first on the normative model of represen-
tation employed, and second on what that model implies about
levels of political cohesion and division between political leaders
and their constituents. While the dispute over what constitutes
proper or adequate representation is a long-standing and compli-
cated one in the literature on political theory (Pitkin 1967, espe-
cially chapter 7), the debate can be fairly well summarized by
three competing models. At one extreme is the independence
model (Pitkin 1967), under which representatives are free to act
as they see fit in pursuing the interests of their constituents. The
model sees the representative “as a free agent, a trustee, an expert
who is best left alone to do his work” and tends to see “political
questions as difficult and complex, beyond the capacities of ordi-
nary men” (Pitkin 1967:147). This normative model of course re-
quires no political cohesion between the political activists and the
other institutional participants. But we reject this model for the
institutions we are examining, both because an ethnic or religious
community that is voluntarily constituted requires some minimal
connection between its political representatives and their con-
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stituents, and because the model has a rather disparaging and un-
realistic view of the political capabilities of ordinary constituents.

At the other extreme, the mandate model (Pitkin 1967) re-
quires representatives to reflect perfectly, or at least nearly per-
fectly, their constituents’ views. Representatives in this model are
“mere administrative conveniences...saving the polity the expense
of continuing referenda” (Achen 1975:1218), or, translated into
the dynamics of ethnic or religious communities, continuing con-
sultations with rank and file institutional participants. Representa-
tion according to the mandate model requires strict political cohe-
sion between political activists and the other institutional affili-
ates, reflected in an absence of statistically significant differences
between the institutional categories. In contrast, any statistical
differences that signal political division are enough to indicate an
absence of proper political representation. Under this model of
representation, the political activists fail to provide satisfactory
political representation because they are consistently more liberal
in their politics than the donors and synagogue members. But we
reject this conception of political representation for the Jewish
community as well. Such a model is ultimately harmful because it
means political representatives must abdicate any role as political
experts who are particularly attuned to the political environment
and who actively employ their political expertise to represent the
community’s political interests.

A third model, which we call a flexible accountability model,
stands between the independence and mandate models. It sees rep-
resentatives as specialists in political and public affairs in ways
that constituents need not be, while still assuming that constitu-
ents are adequately knowledgeable and informed to be aware of
their own political interests (Achen 1975). Representatives may
be expected on the basis of their expertise to diverge, within rea-
sonable bounds, from the specific preferences of their constitu-
ents, as long as their overall approach to politics aligns with that
of their constituents. Constituents, in turn, need only be assured
that their preferences are being reasonably well reflected among
the political elites claiming to represent them. In a voluntarily
constituted polity, such a model seems to us to make the most
sense. It offers an effective division of labor, allowing political
activists to concentrate on political matters, while still holding
them accountable in a flexible manner to the political preferences
of the polity’s members.

Linking such a model to a framework of cohesion and division
means that strict political cohesion is not required for adequate
political representation, and that a certain amount of political di-
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vision is acceptable. Consequently, a more substantive assessment
of the extent of political cohesion and the depth of division be-
tween political activists and other institutional affiliates is neces-
sary.

We argue that under this model, the political activists are pro-
viding adequate political representation to their constituents. Con-
sider first that whatever political division occurs among the insti-
tutionally-affiliated Jews studied here, it does so within an overall
pattern of political cohesion. Though not as notably liberal as
American Jews generally, these institutional affiliates all hold po-
litical preferences that fall within a relatively bounded range of
moderate to liberal. They are also more liberal and moderate and
less conservative than Americans as a whole, a distinctive politi-
cal profile that contributes to their political cohesion vis-a-vis the
society in which they live.

Consider as well some further statistical details about the
depth of the political division that separates the activists from the
other institutional participants. In no cases do the divided groups
take stands that place them at opposite ends of the scales measur-
ing political preferences. In fact, the group means, even when
significantly different in a statistical sense, never display dis-
tances from each other of more than .29 on the 3-point scales and
never more than .88 on the 7-point scales (Table 5). Controlling
for other explanatory variables reduces the distance between the
political activists and the synagogue members on the dependent
scales in every multivariate regression model (Table 6), where the
largest regression coefficient has an absolute value of .21 on the
3-point dependent scales and an absolute value of .70 on the 7-
point scales. In addition, in five of the nine cases between the po-
litical activists and donors (results not displayed), the distance
between the groups is also reduced in the multivariate models,
and in three of the cases it remains essentially unchanged from
the bivariate specification.

