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New Perspectives in American Jewish Sociology

by NATHAN GLAZER

r OR THE FIRST TIME in the 40- or 50-year history of the sociol-
ogy of American Jews, we have among the central figures engaged in that
enterprise a substantial and meaningful debate over the future of the Ameri-
can Jewish community. It is a debate that can be identified in a number of
ways, but all of them come down to one central question, which has perhaps
been given its most useful naming in Steven Cohen and Paul Ritterband's
forthcoming work on the Jews of Greater New York1—the argument be-
tween the "assimilationists" and the "transformationists." The terms them-
selves are interesting, perhaps tendentious, because who in Jewish life (or
indeed in the study of Jewish life) is for assimilation? Indeed, the "assimila-
tionists" in this polarity are not for assimilation, but say that it is happening.
And who is not for transformation? And yet I cannot find better terms.

Still another formulation that we owe to Cohen, this time in collaboration
with Leonard Fein, contrasts "integrationism" and "survivalism."2 Until
1967, Cohen and Fein argue, integration into American society was "the
highest priority on the collective agenda of the Jews; since then it has been
survival." We borrow the terms for a somewhat different purpose, to refer
to the chief anxieties of the two opposing groups of sociologists. "Integra-
tionists," like "transformationists," see no major threat to Jewish survival
in American Jewish integration into American society; "survivalists," par-
allel to "assimilationists," do.

Perhaps the most neutral and sober formulation is that which contrasts
those who expect "straight-line" change as we move from generation to
generation, with those who see the possibility of a U-shaped curve of Jewish
"identity" and "commitment" as against a straight descent.

However the matter is put, what we are in fact asking is whether Ameri-
can Jewry is headed for assimilation or whether it is engaged in transform-
ing the terms in which Jewishness and Judaism are to be understood. In

Note: This paper was delivered as a keynote address at the conference on "New Perspectives
in American Jewish Sociology," sponsored by the American Jewish Committee, May 28-29,
1986.

'I will have to return a number of times to Cohen and Ritterband's as yet unpublished work.
A good part of its import is already available in Steven M. Cohen, American Modernity and
Jewish Identity (New York, 1983).

2Steven M. Cohen and Leonard Fein, "From Integration to Survival: American Jewish
Anxieties in Transition," The Annals, July 1985, pp. 75-88.
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other words, is there a straight-line process of reduction in Jewish knowl-
edge, commitment to Jewish causes, involvement in the Jewish religion,
connection to the Jewish community—American or international—with
each passing generation or with the passage of time since immigration to
America, or is there, rather, despite obvious changes, many of which can
be presented in the language of decline—lesser quantities or intensities of
one kind of measurement or another and a distancing from connection and
involvement—the emergence of something new? Settling this issue requires
meticulous attention to concepts, assumptions, and measures about which
we have become increasingly sophisticated in recent years.

What are the issues in the debate? One that has perhaps engaged the
greatest interest of the Jewish community is the extent and meaning of
intermarriage. Has it increased over time, and by generation, and by how
much? The central question of numbers in turn leads to many subordinate
issues that are relevant to the "assimilationist"-"transformationist" debate.
How many of the non-Jewish spouses convert to Judaism or, indeed—but
this information is unavailable—how many of the Jewish spouses convert
to another faith? How do the intermarried relate to the Jewish community?
How fertile are these marriages? How many of the children of these mar-
riages are raised as Jews? And regardless of how many are raised as Jews,
what is the nature of their Jewish "identity" or "commitment"?

All this is relevant to the question of the future size of the Jewish popula-
tion, which is another part of the debate discussed below. Will there be
"enough" Jews, and what is enough? Although the sensational projections
of decline voiced a few years ago are now not heard, it is clear that American
Jews stand at a point where the maintenance of their absolute numbers in
the United States, let alone their proportion in the general population, is
unlikely.

Another key element in the debate is the effect of increased levels of
education, occupation, and income on Jewish identity and commitment. On
this issue, common and elite wisdom have diverged. It is doubtful that
ordinary Jews have ever felt that they should be more poorly educated,
engage in occupations of lesser status, and receive lesser incomes in order
to maintain the strength of Judaism and the Jewish community. Nor have
the leaders of the Jewish community ever taken this position. But sociolo-
gists, ironically, have almost taken it for granted—before some recent re-
search, that is—that the inevitable result of rising education, occupation,
and income would be increased assimilation, however measured. (One im-
portant tendency in Zionist thought, too, has looked doubtfully on prosper-
ity in the Diaspora, arguing that it could never be counted on in the face
of anti-Semitism. In this line of thought, prosperity also undermined the
factors—poverty and distress—that spurred aliyah and contributed to the
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very Jewish exceptionalism that Zionism sought to overcome.) In any case,
since the prosperity of American Jews has been indisputable, one key ele-
ment in the current debate is its effect on the balance between assimilation
and transformation, integration and survival.

A fourth related issue is the effect of a decline in anti-Semitism on the
balance between assimilation and transformation. Certainly such a decline
should, by the logic of the terms and concepts, make assimilation easier or
more possible. But has it?

A fifth issue in the debate involves causality in the opposite direction: the
effect of the balance of assimilation and transformation on the relationship
of American Jews to Israel. The chief function of Jewish community organi-
zation in this country would appear to be support of Israel. Indeed, this
support almost fully defines the range of interests of Jewish community
organizations in politics. At the same time, Israel occupies a major place
in the content of Jewish life; it defines much of the curriculum of the Jewish
school and much of the subject matter of the Jewish sermon. Assimilation
certainly must mean, if it means anything, increasing indifference to the fate
of Israel and the connection between American Jews and Israel. But what
about transformation? Does that in the end mean anything different?

Before we fully engage in this debate, it is interesting to see what is not
much in question, what is not even included in it. A discussion of new
perspectives must include some mention of old perspectives that are no
longer central.

One subject that is not included in the current debate is concern over the
economic position of Jews in the United States. Undoubtedly Jews have
economic problems. Young Jews, like all young Americans, have difficulty
getting the kind of education they want, paying for it, and establishing
themselves in the professions. Established Jews are affected, as are all
Americans, by the ups or downs of the American economy. Older Jews,
again, like all other Americans, may struggle on insufficient pensions and
Social Security. But one must always ask: compared to whom? The eco-
nomic issue, a central concern of Jewish organizational life until the 1960s
and one that still aroused Jewish communities in the 1960s—recall the
estimates of the Jewish poor during the war on poverty—and that engaged
Jewish organizations in the form of the fight over affirmative action in the
1970s, is simply not an issue in the late 1980s. Whatever the weaknesses that
afflict the American economy generally—huge budget deficits, an enormous
trade deficit, the growing number of poorly paid service jobs, the inability
of so many young people to get the education or training that make possible
any job—they do not particularly affect Jews. Insofar as the debate between
"assimilationists" and "transformationists" is concerned, the key issue is
not the impact of economic shocks on the balance between assimilation and
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transformation; rather, it is the effect on American Jews of relatively un-
broken and untroubled prosperity, whatever the condition of the American
economy.

Note, for example, that there has been surprisingly little concern over the
decline of the Rustbelt or Snowbelt, despite the fact that some of the largest
Jewish communities—Chicago, Detroit, Cleveland, St. Louis, etc.—are
located in those areas. Obviously the businessmen and professionals who
make up the majority of Jewish employed persons in those communities,
as in all others,3 must have been adversely affected by the changes taking
place, even if not as seriously as blue-collar workers and small merchants.
Yet it is interesting that this great national misfortune seems to have gone
unnoted in studies of American Jews, which leads one to think it was for
them not as great a misfortune.

Whether or not sociologists study a question is not the only index to its
importance, of course, and economic troubles and dangers may be a more
important matter than we imagine. But whether research on an issue is
funded is one index to the seriousness with which an issue is taken by
communal leaders, and we have seen no spate of inquiry into the economic
position of Jews. It is a perspective that is, for the moment, abandoned.

Yet a second issue about which one hears much less than in the past—
but more, it is true, than about the economic dangers to American Jews—
is anti-Semitism. The major Jewish community organizations that have
been created to fight anti-Semitism are not without functions in this area.
There has recently been great concern about anti-Semitism in the black
community and some concern about the exploitation of the difficulties of
farmers by anti-Semites. There is an old populist anti-Semitism (connected
with anti-Eastern, anti-big-business sentiment) that can be tapped in farm-
ing areas, and some people are trying to do so. The concern about anti-
Semitism among blacks is more substantial: after all, there are more blacks
than farmers, and Jews live in closer contact with them. But as those
contacts diminish, concern over black anti-Semitism inevitably becomes less
urgent.

Recall that in the period of the summer riots in the late 1960s, one
concern of Jewish organizations was the fate of Jewish shopkeepers in black
areas. (There appeared to be less concern over the fate of Jewish property
owners, whether slumlords, landlords, or home owners.) But there is pre-
cious little Jewish presence in the black ghetto these days. When one hears
of shopkeepers being killed in poor black neighborhoods—an index to the

'The percentage of Jewish manual workers as reported in recent Jewish community studies
ranges from 4 percent (Washington, D.C.) to a surprising 14 percent (Phoenix, Arizona), with
Chicago and Cleveland at 10 percent, which seems to be the mean. See Gary Tobin and Alvin
Chenkin, "Recent Jewish Community Population Studies: A Roundup," AJYB, vol 85 1985
pp. 154-178.
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perilousness of their situation—they tend to be Chinese or more likely
Korean. The Jews are all out. Even the tensions of the 1960s and the 1970s
between Jewish teachers, administrators, and social workers and incoming
blacks seem to me—by the index of public attention—markedly reduced.
Perhaps there are simply fewer Jews in these occupations. Many of the
Jewish teachers and administrators involved in the great New York school
war over decentralization in 1968 must by now have retired. The transition
to teachers, principals, and administrators who better reflect the dominant
racial and ethnic makeup of students in various communities has been
substantial.

So neither the Jewish economic position nor anti-Semitism seems to
engage Jewish sociologists much these days. I should point out that in
paying less attention to these areas, Jewish sociologists are, in part, at least,
following the funding priorities of Jewish communal organizations. Both
may be out of touch with Jewish popular feeling. I note that even in a
community like Los Angeles, which we would think does not have to worry
much about anti-Semitism, a survey shows considerable concern.4 What one
is seeing, I suspect, is a general uneasiness and anxiety among Jews, still
unabated despite the absence of many concrete acts of prejudice and dis-
crimination. But perhaps the Jewish masses know something that their
leaders and scholars do not.

Let me point to still another reflection of this popular uneasiness. In talks
to Jewish community groups, I heard a number of positive comments about
a review I had written of Charles Silberman's A Certain People in the New
York Times Book Review.5 "I am glad you took him to task for his opti-
mism," I was told. But then it immediately emerged that the speakers were
criticizing Silberman for his optimism about anti-Semitism—with which I
agreed! They had not noted that my criticism of Silberman had to do with
his optimism about the quality of Jewish life.

Which brings us to the central issues in the current debate.

II

Since numbers are clearly a necessary base for the maintenance of Jew-
ish life, I begin with the question "How many Jews will there be?" How
large that base must be is, of course, itself arguable. It is known that the

'The percentage who perceive a lot or some anti-Jewish prejudice or discrimination is high:
79 percent mention private clubs; 63 percent, employment; 38 percent, housing; and 37
percent, education. Can Jews really have faced that much discrimination in Los Angeles? See
Neil Sandberg, Jewish Life in Los Angeles: A Window to Tomorrow (Lanham, Md., 1986), p.
159.

'New York Times Book Review, Sept. 2, 1985, pp. 2, 17-18.
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percentage of Jews in the American population has been dropping. Sidney
Goldstein suggests that the percentage peaked in 1937, at 3.7 percent.6

Schmelz and DellaPergola give a figure for 1980 of 2.54 percent of the
American population.7 No one suggests that this population proportion will
go up in the future. American Jewish fertility has been below general
American fertility for 60 years. Jewish immigration will remain very low;
that from the Soviet Union remains a question mark, that from Israel
remains small, and there is no need to explore other, much smaller possible
sources of additional Jews, whether from South Africa or some other coun-
try with a Jewish population that may be experiencing problems. A good
part of U.S. population growth is now contributed by a sizable flow of
peoples from Asia and Latin America, which includes few Jews, and for that
reason alone the Jewish proportion of the population will decline. (By 1990
there will be more Asians than Jews in the United States.) The 30-percent
reduction over 50 years in the proportion of Jews in the American popula-
tion means—if these estimates are correct—that the American Jewish pop-
ulation is smaller by 2,500,000 Jews than it would have been had the
percentage of 1937 been maintained. Clearly, one can easily maintain a
gloomy "assimilationist" perspective on the basis of the population figures
alone.

On the other hand, one can argue that numbers alone hardly tell the
entire story, whatever the particular story that we want to tell—whether of
sheer survival, or of the ability to maintain Jewish institutions of all kinds,
or of the possibility of influencing American politics, or of defending the
interests of Israel or—should they ever appear threatened—the interests of
the American Jewish population itself. Despite the decline in the propor-
tion of Americans who are Jews, the Jewish community is still very large
and will remain so for some time, even on the basis of pessimistic assump-
tions. (Schmelz and DellaPergola's lowest estimate for the year 2000 is
4,639,000.") Jewish community institutions are on the whole more extensive
and stronger than in the 1930s, and Jewish political strength is substantially
greater. This may be attributable in part to changes in the American polity
itself. Even quite small groups, such as Greek-Americans, and groups with
very few representatives in Congress, such as Hispanic-Americans—there
are three times as many Jewish as Hispanic congressmen—exert substantial
political influence. Because ethnic and other subgroup claims are no longer
seen as threats to Americanism—a word which itself has gone somewhat

"Sidney Goldstein, "Jews in the United States: Perspectives from Demography," AJYB, vol.
81, 1981, p. 8.

7U.O. Schmelz and Sergio DellaPergola, "The Demographic Consequences of U.S. Jewish
Population Trends," AJYB, vol. 83, 1983, p. 144.

•Ibid., p. 179.



N E W S O C I O L O G I C A L P E R S P E C T I V E S / 9

out of favor—the majority is tolerant of, even acquiescent to, minority
demands.

So the argument as to the meaning of numbers is not decided by the
numbers themselves. Yet the numbers themselves are of considerable im-
portance. We see their weight when we consider the effect of numbers—
births—on Jewish schools. American Jews show, even more than other
Americans, an exceptional capacity to control their fertility on the basis of
individual decisions that maximize individual interest. The result for all
Americans of such a capacity is widely varying numbers of children being
born, depending on a range of factors: the impact of the Great Depression,
lowering marriages and births; the impact of World War II, delaying them;
the postwar baby boom, making up for depression and war; the decade of
the sixties with its remarkable drop in births for reasons that remain unex-
plained; and the recent modest resurgence of births with the onset of a
period of rather late marriage and late childbearing.

Amid all these shifts, Jews seem to exaggerate the overall behavior of the
American population. One is reminded of the mock Hasidic song, "Ven der
rebbe tantzt, shpringen alle hasidim." As all this variation takes place,
Jewish birthrates remain steadily below general white American rates. Or,
as Calvin Goldscheider has put it: "Jews have tended in the past to be in
the forefront of major socioeconomic revolutions. American Jews are
located in social statuses and geographic locations that are most responsive
to changes in marriage and the family. The high proportion of Jews with
college- and graduate-level educations, their disproportionate concentra-
tions in major metropolitan areas, and their middle-class backgrounds and
values place them in the avant-garde of social change."'

The effects of shifting birthrates are striking indeed. In 1980, 21.7 percent
of American whites, but only 16.2 percent of Jews, were under the age of
14. On the other end, only 11.8 percent of the American white population,
but 15.5 percent of the Jewish, were over 65. Cohorts vary widely: the peak
years of births, 1956-1960, contributed a substantial part of the current
American Jewish population, 10 percent; just a decade later, a five-year
period of low growth (1966-1970) contributed less than half of that, 4.7
percent. This variation in cohort size is another factor depressing Jewish
births, since a wide disparity may develop at any given time between the
number of marriageable males and females, assuming that females are
generally two-and-a-half years younger at marriage (or at least were in
1970-1971—I suspect that there have been changes in marriage practices
in the intervening 15 years). This disparity means, according to Schmelz
and DellaPergola, that there have been since 1981—and this will continue

'Calvin Goldscheider, Jewish Continuity and Change: Emerging Patterns in America
(Bloomington, 1986), p. 59.
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through the decade—125 marriageable males for every 100 females, or only
80 marriageable Jewish females for every 100 males.10

We could pursue the argument over numbers and fertility further and
point out, from the more optimistic side, other findings: that marriage is
delayed rather than rejected; that childbearing is delayed rather than ab-
jured; that the fourth generation expects to have larger families than the
third or even the second; and that, perhaps most interestingly, higher
education and working status no longer depress, as demographers had
assumed they must, the expected family size of Jewish women."

i l l

Differences in evaluating marriage and fertility trends of American Jews,
serious as they are, pale when we come to the issue of intermarriage. Here
is a matter that has always been of high concern to the masses of Jews, but
that has been a major issue for American Jewish and other Jewish demogra-
phers and sociologists only since the 1970s.

Until the National Jewish Population Survey (NJPS) of 1970-1971, it
appeared from most studies that the Jewish intermarriage rate, while rising,
was still very low when compared to that of other American ethnic and
religious groups. However, the NJPS showed remarkably high rates for
those marrying most recently (1965-1971): 41 percent of Jewish males
marrying wives not born Jews and 10.3 percent of Jewish females marrying
husbands not born Jews, for a combined rate of 29.2 percent. It is important
to observe, though, that conversions reduce this "outmarriage" rate to a
lower "mixed marriage" rate—30 percent of non-Jewish wives of Jewish
men were converting, as were a few non-Jewish husbands of Jewish wives,
bringing down the rate of mixed marriage to 22.5 percent. Furthermore,
most of the children born to outmarried Jewish women were being raised
as Jews despite their unconverted husbands. When all outmarriages are
considered, it appears that half the children were being raised as Jews.12

In this argument over figures there are many unknowns: the NJPS is
already 15 years old, and there have been no other large national studies;
each local Jewish community that has been studied shows a different
pattern; and Jewish community studies (as well as the NJPS) do worst
in finding the intermarrieds who want least to identify with the Jewish
community, who live in non-Jewish neighborhoods, and who are uncon-
nected to Jewish organizations. There is also an argument as to whether the

'"Schmelz and DellaPergola, op. cit., pp. 144-145, 150.
"Goldscheider, op. cit., pp. 58-73, 90-107; Sandberg, op. cit., table 46.
l2Schmelz and DellaPergola, op. cit., pp. 165-169.
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1966-1971 figures showing such a huge rise are dependable, in view of the
small sample on which they are based. Bernard Lazerwitz argues that they
are not, and using figures for the entire decade of the 1960s brings the
combined rate down to 14 percent.13 Between "assimilationists" and "trans-
formationists" a good deal of discretion is exercised as to which figures to
emphasize. Even more controversial are the meanings to be attached to the
figures. Yet the figures, as indicated in the NJPS, can be surprising. Note
that the NJPS population size of 5,800,000 included all those in Jewish
households—and those in Jewish households included 430,000 non-Jews!
(These are the non-Jewish spouses and children. It is not clear whether
account has been taken in these figures of those spouses who had converted
and those children who were being raised as Jews.14)

Certainly our understanding of the intermarriage issue has been made
considerably deeper and more complex by the work of Jewish demogra-
phers in recent years. We now know that we must take into account conver-
sions, the numbers of children being raised as Jews, the proportions of
marriageable males and females at given times, the great differences among
communities, and the like.

Around the question of intermarriage and what it means, the issue be-
tween "assimilationists" and "transformationists," integrationists and sur-
vivalists, is most sharply engaged. Interestingly enough, the two variant
views on intermarriage were put forth almost simultaneously in two books
on American Jews that were included in leading series on ethnic groups in
America, published in the late 1960s. Sidney Goldstein and Calvin Gold-
scheider, in Jewish Americans: Three Generations in a Jewish Community
—part of the series on "Ethnic Groups in American Life," edited by Milton
Gordon—were perhaps the first to argue, in a careful analysis of a 1962
survey of the Jewish community of Providence, R.I., that the meaning and
significance of intermarriage were changing. The "imports," they main-
tained, were larger than the "exports": "In every instance in which the
non-Jewish partner had converted to Judaism, the children were being
raised as Jews. In all, 136 children in the sample belonged in this category.
Among the couples in which the non-Jewish partner had not converted to
Judaism, 84 children were being raised as Jews, and 60 as non-Jews."15

Goldstein and Goldscheider added some important qualifications to the
generally optimistic note of these observations, but whatever the qualifica-
tions, their tone was strikingly different from that of Marshall Sklare,

"For this dispute, see Charles Silberman, A Certain People: American Jews and Their Lives
Today (New York, 1985), pp. 287-297.

"Schmelz and DellaPergola, op. cit., pp. 142-143.
"Sidney Goldstein and Calvin Goldscheider, Jewish Americans: Three Generations in a

Jewish Community (Englewood Cliffs, N.J., 1968), pp. 168-169.
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writing in the parallel series "Ethnic Groups in Comparative Perspective,"
edited by Peter Rose. Sklare argued in his work America's Jews:

Intermarriage is an issue that all minorities face. If the minority is assimilationist
in orientation, intermarriage is experienced as an opportunity. If the group is
survivalist intermarriage is experienced as a threat. . . . [T]he threat exists both
on a collective as well as on an individual basis. In its collective aspects, intermar-
riage menaces the continuity of the group. In its individual aspects it menaces the
continuity of generations within the family, the ability of family members to
identify with one another, and the satisfaction of such members with their family
roles. . . . American Jews experience intermarriage more as a threat than an
opportunity."

Regardless of the theoretical viewpoint taken by particular scholars in the
field, there is no denying that attitudes toward intermarriage have become
more accepting over time. They have changed strikingly since, for example,
Sklare's Lakeville study of 1957-1958 (the book was published ten years
later): 43 percent of the population in that prosperous suburb said that they
would be "somewhat unhappy" if their child married a non-Jew, while
another 29 percent indicated that they would be "very unhappy."17 In
Boston, 20 years later, negative attitudes toward intermarriage had dropped
substantially, and particularly so among the younger age group: 43 percent
of those over the age of 60 were very negative, compared to only 5 percent
of those aged 18-29.18

What about a comparative historical perspective on intermarriage?
Should we be looking at the situation today with alarm, comparing it to that
in Central Europe in the 1920s and 1930s? Is not the entire context that
determines the attitude toward intermarriage, and possibly its effects as
well, drastically different at present from what prevailed then? In the earlier
period, the purpose of intermarriage—we believe—was to escape Judaism
and its penalties. It was part of a complex that included conversion and the
conversion of Jewish spouses to Christianity. It was inconceivable in that
context that non-Jewish spouses would convert to Judaism. The "transfor-
mationists" do have an important point here. They argue that intermarriage
no longer means or is the result of a desire to escape from Judaism or the
Jewish people. As Goldscheider points out: "No ideological base for inter-
marriage was uncovered which favors out-marriages among Jews, nor is
there any evidence that intermarriage reflects values emphasizing assimila-
tion. Younger Jews in their late teens and early twenties see little connection
between intermarriage and total assimilation."19 The intermarried show no

"Marshall Sklare, America's Jews (New York, 1971), p. 100.
"Marshall Sklare and Joseph Greenblum, Jewish Identity on the Suburban Frontier (New

York, 1967), p. 307.
"Goldscheider, op. cit., p. 15.
"Ibid., p. 172.
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particular tendency toward greater assimilation. Half of their children are
being raised as Jews. Why then the alarm?

In Central Europe in the 1920s and 1930s, intermarriage was the result
of the exclusion of Jews from the surrounding society and of their efforts
to join it. It reflected "self-hatred," a term that is just not heard today. At
present in the United States, intermarriage is the result of the acceptance
of Jews by the surrounding society and of Jewish unself-consciousness in
taking part in it. Doing so inevitably leads to education with non-Jews, work
with non-Jews, and political participation and social life with non-Jews. A
perfectly understandable integration results—no consequence of a desire to
assimilate. And after all, integration and upward social mobility are what
Jews have wanted. They have sought to leave the central cities, where their
children have attended such schools as New York's City College, and move
to the suburbs, from which they hoped their children could aspire to Har-
vard and Yale, with understandable consequences.

I believe that the differences pointed out by the "transformationists"
between intermarriage in Central Europe and intermarriage in the United
States are important. These scholars, however, may not have as strong a
case on the consequences of intermarriage. The converted may be better
Jews than those born within the fold, and indeed often are, but it seems
undeniable that their children have alternatives before them that the chil-
dren of families in which both parents were born Jewish do not—they have
legitimate alternative identities.

The argument that non-Jewish American acceptance of Jews is a cause
of higher rates of intermarriage is something of a double-edged sword when
it comes to the future of the institutions of the Jewish community and
support of the policies that the community feels are crucial. That accep-
tance, after all, while involving elements of appreciation of different ethnic
and religious heritages, is not as sympathetic to the notion of the mainte-
nance over time of ethnic separateness. "Separatism" is not a positive term
in the United States; "integration" certainly is, as "assimilation" used to be.
Jews, in their resistance to the prospect of assimilation while insisting on
integration, can find little solace in the attitudes of their fellow Americans,
despite the ethnic revival and the rise of ethnic studies. White American
groups are not expected to worry about intermarriage; they are expected to
welcome it. It may be an issue for an individual first- or second-generation
parent, but it is not an issue for any white ethnic community. There are no
studies sponsored by the community, and for the sake of the community,
of intermarriage among Italians, or Greeks, or Poles. If we turn around the
identity question and say the Jewish concern is for the religion, Judaism,
we again find no equivalent: Catholics want their children to be raised as
Catholics, but they are so far from an ethnic definition of Catholicism that
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converts and children raised as Catholics have no problem, I believe, within
the Catholic Church, regardless of ethnic background. Jews have not been
interested in conversion—indeed have resisted it—for a thousand years or
more. They convert now not to demonstrate the glory or superiority of
Judaism or to increase the number of Jews as such, but to retain the number
of Jews there might have been in the absence of intermarriage. Conversion
exists almost solely in the context of intermarriage.

The point of these reflections is that while we can understand why the
rate of intermarriage goes up, and can expect it to continue to go up—what
after all would restrain it in view of the educational level, occupations, and
activities of Jews?—we can also expect it to be a problem for American
Jews, and one that their fellow citizens will not find easy to understand. The
dilemma is that the kind of life Jews wish to lead in America, and the one
that their fellow Americans would not seek to begrudge them—one in
which they are free from prejudice and discrimination and free to pursue
whatever education and careers they wish—will inevitably undermine a
community committed to particularistic practices, institutions, and policies.

The argument of the "assimilationists" is that the strongest basis for
Jewish commitment is given by birth within the community. American Jews
are not, and, I believe, cannot be, a community of choice. As such, Judaism
and Jewishness would have no more force than Unitarianism. A minority
of Jews, in fact, takes the position that birth alone makes a Jew, and takes
it so strongly that it is suspicious of most conversions. There are directly
religious—halakhic—grounds for this suspicion, but it may well be that
wrapped up in that unreasoning, and to my mind unenlightened, view is a
piece of unexplicated basic sociological wisdom: the community of birth is
stronger than the community of choice.

The "transformationists," of course, do not dispute that wisdom. They
are aware that depth of Jewish commitment can range from the deep to the
barely perceptible, and much of their work has been devoted to studying
that commitment and how it varies by age, generation, education, and class.
They maintain that the level of commitment is enough to sustain the Jewish
community, with its manifold institutions and varied activities. But the
question of what is enough is another issue that divides the two schools.

IV

With regard to the question of commitment, the "assimilationists" point
to the decline of traditional observances and practices and to the growing
acceptance of intermarriage. The "transformationists" respond to this by
arguing that the content of Judaism and Jewishness is changing in America,
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but that this does not constitute a threat to the continuity of the community
and the maintenance of a vital Jewish life within it. Recent books by
Goldscheider20 and Cohen21 offer the strongest statements of this point of
view, which finds popular expression in Silberman's A Certain People. It is
challenged by Silberman's critics, Arthur Hertzberg," Samuel Heilman,2J

and Ruth R. Wisse,24 and to a somewhat lesser degree the author of the
present essay,25 but the strongest proponents of an alternative view within
the field of American Jewish sociology have been Sklare26 and Charles
Liebman.27 Herbert Gans makes a similar but more general argument, not
from the perspective of one committed to the maintenance of a strong
Jewish life but as a sociologist of ethnicity who sees all groups in the United
States ending up with a purely "symbolic" ethnicity, one which provides an
identity perhaps, but one without any specific content that meaningfully
separates those who maintain an ethnic identity from other Americans.28

This position is familiar, which is not to say it is not persuasive. We have
heard it since St. John de Crevecoeur's Letters from an American Farmer,
Israel Zangwill's The Melting Pot, and the writings of Robert E. Park and
his school. So let us put forth the "transformationist" case, which is newer,
having been formulated only in recent years.