The only characteristic of the political division between the
political activists and their constituents that raises concerns under
this model is the consistent direction of the division: the activists
are always more liberal than the other institutional participants. It
would perhaps be preferable if the activists were more liberal on
some issues and more conservative on others, in which case the
liberal and conservative divisions would partially cancel each
other out over the series of political issues that political activists
routinely address on behalf of the organized community.

On the other hand, we do not believe that a consistently liberal
bias is without some redeeming value. Indeed, as analysts who are
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concerned with the community’s political affairs, we think there
may be some benefit to political division. To the extent that JCRC
leaders (and the professionals who work with them) are aware of
the political division between themselves and their constituents,
then the political differences may act as an inducement to the ac-
tivists to routinely evaluate and, where necessary, reformulate the
political preferences and policy positions they advocate on behalf
of the community. In other words, political division between the
activists and the rank and file may just keep the leaders from
stagnating in their political thinking.

In sum, our assessment is that the political division between
the political activists and the other institutional participants is
only rarely substantial (concern for minorities), usually rather
modest (government size and services, church-state separation,
cultural liberalism, anti-Semitism, and Middle East peace proc-
ess), and occasionally slight (political ideology and partisanship).
To borrow a phrase from Wald (1997:144) and apply it to our
analysis, if the political activists are not perfectly representative
of the institutional rank and file, neither are they acutely out of
step with it. We do not discount the consistent, statistical evi-
dence of institutional lines of political division; indeed, we em-
phasize such evidence. However, under a model of flexible ac-
countability that views representatives as specialists in political
affairs, we think that concerns about a lack of accurate political
representation within these organizations are unwarranted.

Moreover, the JCRC activists may be performing their repre-
sentative function quite well with regard to the wider Jewish
masses. Analyzing linkages between JCRCs and Jews at the mass
level puts us on somewhat slippery ground: JCRCs do not legiti-
mately claim to represent American Jews who have no connection
to the Federation system, and in any case, it is doubtful that
American Jews would recognize claims to be represented by insti-
tutions with which they are not affiliated. As an analytic strategy,
however, linking the institutional and mass levels through the
prism of political cohesion and division and the normative model
of representation yields an interesting observation.

To do so, we return to the distribution of political ideologies
displayed in Table 3. The data appear to indicate greater political
cohesion between the JCRC leaders and American Jews generally
(represented by the 1990 NJPS Jews by Religion) than between
the political activists and the other institutional affiliates. The
percentage of political activists claiming a liberal orientation to
politics is roughly equal to the percentage of liberals among the
NJPS Jews by Religion. There is some disparity between moder-
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ates and conservatives within the two groups — the JCRC leader-
ship is still more moderate and less conservative in its politics
than the Jewish masses — but the plurality position at the mass
level, political liberalism, seems well represented among the
JCRC activists. To the extent, then, that the JCRCs serve as a cen-
tral network of political organizations for the Jewish community,
they seem to display a fairly high degree of political cohesion
with Jews at the mass level, a combination of those who are and
are not institutionally affiliated, and therefore seem to represent
the general political orientation of American Jews adequately.

Conclusion

No matter whether they are defined by ethnicity, religion,
race, class, or other objective categories, social structural groups
are characterized by both political cohesion and division. More-
over, when political divisions occur, they are not randomly dis-
tributed. Instead, they are frequently the result of characteristics
that are tied to a group’s objective definition, such as religious
divisions within a religious group, or as we have shown here, to
different types of institutional affiliations within a social group.
The result is that from larger, objective social categories emerge
subgroups, the members of which are similar to each other in both
their political preferences and some additional social characteris-
tic, but are politically divided from other group members with
whom they do not share a social similarity and connection.'> Put
in slightly more colloquial terms, not all members of objectively-
defined social categories are the same, and the differences be-
tween them may be politically significant.