The "transformationists"—I draw this summary account from Gold-
scheider and Cohen, without any claim that they subscribe to every element
of the synthetic position I present—point out that American Jews remain
different in family structure, occupations, education, political values, and
social behavior from non-Jewish Americans. They argue that these differ-
ences have nothing to do with discrimination or the failure of American
Jews to integrate. Indeed, some of these differences—as in the greater
amount of education and the concentration in the professions—are due to
the very openness of American society. The ability to integrate leads, para-
doxically, not to American Jews paralleling American educational achieve-
ment and occupational structure, but to their diverging on the basis of open
opportunity. Furthermore, these differences are sustained by and help to
sustain a pattern of social life in which Jews interact for the most part with

MIbid.
2lCohen, op. cit.
"New York Review of Books, Nov. 21, 1985, pp. 18-21.
"New Yorker, Oct. 7, 1985, pp. 16-19.
"Commentary, Nov. 1985, pp. 108-114.
"New York Times Book Review, op. cit.
"Sklare and Greenblum, op. cit.; Sklare, op. cit.
"Charles Liebman, The Ambivalent American Jew (Philadelphia, 1973).
"Herbert Gans, "Symbolic Ethnicity: The Future of Ethnic Groups and Cultures in Amer-

ica," in Herbert Gans et al. (eds.), On the Making of Americans: Essays in Honor of David
Riesman (Philadelphia, 1979), pp. 193-220.
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other Jews. Once again this should not be seen as a product of exclusion.
The "transformationists" no longer speak, as the American Jewish Com-
mittee once did, of the "five o'clock shadow," the separation of Jews from
non-Jews at the end of the business day, as a problem. Rather, this separa-
tion is the product of the social life Jews choose for themselves, which is
with other Jews.

But while social life sustains Jewish community cohesion and occupa-
tional concentration, that is not the whole story. The Jewish religion and
the commitment to the State of Israel—an expression of unity with the
Jewish people—are the two pillars of Jewish communal life. We see a near
universal commitment to Israel" and the emergence of a common norm of
practice that selects some Jewish customs and rituals, some almost univer-
sally. The two most frequent such observances are the Passover seder and
lighting candles on Hanukkah.30 The second generation showed a strong
decline in ritual observance from the first, but in the third the decline is
moderated, and between third and fourth there are no indications of con-
tinued decline.

Combined measures of Jewish identification show that the fourth genera-
tion is not falling away. Indeed, an error can be made in evaluating the
observances of later generations—who are of course young—because in-
volvement in the Jewish community, identification with it, and the practice
of what has become the norm of Judaism and Jewishness for the majority
of Jewish Americans are all related to family life-cycle stage. One may think
that the third or fourth generation is assimilating, failing to take into
account that much of it consists of young people in college or beginning
their careers, who are as yet without families or children. But if we divide
the Jewish group by life-cycle stages, we see an inverted U-shaped curve,
with ritual observance and affiliation rising when children reach school age,
and declining somewhat in later stages of the life cycle.

Sklare is skeptical. As far back as his Lakeville study, he pointed to the
rather instrumental character of the religious observances that are retained:
"Five criteria emerge as important in explaining retention of specific home
rituals. Thus, the highest retention will occur when a ritual (1) is capable
of effective redefinition in modern terms, (2) does not demand social isola-
tion or the adoption of a unique life style, (3) accords with the religious
culture of the larger community and provides a 'Jewish' alternative when
such is felt to be needed, (4) is centered on the child, and (5) is performed
annually or infrequently."31

My impression is that Sklare does not consider this to be enough. Neither
does Liebman, who pointed out in the preface to The Ambivalent American

"Cohen, op. cit., pp. 154-170.
)0Ibid., p. 56.
JISklare and Greenblum, op. cit., p. 57.
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Jew: "The American Jew is torn between two sets of values—those of
integration and acceptance into American society and those of Jewish group
survival. These values appear to me to be incompatible. But most American
Jews do not view them in this way."32 Liebman's observations are sharp and
incisive. For him the undoubted reality of a continuing Jewish identity in
the third and fourth generations—and beyond—but one that is maintained
by means of a much reduced norm of some Jewish practices combined with
a political commitment to Israel, is not enough.

We may now ask, enough for what? It is enough to maintain a Jewish
identity and community in the United States for a long time. Of that I am
convinced. The "assimilationists" have been somewhat hasty in telescoping
a process that undoubtedly occurs: distancing from historical origins and
adoption of new practices that reduce the differences between Jews and
non-Jews. Perhaps that ultimately will assimilate Jews, making them indis-
tinguishable from others, whether in their own consciousness or in that of
others. That may yet happen. But on the basis of present social trends it
is hard to see how it will happen. One reason is that in the United States
ethnic identity and religious identification have become in large part ex-
pected norms of individual identification. To be an "unhyphenated Ameri-
can"—the term is Stanley Lieberson's—is somewhat exceptional, despite
the enormous mixture of backgrounds. It is revealing that only in 1980,
some 50 years after the end of mass immigration, was a question on ancestry
—in effect, ethnicity—added to the census. I suspect that we will keep and
refine this question. And it is further revealing that the overwhelming
majority of white Americans answer it, perhaps with some prodding from
the census-taker, and do so by (necessarily) putting together a few different
ancestries.

As Daniel Bell asks in a perceptive essay" in which he argues against the
expectation of assimilation in America, "What is there to assimilate to?"
He observes: "For better or worse, the very breakup of the cultural hege-
mony of the WASPs and the growth of ethnicity as a legitimate dimension
of American life have forced the politicization of group identity. To the
extent that government becomes the source of group rights and protections,
. . . ethnic-group identity becomes salient in the competition for place and
privilege in the society. In that sense, Jews are 'forced' to maintain an
identity, and to define themselves in ethnic terms." That goes some way
toward explaining what is happening. While Jews do not seek group privi-
leges from the government in the same sense that blacks and Hispanics do,
they do ask for active governmental aid for Israel, and they do need to be
organized in order to make certain that the group rights of others do not
affect their own ability to obtain access to education and the professions.

"Liebman, op. cit., p. vii.
"Daniel Bell, "Where Are We?" Moment, May 1986, pp. 15-22.
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But this is only part of the story, of course, and the "transformationists"
are right to point to more. There is among most Jews a real desire to
maintain identity and continuity. It is not a very strong desire, however, and
it adapts itself to the needs of integration in the United States, as Liebman
points out. It makes few demands and is largely cut off from historic
Judaism34 in terms of belief and practice. And now those who claim to be
the heirs to historic Judaism—the small minority of Orthodox Jews in the
United States—are engaged in an offensive, not only pointing out all these
shortcomings but asserting that the unity of the Jewish people will be
broken if this form of adaptive Jewishness and Judaism remains the norm
for American Jews. The "transformationists" have had little to say about
this prediction as they meticulously describe the Judaism and Jewishness
of the overwhelming majority of American Jews. But those who decry
adaptive Judaism as a betrayal—as not enough—will not be content to stay
on the sidelines and accept a role as simply another wing of Judaism in
America. I believe that this development will have a powerful impact on the
evolution of Judaism.

Just how it will work out I do not know. Yet I think the surprising
aggressiveness of the Orthodox group, the strength given it by the official
position Orthodoxy holds in Israel, perhaps the additional factor of a new
historical context in which Christian fundamentalism—not to mention vari-
ous kinds of self-confident sectarianism—has developed surprising strength
in the United States, all suggest that the transformational implication—I do
not say assertion—that Judaism and Jewishness have reached a stable and
reproducible form in the United States is premature.

My reference to the split that may be created by Orthodoxy's refusal to
accept the legitimacy of the two major branches of American Judaism is not
for the purpose of suggesting that Orthodoxy will win in America, or be
crushed, or that American Jews and Israelis will be divided by the inability

"In another essay ("On Jewish Forebodings," Commentary, August 1985, pp. 32-36) I used
the term "historic Judaism" to refer to Orthodox Judaism—as I do here—and was properly
reminded by a correspondent that Solomon Schechter applied that term to Conservative
Judaism. In an essay in Moment (May 1986), Nathan Rotenstreich again uses "historic
Judaism" to refer to a Judaism that adapts itself to historic change, whereas "ahistoric
Judaism" applies to an unadapting Orthodoxy! Still, Orthodox Judaism, I believe, has a claim
to this description because it is most closely linked to the Judaism that developed historically
and that was the only Judaism before the spread of Enlightenment and the impact of moder-
nity. I fully understand the argument which maintains that Orthodoxy's refusal to adapt to
changing history makes it different from the Judaism to which it claims direct connection; that
in refusing to change, its essence changes. Nevertheless, Orthodoxy puts forth a claim that no
other variant can maintain. And its claim seems to be able to find substantial reverberation
among Jews today, giving Orthodoxy greater vitality than one would have guessed possible
30 years ago. It is no mere fossil, as it would have been reasonable to consider it a few decades
ago.
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to define a common peoplehood. It is rather to note—and this is important
for both sides in the dispute—how unfinished the story is, how unclear it
is what may yet happen. What we have seen thus far, as Cohen, for one,
perceptively points out, is already the result of history, that is, of specific
shaping and shaking events, as well as simply the result of the passing of
the generations. Thus, the sharp drop in ritual observance between the first
and second generations resulted not only from the impact of a new land but
also from the impact of the specific historical context in which the second
generation was being raised. It is the case that specific historical events have
tended to affect one American Jewish generation more than another, simply
because the American Jewish community is today overwhelmingly de-
scended from one major wave of immigration that lasted from the 1880s to
the 1920s. As a result, the 1920s, 1930s, and 1940s had their most marked
impact on the second generation, while the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s had it
on the third generation. It is not yet clear what will be the shaping historical
events for the fourth generation.

If I have wavered between the two sides in the debate between "assimila-
tionists" and "transformationists"—and for the purposes of exposition I
may well have exaggerated the polarization—it is because I find much merit
in both. It is hard to see how Judaism and Jewishness of most Americans
connects with the Judaism and Jewishness of their grandfathers and great-
grandfathers. At the same time, what has been achieved so far is remark-
able, and was hardly expected in, let us say, the 1940s and 1950s. There have
been some surprises, such as the remarkable growth of Jewish studies on
university campuses and the stabilization in identity, affiliation, and ritual
practice that seems to have occurred in the fourth generation. There is no
reason to believe there will not be further surprises in the future. In the
meantime, the development of the controversy between optimists and pessi-
mists is forcing us to consider and sharpen questions to which we perhaps
gave too easy answers in the past.





The Bitburg Controversy

by DEBORAH E. LIPSTADT

N MAY 5, 1985, DURING a state visit to West Germany, Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan stopped for a few minutes at a small cemetery outside
the city of Bitburg. What should have been a routine visit of little concern
to anyone except perhaps the residents of the area, had by that point become
a major international event. The imbroglio over the visit to the Bitburg
cemetery—which in itself lasted no more than ten minutes and during
which Reagan said nothing publicly—threatened to seriously affect Ameri-
can-German relations, be a spur to anti-Semitism, politically alienate
American Jews from the Reagan administration, and, indeed, color the way
in which Reagan's entire presidency would be viewed in history. For over
a month the details of the visit and the debate over whether it should
proceed as planned occupied the pages—often the front pages—of virtually
every major American newspaper. This article will examine the events
surrounding the Bitburg visit, seeking to explain how it became one of the
most explosive political events of 1985.1

Origins of the Controversy

The origins of the entire issue lay in West German Chancellor Helmut
Kohl's consternation at having been excluded from the 40th-anniversary
commemoration of the landing at Normandy beach in June 1944. Kohl told
a number of Western leaders of his anger and, in compensation, President
Francois Mitterrand of France agreed to accompany Kohl to the World
War I cemetery at Verdun for a wreath-laying ceremony. There, the leaders
of the two former adversaries held hands in a symbolic act of reconciliation.

In fall 1984, during the course of a visit to Washington, Chancellor Kohl
asked President Reagan to accompany him to a German cemetery during
a planned visit to Germany the following spring and to join him in laying

Note: This article is based primarily on an examination of news stories and editorials
appearing in major newspapers in the United States. In addition, personal interviews were
conducted with Hyman Bookbinder, Marshall Breger, Abraham Foxman, Milton Himmel-
farb, Benjamin Meed, and Menachem Rosensaft.

'Two volumes that bring together a wealth of material about the Bitburg controversy are
Geoffrey Hartman (ed.), Bitburg in Moral and Political Perspective (Bloomington, 1986) and
Ilya Levkov (ed.), Bitburg and Beyond (New York, 1986).
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a wreath, as Mitterrand had done. Reagan impulsively agreed, without
consulting his advisers, the State Department, or officials in the American
embassy in Bonn. Throughout this affair, State Department and Foreign
Service personnel, who would have been more sensitive to the historical
connotations and implications, played a limited role. Reagan and Kohl,
perhaps, did not grasp that the visit of two former adversaries to a cemetery
in which World War II soldiers were buried would be regarded differently
than a visit to Verdun. Some observers subsequently argued that while
Reagan may have been naive about the residue of emotions regarding World
War II, Kohl was not. His intention, they maintained, was to use the visit
to the cemetery as a means of "normalizing" Germany's past and wiping
the historical slate clean. Those who were less critical of Kohl argued that
he wanted to impress upon the world that his Germany was not the Ger-
many of the past. That was why he was so anxious for Reagan to visit a
German war cemetery.

Even at this point the proposed visit posed some thorny questions. Presi-
dent Reagan and, for that matter, all the former Allied leaders had to
determine how the anniversary of the end of World War II could be
commemorated without appearing to rebuke West Germany, a leading
member of the Western alliance. Reagan, well aware of the strong support
he had received from Chancellor Kohl in the past, was anxious to avoid any
insult to him. Moreover, Reagan was convinced that the Russians would
use the anniversary of the end of the war for their own political purposes,
and thus wanted to stress the theme of reconciliation and the strength of
the Western alliance.

West Germans in general, and Chancellor Kohl in particular, faced a
different sort of problem: how to mark the anniversary of a national catas-
trophe, the worst defeat in Germany's history. Was the commemoration of
V-E Day (May 8) a time for joy or sadness? Kohl seemed to be intent on
marking the occasion as a victory of democracy over fascism and not as the
defeat of Germany. (Ironically, by so doing, he was following the lead of
the East Germans and the other Communist-bloc countries, who were
planning to commemorate Germany's "liberation" from Nazi rule.) On the
other hand, there were those, such as Alfred Dregger, floor leader of Kohl's
Christian Democratic Union party in the German Bundestag, who con-
tended that V-E Day marked the loss of the eastern third of Germany and
the division of the nation into two states. He, therefore, saw no reason to
celebrate. Other Germans simply hoped that the 40th-anniversary com-
memoration would represent the final spasm of historical torment for their
country, and that President Reagan's visit would demonstrate that Ger-
many was now an important part of the Western alliance.

The controversy over Bitburg began with a debate over an entirely differ-
ent issue. In January 1985 President Reagan was asked whether he would
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visit Dachau or some other concentration camp site during his forthcoming
visit to Germany. Reporters were told that he would not, because he wanted
"to focus on the future." Moreover, the press was told that a visit to a
concentration camp would not "contribute to the theme of reconciliation
and friendship."2 Four days later the White House officially announced that
Reagan would commemorate V-E Day in Germany. On February 14, the
White House, in the first of what would turn out to be a long series of
reversals, indicated that Reagan would not be in Germany on May 8; his
official visit would begin on May 1 but would end prior to May 8. The
decision to leave Germany immediately before V-E Day was apparently an
attempt by the White House to avoid having to confront some of the
historical problems associated with the commemoration. Little did the
Reagan administration imagine that it would soon become mired in a
conflict in which history assumed an unprecedented contemporary impor-
tance.

At a White House press conference on March 21, President Reagan again
indicated that he would not visit a concentration camp during his stay in
Germany because "instead of reawakening memories . . . we should observe
this as the day when, forty years ago, peace began." Referring to the
German people, Reagan observed that "none of them who were adults and
participating in any way" in World War II were still alive, and "very few
. . . even remember the war." Moreover, Reagan contended, "a guilt feeling
. . . [has] been imposed upon them, and I just think it's unnecessary."3

A number of editorials, including one appearing in the New York Times,
noted with dismay that Reagan's statement about German adults during
World War II no longer being alive was made by a man who was 34 years
old in 1945, had served in the military, and claimed in many of his speeches
to remember the war clearly. Other, more acerbic, critics observed that
Reagan's combat zone had been Hollywood, and that this might have
colored his understanding and memory of what World War II was all about.
The question was also raised as to whom the president had in mind when
he spoke about guilt feeling being "imposed"? Was this some sort of slap
at the Jewish community? Moreover, various commentators asked, was it
not appropriate for Germans, particularly those who had been adults during
the war, to feel guilt pangs?

At this point the reaction of the organized Jewish community was rather
muted. Most Jewish leaders remained silent, and those who did comment
tried to ease the situation by opining that President Reagan had probably
just misspoken—a not unfamiliar failing on his part. Among the few Jew-
ish figures who did speak out against Reagan was Menachem Rosensaft,

'New York Times, Jan. 24, 1985.
'From a transcript of President Reagan's news conference in Washington, as recorded by

the New York Times, Mar. 22, 1985.
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founding chairman of the International Network of Children of Jewish
Holocaust Survivors, whose comments were published on the op-ed page
of the New York Times on March 30. Another critic was Israel Singer,
executive director of the World Jewish Congress, who not only criticized
Reagan for his remarks but also contended that Jewish organizations were
being "entirely too quiescent" on the matter."

On April 1, in an interview with the Washington Post, President Reagan
reiterated his explanation as to why he had decided not to visit Dachau. The
bulk of the German people, he argued, were small children or not yet born
when the Holocaust had occurred. Moreover, he maintained, a visit to a
concentration camp would be "out of line" with the sense of celebration
associated with V-E Day. Apparently aware that his refusal to go to a
concentration camp would anger some Americans, particularly Jews, Rea-
gan went on to stress his determination that "we . . . never forget the
Holocaust," and reminded the interviewer of his support for a national
Holocaust museum.5 Rather than placating his critics, however, Reagan's
comments about the Holocaust museum were interpreted by some as a sop
designed to appease them. Privately, many observers felt that Reagan's
remarks were indicative of his failure to understand the historical signifi-
cance of the Holocaust. On the whole, however, the leadership of the
American Jewish community still remained silent. They believed that the
wisest course of action was to say nothing—at least publicly—in order to
defuse the situation.

Bitburg Becomes an Issue

On April 11 the White House press office released the itinerary for
President Reagan's European trip. Included was a stop at the German
military cemetery at Bitburg where Reagan, in the company of Chancellor
Kohl, was to lay a wreath "in a spirit of reconciliation, in a spirit of forty
years of peace, in a spirit of economic and military compatibility."6 (Ini-
tially, a White House aide claimed that both Germans and Americans were
buried at Bitburg, but this was quickly shown not to be the case.)

This decision stirred a new burst of criticism. Hyman Bookbinder, Wash-
ington representative of the American Jewish Committee, Kenneth Bialkin,
chairman of the Conference of Presidents of Major American Jewish Or-
ganizations, Elie Wiesel, chairman of the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Coun-
cil, and Rabbi Alexander Schindler, president of the Union of American
Hebrew Congregations, were among the Jewish figures who condemned the
planned visit to a German military cemetery in strongly worded statements

'Long Island Jewish World, Apr. 12-18, 1985.
5 Washington Post, Apr. 2, 1985.
"New York Times, Apr. 12, 1985.
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and op-ed columns. Had Reagan's refusal to visit a concentration camp not
been coupled with a commitment to visit the Bitburg cemetery, the issue
would probably not have become as controversial as it did; certainly it
would not have provoked the same degree of anger in the American Jewish
community. It was not only Jews, however, who were angry. Among others,
the American Legion joined in the protest. Apparently stung, the White
House announced that the plans for the Bitburg visit were under review.

The Bitburg visit, which was already emerging as a major political issue,
became even more controversial when, within hours of the original an-
nouncement, reports began to circulate that SS soldiers were buried in the
cemetery. First estimates mentioned 30 graves; ultimately it was revealed
that 49 SS members were interred there. When asked about the matter,
West German government spokesman Peter Boenisch described it as of
"secondary importance"; the major issue, he argued, was reconciliation.

On April 16, Michael Deaver, the White House aide in charge of planning
the trip and a close confidant of President Reagan, left for Germany in order
to find ways of "broadening the visit." A number of newspaper columnists
cynically observed that Deaver, who was famous for finding dramatic set-
tings in which Reagan might appear, had gone to Germany in search of a
concentration camp that provided the right camera angle. Still, the vast
majority of American newspapers supported the attempt to add a concen-
tration camp or another symbolic site to Reagan's German trip.

At this point only a few journalists defended the Bitburg visit on its merits
—as opposed to those who believed that it had to go forward because it had
already been scheduled. The Wall Street Journal acknowledged that Rea-
gan might have acted "insensitively]," but accused his critics of "political
cynicism." While it did not go so far as to openly support the trip, it did
demonstrate an ambivalence about calling for its cancellation. Jody Powell,
former Carter White House press secretary, writing in the Washington Post,
argued that the wreath Reagan would lay at the cemetery would just
acknowledge the "terrible loss . . . shared by all sides in war." It would be
a "reaffirmation of the basic humanity that should unite us all." William
F. Buckley, Jr., argued that there was "no political vice practiced under
Hitler that is not also practiced under the German pro-consuls of Stalin and
his successors." Asserting that Hitler's Germany was no more than another
criminal state and that the Soviet Union was "very much alive," Buckley
contended that a visit to Bitburg would indicate our support of a democratic
Germany. Columnist George Will expressed the belief that the reason why
it was not "improper" to go to Bitburg was that in "1945, at the moment
of most intense passion and maximum power to act upon passion, the
victors rejected the doctrine of collective guilt."7

'Wall Street Journal, Apr. 19, 1985; Washington Post, Apr. 17, 1985; New York Daily News,
Apr. 25, 1985; Newsweek, Apr. 29, 1985.
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President Reagan tried to defuse the controversy when, in a speech
delivered to the Conference on Religious Liberty on April 16, he reversed
his position and announced that he would go to a concentration camp. He
explained that his previous decision not to visit Dachau was due to a
"mistaken impression that such a visit was outside the official agenda."8 In
fact, in March he had said he was not going because it would impose
unnecessary guilt feeling on the German population. Rather than mollify
the critics, therefore, the two conflicting explanations further heightened
the tensions concerning the visit.

The announcement of a stopover at a concentration camp did not satisfy
Jewish community leaders. Elie Wiesel, speaking as chairman of the U.S.
Holocaust Memorial Council, described the planned addition as a "trade-
off' which was unacceptable. Some members of the council, which had been
established by Congress in 1980, called for a mass resignation, but cooler
heads prevailed.

On April 17, 53 members of the U.S. Senate (42 Democrats and 11
Republicans) sent a petition to President Reagan, urging him not to go to
the Bitburg cemetery. On April 18, Elie Wiesel, in a speech delivered in
the Capitol Rotunda on the occasion of the National Civic Day of Com-
memoration of the Holocaust, turned to Secretary of State George Shultz
and asked him to "tell those who need to know that our pain is genuine,
our outrage deep."9 The pain and outrage only increased when, on the
same day, President Reagan, in a group press interview, described the SS
men buried at Bitburg as "victims of Nazism also. . . . They were victims,
just as surely as the victims in the concentration camps." In the same
interview Reagan equated his visit to Bitburg with visits by German lead-
ers to the U.S. national cemetery in Arlington, Virginia. Reagan blamed
the whole controversy on "someone [who] dug up the fact that there are
about thirty graves of SS troops there." Reagan went on to describe the
SS men as "young soldiers that were conscripted, forced into military
service in the closing days of the Third Reich."10 Reagan claimed that the
average age of the SS men was about 18, but offered no explanation of
how he had determined this or the fact that they had been drafted at
war's end. Former members of the SS hastened to correct the president by
pointing out that no one could be drafted into the SS. One had to volun-
teer.

In the same interview Reagan indicated what was probably his real
reason for refusing to reconsider the visit to the Bitburg cemetery. Not to
go would "leave me looking as if I caved in in the face of some unfavorable

'Washington Post, Apr. 17, 1985.
'New York Times, Apr. 19, 1985.
10Ibid.
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attention."11 This point was emphasized repeatedly by various administra-
tion officials in the days that followed. Given the nature of American-Soviet
relations, they argued, it was critically important that Reagan not appear
weak or subject to public pressure. Moreover, White House officials vividly
remembered how former president Jimmy Carter had backed down on the
production and deployment of the neutron bomb, despite the fact that then
German chancellor Helmut Schmidt had gone out of his way to support the
stationing of the bombs in Germany. To do the same to Chancellor Kohl,
who had exposed himself to domestic political risks in order to deploy
American missiles on German soil, they contended, was an unacceptable
way to treat a loyal ally and a good friend.

Protests Mount

The Reagan interview set off a storm of protest even among those who
were generally staunch supporters of the president. Former UN ambassador
Jeane Kirkpatrick maintained that it was entirely wrong to argue that all
were "equally guilty . . . equally dangerous . . . equally victims."12 Others
criticizing President Reagan included Senate majority leader Robert Dole,
House minority leader Trent Lott, the Reverend Jerry Falwell, and Arch-
bishop John O'Connor of New York. Two leading congressional conserva-
tives, Newt Gingrich (R., Ga.) and Vin Weber (R., Minn.) described the
decision to go to Bitburg as "morally wrong"; calling Bitburg the "Water-
gate of symbolism," they also expressed concern about its potential negative
effect on the Republican party.13 Former president Richard Nixon and
former secretary of state Henry Kissinger were among the few prominent
Republicans to openly support the Bitburg visit.14 Nixon argued that for
Reagan to back out of the visit would be a sign of "weakness" that would
undermine his "credibility." Kissinger felt similarly.

Palpably strained relations now existed between the White House and the
American Jewish community, with prominent Jewish leaders forcefully
attacking President Reagan. Union of American Hebrew Congregations
president Rabbi Alexander Schindler described Reagan's remarks in the
New York Times interview as a "distortion of history, a perversion of
language, and a callous offense to the Jewish community."15 Rabbi Henry
Siegman, executive director of the American Jewish Congress, observed,
"The president would be well advised both morally and politically to tell

"Ibid.
"New York Times, Apr. 20, 1985.
"Washington Post, May 1, 1985.
"New York Post, Apr. 29, 1985.
"New York Times, Apr. 19, 1985.



2 8 / A M E R I C A N J E W I S H Y E A R B O O K , 1 9 8 7

the American people that he has made a terrible mistake and is man enough
to undo it."16 Howard Friedman, president of the American Jewish Com-
mittee, stated: "There is simply no parallel between genocide and the trag-
edy of lives lost in war. Surely the president of the United States, as the
leader of this country, should understand this elementary distinction."17

Rabbi David Saperstein, head of the Religious Action Center of Reform
Judaism, contended that the president's statement "desecrate[d] the mem-
ory of the six million Jews who died in the camps."18

There was also open tension at this point between U.S. and West German
officials, as well as between the U.S. State Department and the White House
advance team. Each group tried to shift the blame to someone else as the
greatest political fiasco of the Reagan administration up to that point con-
tinued to grow. West German officials, anxious to prove that they were not
the ones who had prevented President Reagan from visiting Dachau, said
that they were perplexed by Reagan's initial refusal to visit a concentration
camp. They explained that they had proposed Dachau because they be-
lieved that Reagan would want to acknowledge the Holocaust at some
point, if only for "domestic political considerations."19

Clearly, though, Chancellor Kohl also had a domestic agenda in mind.
A crucial election was scheduled to be held in North Rhine-Westphalia
during the second week in May, and many people were convinced that Kohl
had insisted on the Bitburg visit and the scheduling of a summit immedi-
ately prior to the election in order to enhance the electorate's perception of
him as an international statesman.