American Jews are no exception to this rule. They display both
relatively high levels of political cohesion along with political
division. At the mass level, American Jews are generally liberal in
their preferences, and distinctively so relative to Americans gen-
erally, but studies have repeatedly shown that Orthodox Jews tend
to hold different political views and electoral preferences than
other Jews. Here, we have shown that participants in the group’s
most centralized set of institutions display political preferences
within a fairly narrow range, denoting political cohesion, and con-
tinue to be more moderate and liberal and less conservative than
Americans generally. We have also demonstrated empirically that
within the organized Federation and JCRC system, the commu-
nity’s political activists report different political preferences than
its synagogue members and those who are just donors. We reiter-
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ate, though, that in our assessment the political division is not se-
vere and does not compromise political representation within the
organized community. Moreover, a reasonable level of political
division may even provide benefits by challenging political lead-
ers to evaluate consistently their understanding of the commu-
nity’s political interests.!> Analytically, understanding that social
groups are both cohesive and divided in their politics is crucial:
without doing so, researchers may assume political cohesion
where it does not exist and may fail to identify lines of division
where they do. Consequently, they will be unable to offer substan-
tive assessments of political cohesion and division that character-
ize the social categories’ members, and they will be unable to
evaluate what varying levels of cohesion and division signify for
political representation within groups.

Appendix: Variable Construction

This appendix provides detailed information on variables,
their construction, and ranges. In total, we employed nine depend-
ent variables across all the analyses, and 17 independent variables
in the multivariate regression analyses.

Dependent Variables

Partisanship, ideology, and government size and services are
ordinal variables that we treat as interval, each ranging from —1 to
+1. On the respective measures, Democrats, liberals and those fa-
voring larger government with many services were coded —1; in-
dependents, moderates, and those having no preference on gov-
ernment size and services were coded 0; Republicans, conserva-
tives and those favoring smaller government with fewer services
were coded +1.

The remaining dependent variables are ordinal scales (again
treated as interval), each composed from a series of components
and each ranging from -3 to +3. Factor analyses (usually confir-
matory but in one case exploratory) were performed for the com-
ponents of each scale, to ensure that they loaded together on a
single underlying dimension. In the empirical analyses, however,
the ordinal scales were employed because the values on factor
scales are not as readily interpretable as they are on ordinal indi-
ces.
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The measure of church-state separation was constructed from
questions about the Ten Commandments being displayed in court-
rooms, government aid for religious school tuition, and religious
displays in public areas. Respondents received —1 point for
strongly agreeing that the Ten Commandments should not be hung
in any courtroom, and +1 points for strongly disagreeing. Respon-
dents garnered —1 point for answering “no” to the question: “I be-
lieve that government aid should be given to families for tuition
in private religious schools,” and +1 point for answering “yes” to
the same question. Lastly, respondents received —1 point for an-
swering that they would always object to temporary religious dis-
plays in public parks and +1 point for answering they would never
object to such displays. Negative and positive points were added
to create the final church-state separation scale, with -3 repre-
senting the extreme separationist view and +3 the most accomoda-
tionist perspective. The factor loadings for the components were
.76 for the Ten Commandments, .63 for government aid for reli-
gious school tuition, and .74 for religious displays.

For our two indices of social issues, we relied on explanatory
factor analysis to combine different variables into scales. Six con-
structed variables were initially factor analyzed. The factor analy-
sis revealed that positions on immigration, affirmative action, and
welfare loaded together (rotated factor loadings of .69, .64, and
.73, respectively), while stances on abortion, vouchers for non-
religious schools, and the rights and benefits of unmarried and
same-sex partners loaded together (rotated factor loadings of .76,
.62, and .50, respectively).

Concern for minorities, therefore, was constructed by adding
negative and positive points for responses to questions on immi-
gration, affirmative action, and welfare, producing a range from
-3, the most liberal, to +3, the most conservative. Respondents
received —1 point for stating the number of legal immigrants to
the U.S. annually should be increased, and +1 point for stating the
number should be decreased. The constructed measure of affirma-
tive action was itself composed of two variables. Respondents re-
ceived —1 point for strongly disagreeing to the following state-
ment and +1 point for strongly agreeing: “The use of racial, ethnic
or gender quotas should not be permitted in hiring or in college
admissions.” In addition, respondents received —1 point for
strongly agreeing and +1 point for strongly disagreeing to the fol-
lowing statement: “Race, gender, or ethnicity can each be consid-
ered as one factor among others when choosing qualified candi-
dates for jobs or in college admissions.” Points on these two re-
sponses were totaled, and the initial -2 to +2 variable was col-
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lapsed at each end to yield a —1 to +1 affirmative action variable.
The constructed measure of welfare was composed of four initial
variables. Respondents were given —1 point for stating they
strongly disapprove of limiting the number of years in which re-
cipients can receive welfare, requiring welfare recipients to work
if able, ending increases in welfare payments to women who give
birth to children while on welfare, and shifting welfare programs
from the federal to the state governments; they received +1 point
for each of the above questions to which they expressed strong
approval. The initial —4 to +4 variable was collapsed on each side,
yielding a final -1 to +1 variable for preferences on welfare pol-
cy.