The Bonn government, believing that Washington was now trying to
make it appear responsible for the Bitburg controversy, criticized Michael
Deaver and the White House advance team. German officials complained
that Deaver had not consulted with the Bonn government when the original
plans were made. Ironically, officials at the State Department and the
American embassy in West Germany had the same complaint. Press reports
also revealed that Deaver, during his initial visit to Germany, had spent a
considerable amount of time ordering a BMW luxury car. Critics contended
that Deaver had been more concerned about his BMW than about the
details of President Reagan's trip. In truth, however, Reagan had told
Deaver and his other aides that he was not anxious to visit Dachau. One
aide explained to the press: "He is a cheerful politician . . . and does not
like to grovel in a grisly scene like Dachau. . . . He was reluctant to go.
. . . And nobody pushed him."20

"Ibid.
"Ibid.
"Ibid.
"Washington Post, Apr. 18, 1985.
mNew York Times, Apr. 18, 1985.
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Writing in the Washington Post, Lou Cannon echoed the view of many
of his fellow journalists when he observed that the White House seemed to
have lost its public-relations touch.21 There were growing fears in the White
House that President Reagan's image as a political leader had been seriously
compromised by the uproar over Bitburg. Jane Mayer, writing in the Wall
Street Journal, wondered why no one on the White House staff had argued
strenuously with Reagan about the possible political implications of not
visiting a concentration camp.22 Donald Regan, the new White House chief
of staff, further complicated the situation when he described Reagan, in an
interview, as anguished over the criticism that had been directed against
him by the Jewish community. After all, Regan observed, Reagan had spent
all his life in Hollywood dealing with members of the Jewish faith and had
always supported Israel and Jewish causes. Protestations such as these
seemed to confirm the White House's inability to understand why Reagan's
critics felt as they did.

On April 19, in what has been described as one of the most dramatic
public encounters ever to take place in the White House, Elie Wiesel, on
the occasion of being awarded a Congressional Gold Medal of Achieve-
ment, turned to President Reagan and virtually begged him to cancel the
visit to the Bitburg cemetery. (The award ceremony had long been sched-
uled for this date.) Noting that the Jewish tradition required the individual
to "speak truth to power," Wiesel—whose appearance was carried live by
a number of television networks—said, "That place, Mr. President, is not
your place. Your place is with the victims of the SS."23 Prior to the public
gathering, Wiesel and a small group of Jewish leaders, including Peggy
Tishman, president of the Federation of Jewish Philanthropies of New
York, and Malcolm Hoenlein, director of the New York Jewish Commu-
nity Relations Council, had met with Reagan and Vice-President George
Bush in the Oval Office and implored them to cancel the visit. Both the
private and the public appeals were to no avail, however.

After the ceremony the White House announced that the Bergen-Belsen
concentration camp had been added to President Reagan's itinerary. Ac-
cording to the White House, Reagan had phoned Chancellor Kohl to
inform him of the decision. Any subsequent change, White House aides
declared, would have to come at Kohl's initiative. That possibility seemed
highly unlikely in light of a letter that German politician Alfred Dregger
sent Sen. Howard Metzenbaum (D., Ohio). Metzenbaum had circulated a
petition to President Reagan, signed by 53 senators, asking him not to go
to Bitburg. Dregger described the attempt to have Reagan cancel the visit
as an "insult to my brother, and his fallen comrades" who had been killed

''Washington Post, Apr. 20, 1985.
22 Wall Street Journal, Apr. 24, 1985.
"New York Times, Apr. 20, 1985.
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in hostilities on the eastern front.24 To critics of the visit it seemed that once
again the fate of the victims and that of the perpetrators were being equated,
this time by a prominent German politician.

Even as attempts were being made by various parties to find a way to
resolve the Bitburg controversy, others were trying to understand how the
White House could have let itself become mired in such a situation. One
contributing element, perhaps, was the fact that Marshall Breger, the White
House aide who served as a liaison to the Jewish community, was not
involved in the initial planning of the trip and, furthermore, was in Israel
when the Bitburg stop was announced. Only upon his return to Washington
on April 17 did Breger become aware of the depth of the Jewish commu-
nity's anger. Some Jewish figures, including Israel Singer of the World
Jewish Congress and David Brody, Washington representative of the Anti-
Defamation League of B'nai B'rith, maintained that even if Breger had been
in the country there was little he could have done to change matters, since
he, like his predecessors as liaison to the Jewish community, was removed
from the main decision-making arena.25 It is ironic that the Bitburg contro-
versy occurred during Breger's watch, since Jewish leaders, including those
who strongly disagreed with Breger's conservative political views, believed
that he had been instrumental in gaining them unusually good access to the
president and his advisers. New York CRC head Malcolm Hoenlein, for
one, argued that Breger was taking a "bum rap. People are blaming him
for something he didn't do."26

Breger's role also became mired in controversy as a result of two things
he did in the hours immediately preceding Wiesel's address at the White
House. In the first place, he told Wiesel that President Reagan's schedule
would not permit him to remain at the ceremony for more than a few
minutes, and if Wiesel wanted to have Reagan present during his remarks,
he would have to curtail them. Breger also called Sen. Frank Lautenberg
(D., N.J.) before the ceremony to ask him to use his personal influence to
convince Wiesel not to criticize Reagan publicly. Breger strongly believed
that from a tactical point of view this would be a more effective means of
convincing Reagan to alter his plans, since it would not appear that Reagan
was caving in to pressure. Wiesel and Lautenberg, however, publicly at-
tacked the White House official for an attempt at "censorship."27 In inter-
views after Bitburg, many Jewish leaders felt that Breger had made a
legitimate argument about political tactics. While they may have disagreed
with his approach at the time, they expressed respect for him and for what
he had accomplished in the White House.

"Christian Science Monitor, Apr. 22, 1985; New York Times, Apr. 22, 1985.
"Washington Post, May 4, 1985.
"Ibid.
"New York Post, Apr. 25, 1985; New York Times, Apr. 26, 1985.
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Protests by American Jews reached a peak on April 21, when thousands
of Holocaust survivors and others assembled in Philadelphia for the inaugu-
ral assembly of the American Gathering and Federation of Jewish Holo-
caust Survivors. In a speech delivered at the opening plenary assembly,
Menachem Rosensaft, founding chairman of the International Network of
Children of Jewish Holocaust Survivors, termed President Reagan's words
and actions "obscene and morally repugnant." If Reagan insisted on going
through with his visit to Bitburg, Rosensaft said, "We do not need him and
we do not want him at Bergen-Belsen." Sen. Arlen Specter (R., Pa.) offered
those at the gathering some hope when he said that the issue was "not over
with finality." In fact, however, it was. The White House had decided,
despite the growing wave of criticism, that international political considera-
tions made it inexpedient to cancel the Bitburg visit.

A Range of Views

Public opinion polls revealed that Americans in general were hardly
enthusiastic about the Bitburg visit, but did not oppose it to the same degree
as did the Jewish community. A Washington Post- ABC poll, released on
April 23, found 52 percent of Americans wanting President Reagan to
cancel the visit; 44 percent wished to have Reagan "go ahead with his
plans." A USA Today poll published on April 26 reported a 52-percent
disapproval rate among the general American population, compared with
an 88-percent disapproval rate among American Jews. A Gallup poll, taken
immediately after the Bitburg visit, reported similar findings. At the same
time, a Washington Post-ABC poll published on May 15 found that 60
percent of Americans felt that "Jews were making too big a deal out of
Reagan's visit." Moreover, a New York Times-CBS poll conducted the day
after the Bitburg visit revealed that 38 percent of the American public
believed that "Jewish leaders in the United States had protested too much
over his visit."28

Whatever the divisions among the general public about the Bitburg visit,
they were not reflected in Congress. On April 25, 257 members of the House
of Representatives called on Chancellor Kohl to release President Reagan
from his commitment to go to Bitburg. (The White House did not seek to
stop Republicans in the House from joining in the appeal.) The next day
the Senate passed a resolution sponsored by over 80 senators, recommend-
ing that Reagan "reassess his planned itinerary." Among the resolution's
sponsors was Republican majority leader Sen. Robert Dole. The press
interpreted Dole's action as evidence of the White House's desire to indicate

u Washington Post, Apr. 24, 1985; May 15, 1985; USA Today, Apr. 26, 1985; press release,
CBS News, May 7, 1985.
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to Kohl that it would still like to find a way to avoid the Bitburg visit. In
private conversations with journalists, members of the White House staff
made this point explicit.

On the same day that the House of Representatives called on Chancellor
Kohl to free President Reagan from his commitment, the West German
Bundestag defeated a motion introduced by the opposition Green party to
eliminate the stop at Bitburg; the motion was voted down 398 to 24. In the
course of the debate Kohl thanked Reagan for his "noble gesture."29 A
motion by the opposition Social Democrats, accusing Kohl of injuring
U.S.-German relations, failed by the narrow margin of 162-155, despite
Kohl's majority of 54 seats in the Bundestag.

Reports began to appear in the press about an escalation of anti-Semitism
in Germany. Quick, a popular German magazine, ran a cover story blaming
the Bitburg controversy on the "influence of Jews" and their power over
the "big media" in the United States. The article suggested that "legendary
Jewish power had once again influenced the course of Washington and its
President."30 In point of fact, however, there was no shortage of Christian
voices opposed to President Reagan's Bitburg visit. Rabbi A. James Rudin,
director of interreligious affairs at the American Jewish Committee, ob-
served that this was not an instance where Jews had to "solicit Christian
names." "They called us," Rudin observed, "my phone was ringing off the
hook."31

On April 28 an "open letter" to President Reagan appeared in the New
York Times. The letter was organized by Sister Carol Rittner, a faculty
member at Mercy College in Detroit, who feared that the public might
blame American Jews for the Bitburg controversy, accusing them of
"throwing their weight around." Working with staff members of the Na-
tional Council of Churches and three leading Christian scholars who had
written about the Holocaust—Harry Cargas, Franklin Littell, and Robert
McAfee Brown—Rittner secured the support of 143 Protestant and Catho-
lic leaders, who stated in the letter:

We are shocked by the insensitivity and inaccuracy of your explanation that the
German soldiers buried [in Bitburg] "were victims, just as surely as the victims
in the concentration camps." The failure to distinguish between perpetrators and
victims, between the death of combatants in battle and the slaughter of innocents
in the Nazi concentration camps does injustice not only to the memory of the dead
but to the most basic tenets of Jewish and Christian morality.32

While the mainline Christian denominations expressed considerable op-
position to the Bitburg visit, the evangelical and fundamentalist churches

"New York Times, Apr. 26, 1985; Washington Post, Apr. 26, 1985.
'"New York Post. Apr. 26, 1985; New York Daily News, Apr. 26, 1985.
"William Bole, "Bitburg: The American Scene," in Hartman, op. cit., p. 66.
"A. Roy Eckardt, "The Christian World Goes to Bitburg," in Hartman, op. cit., p. 86ff.



T H E B I T B U R G C O N T R O V E R S Y / 3 3

were largely silent about the matter. The only leader on the Christian Right
who publicly criticized President Reagan was the Reverend Jerry Falwell.
Two other well-known figures, Billy Graham and Pat Robertson, refused
to take a public position, although they did approach the White House
privately. Some analysts, including Rabbi Yechiel Eckstein, head of the
Holy Land Fellowship of Christians and Jews, an organization devoted to
promoting understanding between Jews and evangelical Christians, at-
tributed the silence of the Christian Right to a lack of established ties, such
as those that existed between the American Jewish community and the
major Catholic and Protestant churches. But even Eckstein was bitter at
being rebuffed by Christian leaders with whom he had worked on other
issues." The American Legion was joined by other veterans' groups—the
Jewish War Veterans, the American Ex-Prisoners of War, the Catholic War
Veterans, and the American Veterans Committee—in protesting the Bit-
burg visit. Only the Veterans of Foreign Wars did not speak out, arguing
that it could not oppose a foreign-policy decision made by the commander-
in-chief of the armed forces. Among ethnic organizations opposing Presi-
dent Reagan's decision were the Sons of Italy, the Ukrainian National
Association, the United Hellenic American Congress, the Mexican Ameri-
can Legal Defense Fund, and the Japanese American Citizens League. The
congressional black caucus also publicly took a stance against the visit, as
did AFL-CIO president Lane Kirkland.

Support for President Reagan was voiced by some conservative spokes-
men. William F. Buckley, Jr., in his syndicated column of April 25, argued
that the visit to Bitburg was no more an endorsement of Nazism than a visit
to a Civil War cemetery would be an endorsement of slavery. After the visit
Buckley declared that Reagan had done the "right thing," and that his
critics owed him "apologies which he will never get."34 Richard Viguerie,
editor of Conservative Digest, argued that the debate over Bitburg was
focusing too much attention on the Nazi Holocaust at the expense of
atrocities currently being committed by the Soviet Union.35

Until the day of the Bitburg visit the Israeli government remained silent
about the matter, when Prime Minister Peres said: "I believe that Presi-
dent Reagan is a true friend of the Jewish people and the state of Israel.
. . . It is precisely for this reason that we feel deep pain at the terrible
error of his visit to Bitburg. . . . There can be no reconciliation regarding
the past."36

"Eckardt, op. cit.; William Bole, "Bitburg—Who Spoke Out, Who Didn't," Present Tense,
Summer 1985, pp. 16-19.
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By the final days of April it was clear that neither Kohl nor Reagan would
succumb to the critics. However, up until the president's actual departure,
the White House tried to find some way to mollify the Jewish community
and soften the impact of the ceremony at Bitburg. Through the good offices
of Billy Graham, a delegation from the American Jewish Committee was
invited to the White House on April 29, to meet with Michael Deaver. AJC
officials who had just returned from Germany—where the Committee had
close, long-standing relationships at the highest levels—reported to Deaver
that Chancellor Kohl was apparently receptive to the idea of adding a visit
to the grave of Konrad Adenauer, the man regarded as the architect of
postwar German democracy. Deaver reportedly said that this information
would make it easier for him to adjust the president's itinerary. Before the
group left the White House, President Reagan and Donald Regan greeted
them and thanked them for their cooperation.37

Reagan in Germany

On May 1 President Reagan arrived in Germany and within hours an-
other controversy erupted. Peter Boenisch, a West German government
spokesman, quoted Reagan as saying that he "regretted" that some Ameri-
cans believed in collective German guilt for the killing of millions during
World War II. According to Boenisch, Reagan had told this to Chancellor
Kohl in an hour-long meeting that the two had held shortly after Reagan's
arrival. White House spokesman Larry Speakes issued a strong denial, as
did Secretary of State Shultz. When Shultz was asked if Reagan had essen-
tially apologized for the fact that some Americans opposed the Bitburg visit,
Shultz told reporters, "Americans are free to speak out on this and other
subjects." Boenisch ultimately conceded that he had "interpreted" rather
than quoted Reagan's remarks.38

Another controversy emerged regarding comments made by Richard R.
Burt, assistant secretary of state for European and Canadian affairs. Burt,
who was then expected to be named ambassador to Bonn, told reporters
that Chancellor Kohl had said to President Reagan, "We must never forget
and we can never forgive." Burt was accused by German officials of
"turnfing] West German policy on its head."39

On May 3, White House spokesmen traveling with President Reagan
announced that the stop at the Bitburg cemetery would be limited to ten
minutes and would include a wreath-laying ceremony. The announcement

"Marc H. Tanenbaum, "The American Jewish Committee at the White House," in Levkov,
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came in the wake of conjecture that Reagan would not lay a wreath in order
to diminish the significance of the visit. However, the White House spokes-
men told the press there would be no point in going if a wreath were not
laid.

The Bonn government was desperately trying to find a representative of
Germans who had opposed Hitler to be present at the Bitburg cemetery.
Yet, even this became a matter of controversy. Berthold von Stauffenberg,
a West German army colonel whose father, Claus von Stauffenberg, had
been one of the officers involved in the unsuccessful attempt to assassinate
Hitler on July 20, 1944, told reporters that he would attend the ceremony
only because the government had requested him to do so; personally he
found the Bitburg visit "repugnant." Other relatives of resisters to Hitler
simply refused to take part. Von Stauffenberg's brother, Franz Ludwig, a
member of parliament in Kohl's conservative alliance, instructed his staff
to decline any invitation to Bitburg. Marianne von Schwanenfeld, widow
of one of the officers executed after the attempted coup, said she had no
intention of "honoring the SS."

Alfred von Hofacker, whose father, Caesar, had been among the anti-
Hitler plotters, participated with leaders of the American Jewish Congress
in an "alternative" wreath-laying ceremony on May 3 at the Munich graves
of Hans and Sophie Scholl, young students killed by the Nazis in 1943 for
their resistance activities as part of the White Rose group. Also participat-
ing in the American Jewish Congress ceremony were several black leaders,
including activist Dick Gregory, New York representatives Charles Rangel
and Major R. Owens, and City Clerk David Dinkins of New York. At the
ceremony, Henry Siegman, executive director of the American Jewish Con-
gress, described those buried at Bitburg as "killers."40

This was not the only protest organized and led by American Jews on
German soil on the eve of the Bitburg visit. On May 4, the Sabbath immedi-
ately preceding President Reagan's scheduled stop at the Bergen-Belsen
concentration camp, a group of American Jews led by Rabbi Avraham
Weiss of New York camped out in the Bergen-Belsen documentation cen-
ter. On Saturday night German policemen came to remove them. In a voice
cracking with emotion, Friedrich Wilhelm Thieke, a white-haired police
official, told the protesters: "We have come peacefully. We have no weap-
ons. You must leave and we have orders to escort you out."41

On Sunday, May 5, within a half hour after the departure of Chancellor
Kohl and President Reagan, a group of 50 American Jews, many of them

'"New York Amsterdam News, May 4, 1985; New York Times, May 4, 1985; New York Post.
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children of Holocaust survivors, entered Bergen-Belsen to stage their own
protest demonstration at the site of the Jewish monument in the center of
the camp. Menachem Rosensaft, the leader of the group, said that Reagan
and Kohl "can either honor the memory of the victims of Belsen or they
can honor the SS. They cannot do both."42

Originally, the protesters had hoped to be present at Bergen-Belsen when
Reagan and Kohl entered. They had been denied permission, however, not
by the Bonn government, which actually was quite helpful in trying to make
the necessary arrangements, but by White House representatives. When this
fact became clear, help was solicited from Democratic senators Joseph
Biden of Delaware and Daniel Patrick Moynihan of New York. On Satur-
day, May 4, Moynihan devoted his previously scheduled national broadcast
(a response to the president's weekly Saturday radio speech) to the "incred-
ible" fact that "despite the full cooperation of the West German govern-
ment, the American government has denied these American citizens the
right to be present at Bergen-Belsen when our President is there, also." But
all this was to no avail.

Ironically, the very White House representatives who had barred the way
to the children of survivors had been desperately searching for American-
Jewish and German-Jewish leaders to accompany Reagan and Kohl to
Bergen-Belsen. The search proved to be in vain; not one Jewish leader was
willing to participate.

President Reagan stayed at Bergen-Belsen for over an hour, while his visit
to the Bitburg cemetery lasted approximately ten minutes. The wreath left
at Bergen-Belsen read "From the People of the United States"; the one
left at Bitburg read "From the President of the United States." Reagan's
speech at the concentration camp made reference to the fact that the Jews
who were buried there had died for "no reason other than their very
existence."43 Reagan quoted the Talmud and Anne Frank, who had died at
Bergen-Belsen. It was an uncharacteristically somber speech for Reagan, a
speech crafted with the imbroglio of the preceding months in mind. It tried
to heal the wounds that had been opened up and to demonstrate that
Ronald Reagan understood the unique horror that was the Holocaust.

Reagan's speech at the American air base which he visited immediately
after laying the wreath at the cemetery came closest to an admission that
a mistake had been made. He noted that no one could visit the cemetery
"without deep and conflicting emotions. . . . This visit has stirred many
emotions. . . . Some old wounds have been reopened and this I regret very
much because this should be a time of healing."

"Menachem Rosensaft, "A Jew at Bergen-Belsen," in Levkov, op. cit., p. 138.
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Aftermath

Jewish community leaders clearly felt that now was the time for damage
control and that nothing further was to be gained from continuing to
criticize President Reagan. Abraham Foxman, associate national director
of the Anti-Defamation League of B'nai B'rith, described Reagan in a
statement issued right after the Bitburg visit as a "well-meaning American
President who had demonstrated his sympathy with the Jewish people by
his support of Israel, his dramatic use of the Air Force to rescue Ethiopian
Jews and his outspoken support of Soviet Jewry."44 Morris B. Abram,
chairman of the National Conference on Soviet Jewry and a Reagan appoin-
tee to the U.S. Civil Rights Commission, argued in a May 10 op-ed piece
in the New York Times that "Bitburg was the mistake of a friend—not the
sin of an enemy."45 Decidedly dissenting from this approach was Israel
Singer, executive director of the World Jewish Congress, who accused key
leaders of the American Jewish community of engaging in a "whitewash"
and acting as "defenders" of the Reagan administration.46

In Germany, while the Bitburg visit certainly unleashed manifestations
of anti-Semitism, it also prompted expressions of true contrition. Thus, on
May 8, in a speech to the Bundestag commemorating the 40th anniversary
of V-E Day, German president Richard von Weizsacker stated: "All of us,
whether guilty or not, whether old or young, must accept the past. We are
all affected by its consequences and liable for it. . . . We must understand
that there can be no reconciliation without remembrance."47

Still, it was painfully clear that reconciliation had not been achieved by
the Bitburg visit. "What should have been obvious from the beginning,"
wrote Marvin Kalb a week after the event, "is that reconciliation is a long
process—not a single photo opportunity, an event, a moment frozen in time.
Bitburg, exposing clumsiness and poor political judgment in Bonn and
Washington, in the process lifted the scab on dark corners of recent German
history "48

For many Jews, the episode not only lifted the scab, it painfully reopened
the wound.

"Abraham H. Foxman, "Thoughts After Bitburg," ADL News, reprinted in Levkov, op. cit.,
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The Population of Reunited Jerusalem,
1967-1985

by U.O. SCHMELZ

J ERUSALEM is A CITY with a long and fascinating history, a city
held sacred by three faiths. Even in the modern period, Jerusalem's religious
importance has been a fundamental determinant of the city's development.

The course of Jerusalem's general and demographic evolution in the 20th
century has been uneven. Prior to World War I, Jerusalem was the largest
city—in terms of total and Jewish populations—of what became Mandatory
Palestine. Indeed, Jerusalem had a Jewish majority among its total popula-
tion going back to the second half of the 19th century. But World War I
caused a great loss of inhabitants, especially Jews, due to departures and
mortality. Though Jerusalem became the country's capital when Palestine
was constituted as a British Mandate (1918-1948), the city's Jewish and
total populations experienced lesser relative growth than Tel Aviv (and
Yafo)—which overtook Jerusalem in numbers in about 1930—and Haifa.
This was due to limited economic opportunities in Jerusalem and—from the
Jewish standpoint—the city's location within a compact Arab region. Jeru-
salem had 62,700 inhabitants, including 34,100 Jews, according to the
census of 1922; there were 93,100 inhabitants, including 53,800 Jews, ac-
cording to the census of 1931. The last estimates of the Mandatory govern-
ment put the corresponding figures at 164,400 and 99,300, as of 1946.

Israel's War of Independence in 1948 included among its important
aspects the siege of the Jewish part of Jerusalem by the Arabs and the area's
subsequent relief by Israeli forces. As a result of the war there was a
partition into two cities—an Israeli Jerusalem and a Jordanian Jerusalem.
Both sides experienced population losses through out-migration during the
war. On the Jewish side, this was soon overcome when a portion of the mass
of immigrants who flocked into the newly created State of Israel were
directed to Jerusalem.

During the 19 years of partition, Jerusalem was Israel's official capital
city. Yet, Jewish Jerusalem led an uncomfortable existence during this
period, constricted as it was on three sides by an inimical armistice line that
left it connected to the main body of the state by only a narrow corridor.
While no Jews could live in Jordanian Jerusalem, 99 percent of Israeli
Jerusalem's inhabitants were Jewish. Their number leaped from the 82,900
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permanent residents—the de facto number was smaller—who were enu-
merated in November 1948, to 138,600 by 1951, in an enlarged city terri-
tory, and then to 165,000 according to the 1961 census, and an estimated
196,800 in September 1967. In 1961, 60,500 inhabitants were counted in
Jordanian Jerusalem.

The Six Day War of June 1967 led to the reunification of Jerusalem and
to a considerable enlargement of the municipal territory on the former
Jordanian side. Thus, urban areas that had sprung up outside the narrow
Jordanian city boundaries, together with a hemicycle of Arab villages,
elements of a Bedouin tribe in course of sedentarization, and a camp of 1948
Arab refugees were all included in the enlarged city territory. The war led
to the departure of numerous Arabs, primarily during the summer months
of 1967, many of them wives and children going to join family heads
elsewhere in the Middle East.

At the end of September 1967, a special census held in "East Jerusalem,"
i.e., the ex-Jordanian areas, counted 68,600 persons. Adding an estimate for
those areas of Jerusalem that already formed part of Israel, a total popula-
tion of 267,800 is arrived at, including 196,800 (73.5 percent) Jews. Had it
not been for the enlargement of the city territory on the ex-Jordanian side,
the proportion of Jews would have amounted to 81 percent. Since the 1967
census, the whole of enlarged Jerusalem has been included in the official
statistics of Israel's population.

This article will describe the sociodemographic characteristics of Jerusa-
lem between 1967 and 1985, with emphasis on data from the population
census of 1983. The article forms part of a larger study of Jerusalem's
demographic evolution since the middle of the 19th century.*

Israel's Population, 1967-1985

The general evolution of population in Israel during 1967-1985 provides
the framework for an examination of the specific evolution in Jerusalem.
Between September 1967 and the end of 1985, the total population of Israel
rose from 2,765,000 to 4,266,000 (i.e., by about 1,500,000, or 54 percent)
and the Jewish population from 2,374,000 to 3,517,000 (i.e., by 1,143,000,
or 48 percent (table I).1 The number of non-Jews in the state experienced
an abrupt increase because of the addition of East Jerusalem, rising from
312,000 at the end of 1966 to 391,000 in September 1967, and then grew

*Part of the research was carried out at the Hebrew University's Institute of Contemporary
Jewry. The author wishes to thank Judith Even, Nitza Genuth, and Arin Poller for their
assistance. The whole study will be published as volume 20 in the Jewish Population Studies
series of the Institute of Contemporary Jewry (in conjunction with the Jerusalem Institute for
Israel Studies).

'See Appendix for tables.
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gradually to 749,000 in 1985 (i.e., by another 92 percent). The annual
growth rates were 2.4 percent for the total population, 2.2 percent for Jews,
and 3.6 percent for non-Jews. Categorized by religion, the latter are almost
exclusively Muslims, Christians, and Druze.

JEWS

After 1967 the number of Israel's Jews grew, primarily owing to natural
increase. The striking fertility differential that existed in Israel in the mid-
1950s between Asian-African Jews and European Jews had by 1985 virtu-
ally disappeared. While the Asian-African Jews rapidly reduced their
fertility, European Jews slightly raised theirs, thus constituting an exception
to the great fertility decline that swept over the developed countries begin-
ning in the 1960s. The current fertility of Israel's total Jews—an average
of 2.8 children per woman (regardless of marital status)—markedly exceeds
not only that of Diaspora Jews but also the levels observed among the
general populations of developed countries. The level suffices for natural
increase to a not insubstantial extent—1.4 percent in recent years. With
regard to patterns of nuptiality, fertility, and very low mortality, similar
levels have beeen attained between the two previously diverse major origin
groups of Israel's Jews, more so than in many other spheres. It should be
noted that above 20 percent of recent marriages between Jews are origin-
mixed in respect to these two major groups.

About half a million Jews immigrated to Israel during 1967-1985, of
whom nearly 80 percent came from Europe-America, about 165,000 from
the Soviet Union alone.2 In recent years, however, owing to the virtual
stoppage of Jewish departures from the USSR, immigration has been at a
very low level (minor spurts such as refugees from Ethiopia notwithstand-
ing). Nor is any real change likely, unless large numbers of Jews are again
allowed to leave the Soviet Union—and on the further condition that they
actually come to Israel and do not opt for other destinations—or that aliyah
(immigration) increases significantly from the free and affluent countries of
the West. The external migration balance—immigrants minus emigrants—
of Israel's Jews during the whole span 1967-1985 amounted to about
285,000, but has been small in the most recent years.