Cultural liberalism was constructed by adding negative and
positive points on preferences on abortion, vouchers for non-
religious schools, and the rights and benefits of unmarried and
same-sex partners. Again, the final variable ranges from -3 to +3,
referencing those who are’most liberal and those who are most
conservative. Here, each component was constructed from one
variable in the data set. Respondents received —1 point for stating
that abortions should remain legal as they currently are; no point
for asserting that abortions should be legal only in cases of saving
the mother’s life, incest, or rape; and +1 point for answering that
abortions should never be legal. Respondents were granted -1
point for answering “no” to the question: “I believe that govern-
ment aid should be given to families for tuition in private non-
religious schools,” and +1 point for answering “yes” to the same
question. Survey participants garnered —1 point for answering
“yes, without conditions” and +1 point for answering “no, under
no circumstances” to the following statement: “Unmarried cou-
ples, including same-sex partners, should have the same rights
and benefits as married couples.”

The anti-Semitism index taps feelings of whether anti-Semi-
tism is increasing or decreasing in several realms. Respondents
received —1 point for answering that anti-Semitism is decreasing
in employment, in politics, and in government; they received +1
point for stating that anti-Semitism is greatly or somewhat in-
creasing in those areas. Those who answered that anti-Semitism is
remaining about the same received no points. Negative and posi-
tive points were added to construct the final scale, so that -3 rep-
resents those who are least suspicious of anti-Semitism and +3
those who are most wary of anti-Semitism. Factor loadings were
.83 for anti-Semitism in employment, .90 for anti-Semitism in
politics, and .89 for anti-Semitism in government.
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The Middle East peace process scale was constructed from
seven components. Respondents received positive points for
hawkish views and negative points for dovish views. Survey par-
ticipants garnered —1 point for strongly disagreeing with the
statement that “You can never trust the PLO to make a real peace
with Israel,” and +1 point for strongly agreeing with it; —1 point
for strongly agreeing that “Palestinians have a right to an inde-
pendent state as long as it doesn’t threaten Israel,” and +1 point
for strongly disagreeing; —1 point for strongly agreeing that “Is-
rael should freeze further settlements on the West Bank,” and +1
point for strongly disagreeing; —1 point for strongly disagreeing
with the statement that “It is proper for Israel to build new Jewish
housing — such as Har Homa - in east Jerusalem,” and +1 point
for strongly agreeing; —1 point for strongly disagreeing that the
Netanyahu government “should have renounced the Oslo Agree-
ment,” and +1 point for strongly agreeing; —1 point for strongly
agreeing that the Netanyahu government “should try to work more
closely with Arafat,” and +1 point for strongly disagreeing; —1
point for stating that the Clinton administration should place pres-
sure only or mainly on Benjamin Netanyahu, and +1 point for re-
sponding that the Clinton administration should pressure only or
mainly Yasser Arafat. An initial scale ranging from -7 to +7 was
recoded to yield a final 7-point scale ranging from -3, the most
dovish perspective, to +3, the most hawkish. Factor loadings were
.65, .60, .75, .74, .58, .69, and .58 respectively for the compo-
nents detailed above.

The measure of religious pluralism in Israel was constructed
from three components. Respondents received —1 point for
strongly agreeing that the State of Israel should fully recognize
conversions performed by Conservative and Reform rabbis when
conducted in Israel; -1 point for strongly agreeing that the state
should fully recognize such conversions when conducted outside
Israel; and -1 point for strongly agreeing that men and women
should be allowed to pray together in the vicinity of the Western
Wall in Jerusalem. They received +1 point for strongly disagree-
ing to each of the above statements. Negative and positive points
were added to yield the final index, ranging from -3, indicating
the greatest levels of support for religious pluralism in Israel, to
+3, referencing the lowest levels of support for religious plural-
ism in the state. Factor loadings were .90 for conversions outside
Israel, .91 for conversions in Israel, and .74 for prayer at the
Western Wall.
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Independent Variables

Our primary independent variable is the institutional status of
respondents. Respondents were divided into three groups accord-
ing to their institutional affiliations: those who are members of
their local JCRC boards (political activists); those who donated to
the local Federation but did not claim any other institutional af-
filiation (donors); and those who donated to the local Federation
and belong to a synagogue but are not on the JCRC board in their
community (synagogue members). These institutional groupings
provide the basis for the difference of means tests reported in Ta-
bles 4 and 5.