NON-JEWS

The rapid growth of Israel's non-Jewish population has been essentially
due to high natural increase, though the addition of East Jerusalem and,
later, of the Golan Druze has contributed as well. The migration balance

2The entire Soviet Union is classified under "Europe" in Israel's official immigration statis-
tics.
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of all non-Jews in Israel is close to nil. Their mortality is low, thanks to
Israel's well-developed health services. A conspicuous difference has long
prevailed between the high fertility of Muslims and Druze, on the one hand,
and the rather low fertility of Christians, on the other, though the latter,
too, are overwhelmingly Arab. The average fertility of Muslims reached
peaks above 9 children per woman in the 1960s, but has dropped with
dramatic speed since the 1970s—it is already below 5 and still decreasing.
This momentous change can be attributed to the replacement, in the repro-
ductive age groups, of the generation born in the Mandatory period by that
born since the establishment of Israel. This turnover of generations has been
accompanied by, among many other things, a substantial rise in education,
in which women have also participated. Whereas the natural increase of
Israeli Muslims was 4.5 percent on average in the 1960s and that of all
non-Jews above 4 percent, the corresponding figures for 1985 were only 3.1
and 2.9 percent, respectively. Despite this strong reduction, however, the
natural increase of Israel's non-Jews is still twice as high as that of Jews.
But the differential continues to narrow.

The non-Jewish population of Israel is now distributed as follows: Mus-
lims—77 percent; Christians—13 percent; and Druze—10 percent. The
relative share of Christians is slowly shrinking due to their smaller natural
increase.

Since the termination of massive Jewish immigration and partly also due
to the incorporation of East Jerusalem, the proportion of Jews in Israel's
total population receded from 88 percent in 1966 to 82 percent in 1985.

The Arabs in the administered areas still have relatively high fertility and
natural increase, but—unlike the Arabs in the state territory of Israel—they
have a long-standing tendency to emigrate for economic reasons. (Since
1967, nationalistic motives have also played a role in this regard.) This
emigration slows down their population growth, one result being that the
proportion of Jews in the entire territory of what was Mandatory Palestine
has remained about 63-64 percent throughout the period 1967-1985.

General Evolution of Jerusalem

Within the general Israeli framework, reunited and enlarged Jerusalem,
with a 1985 population above 450,000, is a widespread city with an area of
more than 100 square kilometers. Since 1967 intensive building activity has
taken place, decisively changing the townscape. Most evident are the large-
scale public-housing projects for Jews on the perimeter of the new munici-
pal territory, but there has also been a great deal of building by Arabs.
Movement is now free and unfettered to and from Jerusalem in all direc-
tions within Israel and the administered areas. The latter are legally and
administratively distinct, but there are no limitations to the flow of persons
and goods, nor any control posts on the road. This is both practically and
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psychologically important for Jerusalem, which is situated along the previ-
ous armistice line, at a junction between territories inhabited predominantly
either by Jews or Arabs.

Jerusalem's traditional geographic handicap of inland location in a
mountainous terrain has become less important in an age of good roads and
fast traffic. As the nation's capital, Jerusalem functions as a center for public
services, in addition to being a holy city and tourist attraction of interna-
tional renown. Yet, the comparative deficiency of other economic branches
remains a source of obvious weakness for Jerusalem's economy.

Coexistence of diverse groups continues to be the rule in Jerusalem's
population and society, but the practical expressions of it are now somewhat
modified, compared to late Mandatory times. There is more economic
cooperation between Jews and Arabs, both in the exchange of goods and
services and in the employment of Arabs by Jews. (Jews are not hired by
Arabs, however.) Residential separation between religious groups, which is
an age-old practice in the Levant, continues to predominate in Jerusalem
as between Jews and Arabs, as well as between Christians and Muslims. In
the Mandatory period, huge separate zones of Arabs and Jews crystallized,
practically bisecting the city before its actual partition during 1948-1967.
Since 1967 a pattern of alternating medium-sized areas has formed in the
ex-Jordanian zone, each of which is inhabited almost exclusively by people
of one group or another.

Among Jews, the earlier tendency in the direction of separate residential
location for people from a particular geographical region abroad has been
much reduced and is largely confined to long-established and rather poor
families, especially their older members. A growing portion of the Jewish
population, particularly among the younger generation, lives in large hous-
ing projects or smaller condominiums, regardless of family origin. For this
segment, it is life-style and financial means that determine residential loca-
tion in the modern parts of the city. Some overlap still exists between those
categorized as living in less privileged surroundings and being of Asian-
African origin, reflecting the socioeconomic conditions of many of the
immigrants who came from Asia-Africa in the first two decades of the state.
Another long-existing social and residential differentiation—that between
the ultra-Orthodox and other Jews—is assuming increased prominence in
Jerusalem, with the growing ultra-Orthodox subpopulation expanding its
accustomed residential areas and establishing itself in new ones.

Physically, Jerusalem's Arabs live at a distance from other Arabs in the
state territory of Israel but are surrounded by those of Judea, in the adminis-
tered areas. Culturally, they are in an intermediate position: they have lived
in the Israeli context and have been exposed to Israeli influences for a
shorter time than other Arabs in Israel—only since 1967—but they are
more intensively exposed to those influences than are the Arabs of the
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administered areas. By now half of Jerusalem's Arab residents have been
born under Israeli administration. Since its reunification, Jerusalem has had
by far the largest population of Arabs, and, among them, of Muslims, of
any town in the state territory of Israel.

Jerusalem's sphere of influence has widened as modern transportation
has diminished the importance of distances in a small country like Israel.
In particular, Jerusalem is now the nucleus of what amounts functionally
to a metropolitan area, or rather two such areas that partly overlap. The
one consists of the Jewish satellite towns and settlements in the former
"corridor" to the west, as well as in Judea and parts of Samaria, which are
closely linked to the city. The other consists of the Arab towns and villages
in Judea which do the following: look to the Arab sector in Jerusalem as
their own major urban center; find in the Jewish sector of the city important
suppliers of goods and services, as well as customers and employers; and
have recourse to governmental or Jewish institutions (e.g., hospitals) in
Jerusalem.

Population Dynamics in Jerusalem

The main sources of demographic data on the population of Jerusalem
and Israel since 1967 are the following: the national censuses of May 1972
and June 1983,3 including special tabulations which the author prepared
from the data files deposited with the Hebrew University;4 and statistics of
vital events, internal migration, and immigration, as well as up-dated esti-
mates, all prepared by the Israel Central Bureau of Statistics.5 With special
reference to Jerusalem are the following: the census of East Jerusalem,
conducted in September 1967,' and special studies which the author made
of fertility of Jews according to degree of religiosity.7 The data in the

'See the publications of the Israel Central Bureau of Statistics, issued bilingually in Hebrew
and English: Census of Population and Housing 1972, 17 vols.; 1983 Census of Population and
Housing, publication in progress. Numerous ultra-Orthodox Jews in Jerusalem refused to be
enumerated in both these censuses, but a part of the data for them could be supplemented from
other sources.

'Marked as such in the statistical tables of this article.
'See the publications of the Israel Central Bureau of Statistics, issued bilingually in Hebrew

and English: the data are summarized annually in Statistical Abstract of Israel; specific publica-
tions are issued on vital statistics, immigration, etc.; see also Population in Localities 30 V1977
(Special Publication no. 673).

'Israel Central Bureau of Statistics, East Jerusalem: Census of Population and Housing 1967,
2 vols. (Hebrew and English).

'See the articles by U.O. Schmelz: "Fertility of Jewish Women in the Metropolitan Areas
of Israel, 1972," in U.O. Schmelz and G. Nathan (eds.), Studies in the Population of Israel in
Honor of Roberto Bachi (Jerusalem, 1986), Scripta Hierosolymitana, vol. 30; "Religiosity and
Fertility Among Israel's Jews," in U.O. Schmelz and S. DellaPergola (eds.), Papers in Jewish
Demography 1985, forthcoming.
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statistical tables appearing in this article are taken from the above-men-
tioned official sources (including some unpublished figures), unless stated
otherwise.

The demography of Israel at the beginning of this period is described in
Roberto Bachi's The Population of Israel (Jerusalem, 1977). Accounts of
the demography of Jerusalem are contained in several articles written by the
author.8

RELIGIOUS GROUPS

The growth of major religious groups in Jerusalem between September
1967 and the end of 1985 can be seen from table 2. During that period the
Jewish population grew more rapidly in Jerusalem than in the other two
main cities (Tel Aviv and Haifa), their conurbations,* or the whole state
(table 3). Accordingly, Jerusalem's share among all Jews in Israel increased
somewhat from 8.3 percent in 1967 to 9.3 percent in 1985. This marked a
reversal of the trend that had seen the continued reduction of Jerusalem's
proportion during the Mandatory period and the first two decades of the
state. Muslims, due to their high natural increase, grew relatively more than
the other population groups in Jerusalem. The doubling of their size in the
city during 1967-1985 corresponded to their rate of increase in the whole
of Israel. The number of Christians in Jerusalem declined for some time
after 1967 but then reversed itself, and is now back at the 1961 level (for
both zones of the formerly partitioned city added together). In 1985 Jerusa-
lem accounted for the following shares among Israel's population: total—
10.7 percent; Jews—9.3 percent; Muslims—20.0 percent; and Christians—
14.3 percent. (There are hardly any Druze in Jerusalem.) The city's propor-
tion among Israel's total population increased from 9.7 percent in Septem-
ber 1967 to 10.7 percent at the end of 1985.

With regard to the characteristics and behavioral patterns of Muslims
and Christians in Jerusalem, the influences of specific subgroups should be
noted. Jerusalem's Muslims now include many ex-villagers whose localities
were incorporated into the enlarged city territory in 1967, but whose adap-
tation to urban standards could not be other than gradual. In contrast,
Jerusalem's Christian population includes a number of non-Arabs of con-
siderable educational attainments, some of them ecclesiastical personnel,
who are demographically atypical.

'See the articles by U.O. Schmelz: "Jerusalem's Jewish Population in the Decade Since the
City's Reunification," in U.O. Schmelz, P. Glikson, and S. DellaPergola (eds.), Papers in
Jewish Demography (Jerusalem, 1977), pp. 379-397; "Demography of Muslims and Christians
in Jerusalem," Hamizrah Hehadash, vol. 28, no. 1-2, 1979, pp. 39-73 (Hebrew); "A United
Jerusalem: Demographic Characteristics of the Main Population Groups," in A. Shmueli, D.
Grossman, and R. Zeevy (eds.), Judea and Samaria (Jerusalem, 1977), pp. 467-478 (Hebrew).

"Conurbation: a metropolitan area.
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It is generally agreed that nearly all of Jerusalem's Muslims are Arabs,
but this is not the case with Christians. A rough estimate of the proportion
of Arabs among the city's Christians can be obtained from the 1983 census
data on language use. In the census, 68 percent of the Christian residents
of Jerusalem aged 15 and over reported Arabic as their principal spoken
language and can therefore be considered, virtually without exception, to
be Arabs. Since the proportion of Arabs must be greater among Christian
children than among Christian adults—because of the Arabs' greater fertil-
ity and the immigration of non-Arab adults (e.g., religious functionaries)—
the proportion of Arabs among all Christians in Jerusalem is apparently
above 70 percent.

Jerusalem is once again the city in Israel with both the largest total and
Jewish populations. Jerusalem overtook Haifa in 1967; it outpaced Tel
Aviv-Yafo around 1975 in total population size and in 1984 in the number
of Jews. Population size in the city of Haifa has been almost stationary since
the early 1970s, and the growth of the Haifa conurbation has also been
moderate. The population of the city of Tel Aviv-Yafo has been slowly but
steadily shrinking since the mid-1960s, due to persistent suburbanization
involving residential moves to the surrounding towns. By contrast, by 1985
the conurbation of Tel Aviv—according to the wider delimitation adopted
for the 1983 census—comprised 38 percent of Israel's total population and
as many as 45 percent of Israel's Jews.

COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE

Table 4 analyzes the components of change in population size, and pre-
sents average annual rates for three subperiods of the entire span 1967—
1985. Throughout these years Jews experienced stronger growth in
Jerusalem than in the whole country and the two conurbations, especially
that of Haifa, and the differences widened in the course of time. This was
essentially due to higher rates of birth and natural increase in Jerusalem,
which remained rather stable in the city, while declining somewhat in
Israel as a whole and more markedly in the two conurbations. By 1983—
1985 the natural increase of Jews in Jerusalem was twice as high as that
in the Tel Aviv conurbation and three times as high as that in the Haifa
conurbation.

The mortality of all Israel's Jews is very low in international comparison.
The death rate for Jews per 1,000 of their population (all ages together) is
now even lower in Jerusalem than in the other mentioned locations' because
of the younger age composition of Jerusalem's Jews.

'The term "locations" is used here in comparing Tel Aviv and Haifa (these cities alone or
with their surrounding areas) and total Israel with Jerusalem.
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Around 1970 the external migration balance was still important for
Jewish population growth, and Jerusalem's relative increment thereof cor-
responded to that in the whole country. This was unlike the situation in
previous decades when the city absorbed a smaller proportion of new immi-
grants than its share in Israel's Jewish population. The special appeal of
reunited Jerusalem attracted immigrants, including those from Western
countries. Over the last decade, however, aliyah has been no more than a
secondary factor with regard to population growth in Jerusalem, as in Israel
as a whole. Another change from the past was that, in the first decade after
reunification, Jerusalem had a positive balance of internal migration vis-a-
vis other localities in Israel, because of the transfer of certain government
offices to the capital and generally improved conditions in the city. How-
ever, in the last ten years Jerusalem's internal migration balance has again
become somewhat negative, though with a significant difference as com-
pared with the past. In the earlier period it was the economic advantages
in the coastal belt, particularly in Tel Aviv and its surrounding areas, that
drained Jewish population away from Jerusalem. At present, a large seg-
ment of the out-migrants, especially young couples, move to satellite towns
and smaller settlements in Judea and Samaria, some of which are just
beyond the municipal boundaries, as part of a process of suburbanization
to what are primarily dormitory localities. This reduces the growth in the
number of inhabitants of Jerusalem proper, while furthering the processes
of metropolitanization.