For the multivariate regression analyses, dummy variables ref-
erence the political activists and the donors, with the synagogue
members as the reference group. In addition, we introduced a se-
ries of other variables in the regression analyses. Several of them
are demographic. Income is an ordinal scale measuring annual
household income, with the following categories and codes: under
$30,000 (coded 1); $30,000-49,999 (2); $50,000-74,999 (3);
$75,000-99,999 (4); $100,000-199,999 (5); and $200,000 or more
(6). Age is also an ordinal variable, with the following categories
and codes: under 35 (coded 1); 35-44 (2); 45-54 (3); 55-64 (4);
65-74 (5); and 75 over (6). Married, intermarried,and male are
each dichotomous variables, coded 1 to indicate that respondents
are married, married to someone who is not Jewish, and male.

Other independent variables capture aspects of respondents’
cultural and psychological characteristics. A series of dichoto-
mous variables reference respondents who consider themselves
Orthodox, Conservative, Reform, and Reconstructionist. The
synagogue attendance measure is an ordinal variable which we
treat as interval; respondents were coded 1 for never attending
synagogue, 2 for attending several times per year, 3 for attending
about once a month, and 4 for attending about once a week or
more. Jewish education is a dichotomous variable, with respon-
dents coded 1 to indicate they attended a Jewish day school for
most of their primary and secondary education. Ethnic solidarity
is a measure of psychological ties to other Jews. Respondents re-
ceived —1 point for answering that they felt somewhat or very dis-
tant to other American Jews and to the Israeli people, and +1
point for stating that they felt very close to those two groups. The
initial =2 to +2 variable was collapsed at each end to produce a
final scale ranging from —1 (the lowest level of identification with
other Jews) to +1 (the highest level of identification).



50 Laurence Kotler-Berkowitz and Lawrence Sternberg

Lastly, two dependent variables (described above) also served
as independent variables in the regression analyses. Partisanship
was employed as an independent variable when ideology was the
dependent measure; in all other regression analyses, ideology
served as an independent variable.

Notes
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1. Two comments concerning our methods and objectives are in order.
First, we assert that survey data and statistical methodologies pro-
vide a valid basis for analyzing patterns of political attitudes and
behavior in the Jewish community (for a recent defense of survey-
based research in political science generally, see Brady 2000). At
the same time, we recognize that alternative methodologies, more
qualitative in nature, are available for studying patterns of cohe-
sion and division in the community (for an example of non-survey
based methods in the study of cohesion and division, see Kotler-
Berkowitz’s 1997 analysis of the Joint Program Plans of the Na-
tional Jewish Community Relations Advisory Council). Second, in
undertaking this analysis, we purposefully leave aside what has
been the dominant objective in the study of American Jewish poli-
tics: explaining American Jewish liberalism. For a recent addition
to this literature, see Cohen and Liebman (1997). Levey (1995a,
1995b) offers critiques of much of this literature.

2. In most cases, JCRCs are constituent agencies of local Federations;
this tends to be the case in midsize and smaller communities in
which JCRCs are the major and sometimes only organized Jewish
political organization. In other cases, typically in larger cities,
JCRCs may be somewhat independent from the Federations, and
include both their own members directly as well as representatives
from other Jewish political organizations active in the area. In
these latter cases, JCRCs occupy a dual role, operating as both po-
litical organizations in their own right and umbrella organizations
encompassing other political groups. In addition to their vertical
linkage to Federations, JCRCs are also linked horizontally to a na-
tional organization, the Jewish Council for Public Affairs (JCPA),
recently renamed from the longstanding National Jewish Commu-
nity Relations Advisory Council (NJCRAC). Federations are like-
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wise linked horizontally to a national agency, the United Jewish
Communities (UJC), itself recently renamed and reconstituted from
the Council of Jewish Federations (CJF). Nationally, a long and
varied history links CJF/UJC and NJCRAC/JCPA. For more details
on CJF, NJCRAC, and local Federations and community relations
councils, see Elazar (1995).

The survey was sponsored by the Nathan Perlmutter Institute for
Jewish Advocacy at Brandeis University, the Jewish Council for
Public Affairs, and a supporting cast of Jewish Federations, Jewish
Community Relations Councils, and other funding organizations
and individuals (see Raab and Sternberg 1998 for a complete list).
None of these organizations or persons bears responsibility for the
analysis and interpretations presented here.

National Jewish Population Survey data were provided by the
Council of Jewish Federations in conjunction with the Mandell
Berman Center—North American Jewish Data Bank and The Gradu-
ate School and University Center, City University of New York.
None of these organizations bears responsibility for our use and in-
terpretation of the NJPS data.

The slight drop in the correlation after adding secular Jews to the
end of the ordinal scale is consistent with previous research show-
ing secular Jews are less politically liberal than members of the
most religiously liberal denominations, Reform and Reconstruc-
tionism. Indeed, putting secular Jews between Reform and Conser-
vative Jews on the denominational scale raises the correlation with
political ideology among PAS respondents back to .16 (p=.01), an
indication that secular Jews are better placed empirically between
Reform and Conservative Jews with regard to their political ideol-
ogy.

The JCRC leadership is expected to contribute to Federation cam-
paigns and, as reported in the text, nearly all report doing so.

We originally had four groups in our analysis. Two groups corre-
sponded exactly to the composition of donors and synagogue mem-
bers described in the text. Within the JCRC sample, we created two
groups: a minority group comprised of respondents who belong to
the JCRC leadership but are not members of synagogues, and a ma-
jority who belong to both institutions. We did this in order to de-
termine if those who are joint participants in the group’s religious
and political institutions differed in their politics from those who
are political activists only and those who are synagogue members.
The empirical results consistently showed that joint political-
religious affiliates did not differ from those who were only mem-
bers of the JCRC leadership, but did differ from the synagogue
members. Put slightly differently, the joint participants were politi-
cally similar to the exclusively political activists, but not to the
synagogue members. Consequently, we discarded the joint partici-
pant group, re-merging it with the other JCRC leaders to form the
political activist category described in the text.
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Just under one-third of all NJPS respondents (768 out of 2,441)
were randomly selected to answer the survey’s political ideology
question. Consequently, the number of respondents in the Jews by
Religion category in Table 3 is 546 and the number of respondents
in the reference group is 246.

American National Election Studies (ANES) data were obtained
from the American National Election Studies 1948-1997 CD-ROM
(Sapiro et al. 1998) and were made available by the Inter-
University Consortium for Political and Social Research. ICPSR
bears no responsibility for our use and interpretation of ANES
data.

Ideology and partisanship are correlated at .50 (p=.000), and there-
fore cannot be entered simultaneously into a single regression
model. We opted to use ideology as a control in most analyses be-
cause it is a broader concept that theoretically should help shape
specific issue positions and policy preferences more strongly than
partisanship.

When controlling for city, some minor changes occurred in the co-
efficients and levels of statistical significance for the political ac-
tivists and donors. In six cases — partisanship, government size
and services, church-state separation, concern for minorities, cul-
tural liberalism, and the Middle East peace process — the political
activist coefficients changed in size by an absolute value of .03 or
less. There were no changes in the coefficients’ levels of statistical
significance in any of these models except cultural liberalism,
where the level of significance dropped from .00 to .01. In the case
of religious pluralism, the JCRC coefficient was reduced to —.02
and remained statistically not significant. In both the ideology and
anti-Semitism models, the coefficients for political activists and
their levels of statistical significance were unchanged.

Regarding the donors, in two models — government size and
services and church-state separation — the coefficients dropped be-
low the .10 level of statistical significance and were each reduced
in size by .02. In contrast, the donor coefficient in the model of
cultural liberalism increased to .10 and became statistically signifi-
cant at the .05 level. In all other cases, the coefficients remained
statistically not significant and changed in size by an absolute
value of .03 or less.

Not surprisingly, each of the other cities or counties exhibited
some tendency to be more conservative than San Francisco. Dallas
was more conservative on seven measures; Atlanta and Houston on
six; Indianapolis, Philadelphia and Detroit on five; Milwaukee on
four; and Cleveland, Seattle, Los Angeles, and Bergen County on
three.

In other cases, political division may be the result of external so-
cial factors that cut across the group’s objective status, such as
class divisions that slice through ethnic or religious groups. The
result is the same: the creation of subgroups within the larger so-
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cial group, the members of whom are politically and socially cohe-
sive among themselves but politically and socially divided from
other subgroup members. We do not emphasize external, cross-
cutting social factors theoretically or empirically in this study.

13. Additional methodologies, particularly qualitative ones, would al-
low further investigation of the lines of political divisions that the
statistical analysis has identified and the implications of political
division for political representation. See note 2.
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