In the past decade, the not inconsiderable net growth of Jews in the
municipal territory of Jerusalem—slightly above 2 percent per annum—has
been entirely due to natural increase, whereas the overall migratory balance
has been nil. Not only has the balance of the internal migrations of Jews
within Israel been smaller, relative to population, in Jerusalem than in the
Tel Aviv conurbation, but the volume (i.e., the sum of entrances and depar-
tures) has also been relatively lower in Jerusalem than in the two conurba-
tions and the whole of Israel.

Non-Jews in Jerusalem, most of whom are Muslims, show greater natural
increase than Jews, but the differential has narrowed from 36 versus 22 per
1,000 of population in 1972-1975 to 28 versus 22 in 1983-1985. The birth-
rate of Jerusalem's Jews has fluctuated at about 28 per 1,000 of population,
whereas that of the city's non-Jews has declined from 44 to 32 in that
interval. However, the relative drop in the death rate of the city's non-Jews
has been even more striking—from at least 11 per 1,000 in the quinquen-
nium after the city's reunification, and still 8 in 1972-1975, to only 4 by
1983-1985. The current death rate of Jerusalem's non-Jews is the same as
that which prevails among Israel's non-Jews generally, and is, paradoxi-
cally, in both instances markedly lower than that of Jews, in consequence
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of the non-Jews' much younger age structure. The registered infant mortal-
ity rate of non-Jews in Jerusalem was reduced from 68 per 1,000 live-born
in 1972 to 21 by 1984.

The birthrate of Muslims declined from 47 per 1,000 of population in
1972-1975 to 36 in 1982-1984, and that of Christians from 22 to 15. Over
the same years the death rate of Muslims dropped from 7 to 4 per 1,000
of population and that of the Christians from 11 to 9. This last figure, which
is comparatively high, is indicative of aging among the Christian population
in Jerusalem (see below). Analysis of the 1967 census suggests that, in the
preceding years, of 1,000 Muslim newborn in East Jerusalem, 177 had died
before reaching age 5; the corresponding figure for Christians was 131. In
1973-1975 the registered infant-mortality rates (deaths in the first year of
life) for these communities were down to 54 and 26 per 1,000 live-born,
respectively, and by 1982-1984 to only 21 and 15, compared to 11 among
Jewish infants in Jerusalem.

FERTILITY

The substantial birthrate of Jerusalem's Jews has been due to their rela-
tively elevated fertility level, which has been consistently higher than that
in the whole country and especially that in Tel Aviv and Haifa. This is the
case not only with regard to the total Jewish population but also when
comparisons are made by region of birth (table 5). In this regard, interesting
changes have taken place. For a long period the fertility ranking by birth
region among Jews in Palestine/Israel was as follows: Asian-African-born;
Israeli-born; and European-born. A fertility differential clearly existed be-
tween the Asian-African-born and the European-born, though on a gener-
ally diminishing scale, while the Israeli-born (who are of mixed origin)
occupied an intermediate position, reflecting the tendency toward conver-
gence. Beginning in the 1950s the fertility of the Israeli-born actually began
to approach that of the European-born, at first because most were them-
selves of European origin and later for social reasons. This pattern continues
to prevail in Israel as a whole, as well as in Tel Aviv and Haifa. In contrast,
the fertility ranking in Jerusalem had changed by 1983, with the Israeli-born
coming first, the European-born next, though at a considerable distance,
and the Asian-African-born, last. In 1983 the total fertility rates (TFRs)10

in Jerusalem of Israeli-born Jewish women whose fathers were born, respec-
tively, in Israel or Europe stood as high as 4.37 and 4.23 children on

""'Total fertility rate" indicates the average number of children that a woman would bear
during her lifetime if the age-specific fertility rates remained the same as in the year(s) under
consideration. Under conditions of very low mortality, the "replacement level" is 2.1 children
per woman (regardless of marital status).
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average, while Israeli-born women with Asian-African fathers attained only
3.47. The main explanation lies in the greater fertility of very religious Jews,
particularly the ultra-Orthodox," and their strong representation in Jerusa-
lem, especially among Jews of European birth or parentage, as well as
among the Israeli-born whose fathers were also born in the country.

The striking fertility differences among Jerusalem's Jews according to
degree of religiosity (when women's origin and age are controlled) and the
high average levels of cumulative number of births attained by very religious
women at ages 30-34 are illustrated in table 6, based on the results of three
specific studies.12 The data sugest that the completed fertility of the very
religious was about 6 children, at least twice that of Jews of low religiosity.
It was mainly this fact and the frequency of the ultra-Orthodox in Jerusalem
which raised the fertility level of the city's total Jews by almost 30 percent
above that in the whole of Israel, as of 1983. The data also seem to point
to a rising fertility trend among the very religious of European origin.

According to the 1967 census of East Jerusalem, the average completed
fertility of 45-49-year-old married women was as follows: Muslim—9.7;
Christian—6.0. The total fertility rate of all Muslim women in Jerusalem
amounted to 7.5 in 1972, but only 4.9 in 1983; the corresponding figures
for all Christians (Arabs and others) were 2.8 in 1972, but merely 1.8—i.e.,
below replacement level—in 1983. Thus, the fertility of Muslims and total
non-Jews in Jerusalem, as in the whole of Israel, is now below that of the
very religious Jews in Jerusalem, while Christian fertility in Israel and
especially in Jerusalem falls short of that of total Jews.

Demographic Characteristics

COUNTRIES OF BIRTH AND ORIGIN

The percentage of Israeli-born among Jews continues to be greater in
Jerusalem than in the whole state, or in Tel Aviv and Haifa, or in the entire
conurbations of these two cities (table 7). However, the respective differ-
ences have narrowed. By 1983, 63 percent of Jerusalem's Jews were native-
born. This proportion is continually increasing, particularly since aliyah is
low at present. Of Jerusalem's Israeli-born Jews, 38 percent, considerably

"For the ultra-Orthodox, see the discussion below.
12Ecological studies for 1970-1974 and 1983, respectively, compared fertility in areas of

varying religiosity in Jerusalem, as indicated by the percentages of votes cast for religious
parties in parliamentary elections. An interview study of maternity cases, conducted in 1975-
1976 by Professors M. Davis and S. Harlap, made it possible to investigate differential fertility
according to selected religious behaviors (e.g., woman going to the mikveh, husband being a
yeshivah student or rabbi). Cf. footnote 7.
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more than in the other mentioned locations, had fathers who were also born
in the country; they constituted 24 percent of Jerusalem's total Jews. In
contrast, the proportion of the foreign-born is generally receding, owing to
the substantial level of natural increase among Jews in Israel, especially in
Jerusalem, and the great reduction in aliyah. The latter reason applies with
particular force to the Asian-African-born, who have been a minority of
olim (immigrants) during the last two decades. In 1972, the Asian-African-
born were still a slight majority of the foreign-born Jews in Jerusalem, but
a minority in the whole state and especially in the two conurbations. By
1983, owing to the preponderantly European-American provenance of the
immigration since 1972, the Asian-African-born had turned into a minority
among the foreign-born in all the locations mentioned, and their propor-
tions were rather similar in Jerusalem, the Tel Aviv conurbation, and the
whole state, though far smaller in the Haifa conurbation.

Table 7 also shows the geographical origin of Jews, i.e., their distribution
according to personal birth region of the foreign-born or father's birth
region for the Israeli-born. However, "Israeli origin"—i.e., the Israeli-born
whose fathers were also born in the country—is really an indeterminate
group (since the censuses did not ask about birthplace of grandfather). If
it is set aside and origin is examined only for the two generations for which
it could be geographically ascertained from the census—the foreign-born
and the Israeli-born whose fathers were born abroad—we find that in 1983
the Asian-African-origin group exceeded the European group13 in Jerusa-
lem and the whole of Israel, but not in the Tel Aviv and Haifa conurbations.
By 1983 the Europeans had surpassed in numbers the Asian-Africans
among foreign-born Jews in Jerusalem—as in the Mandatory period and
unlike in 1961 and 1972—but Europeans remained a minority according to
origin, because of their lower fertility in the past. Jews who were born in
Asia or were of Asian origin continued to be more numerous in Jerusalem
than corresponding Jews from Africa.

The relative share of persons born in Central and Western Europe or
America among all the European-American-born Jews continued to be
much greater in Jerusalem than in the other locations. In 1983 the break-
down was as follows: Jerusalem—54 percent; Tel Aviv conurbation—24
percent; Haifa conurbation—21 percent; and State of Israel—28 percent.

Table 8 illustrates the present heterogeneity of Jerusalem's and Israel's
Jewish population with regard to geographical origin. The following

IJJews from America (or Australia) have been relatively few in numbers in Palestine/Israel,
especially prior to the Six Day War, and most have themselves been of European extraction.
Therefore they are usually grouped together with Jews from Europe in the available statistics.
When, for simplicity's sake, the text of this article refers to "European Jews," American Jews
are meant to be included.
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countries of birth each accounted for more than 5 percent of the foreign-
born Jews in Jerusalem, according to the 1983 census: Morocco—14.2
percent; USSR—11.7 percent; North America and Oceania—10.5 percent;
Iraq—8.8 percent; Rumania—7.3 percent; Iran—7.2 percent; and Poland
—7.1 percent. All these countries recurred with a representation of at least
5 percent in the origin distribution of both the foreign-born and the Israeli-
born with foreign-born fathers. In comparing countries of origin of the
Israeli-born with birth countries of the foreign-born, the above-mentioned
Asian-African countries had augmented frequencies, whereas the USSR,
Rumania, and North America-Oceania had reduced frequencies. This can
be explained by differences in the proportions of Israeli-born—due to dis-
parities in length of residence in Israel and past fertility—among those
originating in the two groups of countries.

The frequency distribution of countries of birth and origin of Jews in
Jerusalem largely corresponded to that in the whole of Israel, except that
the latter included Yemen (above 5 percent only according to origin) but
did not include either Iran or North America and Oceania. While Jews born
in North America-Oceania amounted to only 2.6 percent of all the foreign-
born in Israel, they were as many as 10.5 percent of the foreign-born in
Jerusalem. By contrast, Polish and Rumanian Jews were far less represented
in Jerusalem than in Israel as a whole.

Foreign-born Jews are differentiated not only by countries/continents of
birth and their correlates—e.g., fertility and educational attainment (see
below)—but also by years of immigration (table 9). The difference between
time of arrival and any later date, e.g., that of a census, indicates the
remaining immigrants' duration of stay in Israel. Since its reunification,
Jerusalem has exercised a special attraction for new immigrants; conse-
quently, they have formed a larger share of all foreign-born Jews there than
in the other two main cities and the respective conurbations, or in Israel as
a whole. This applies to arrivals since 1965 in the censuses of both 1972 and
1983. For every 100 foreign-born Jews in Israel in 1983, the proportions of
those who had arrived only since 1965 were 23 and 25 percent, respectively,
in the conurbations of Tel Aviv and Haifa, 27 percent in total Israel, but
as high as 38 percent in Jerusalem. The most recent immigrants, those who
had arrived during the time span 1980-May 1983, accounted for 3.6 percent
of Israel's Jewish population and 8.2 percent of Jerusalem's. In keeping with
the general composition of the immigrants since 1965 by provenance, 81
percent of the post-1965 arrivals who resided in Jerusalem in 1983 had come
from Europe or America. Conversely, immigrants who had come since 1965
constituted nearly 54 percent of all the European-American-born in Jerusa-
lem as compared to only 22 percent of all the African-born, and 13 percent
of all the Asian-born. In Jerusalem, as of 1983, 58 percent of the Asian-born
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had arrived during 1948-1954, and 74 percent of the African-born during
1948-1964.

AGE

The age structure of Muslims in Jerusalem, as in Israel as a whole, is
younger than that of Jews. In turn, the age composition of Jews in Jerusalem
is younger than that of Christians in the city and the whole country, as well
as Jews in Israel and in the two conurbations. This can be easily seen from
table 10 by comparing the median ages of the various populations. In all
the populations presented in that table, the median age rose somewhat from
1972 to 1983. This was largely due, especially among Jerusalem's Jews, to
a diminished proportion in ages 15-24 and an augmented one in ages 25-34.
Many of those who were around age 20 in 1972, and thus around age 30
in 1983, had been born about 1950, when the natural increase of Asian-
African Jews was very high and European Jews were experiencing a baby
boom. In contrast, those who were around age 20 in 1983 were born about
1960, when the natural increase of Jews was generally lower. In 1972 and
1983, the proportion (31-32 percent) of children aged 0-14 among Jerusa-
lem's Jews had shrunk somewhat, as compared to earlier periods, but
continued to be larger than in the other mentioned locations. Unlike in the
past, Jerusalem's proportion of elderly (aged 65 + ) was smaller than in the
rest of Israel, though it rose a little, as it did generally in the country—in
Jerusalem, from 7.4 percent in 1972 to 8.7 percent in 1983. The dependency
ratio among Jerusalem's Jews—i.e., the ratio of young dependents (aged
0-19) plus elderly (65+) to the number of persons in the productive ages
(20-64)—increased from 95 per 100 in 1972 to 98 per 100 in 1983. This rise
was similar to that for Israel's total Jews, but the actual ratios were some-
what higher in Jerusalem.

Israeli-born Jews as a group are much younger than the foreign-born,
since any children born in Israel to the latter are classified among the
Israeli-born. The age composition of the foreign-born in Israel is thus
influenced not only by their own ages at arrival, but also by the duration
of their stay in Israel. A group that receives few migratory reinforcements
must age rapidly, since its Israeli-born children are not classified together
with their parents, and because of the cumulative effects of mortality and
emigration. If the four main origin groups of Jews (combining the foreign-
born and Israeli-born) are compared, the Israeli-origin group is by far the
youngest—58 percent children below age 15 in Jerusalem in 1983—because
it is composed of Israeli-born persons only. The Asian- and especially the
African-origin groups are younger than the European-, in accordance with
the former's greater fertility in the past. The proportions of the origin
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groups among Jews vary with age. Israeli origin is most represented among
children—44 percent at ages 0-14 in Jerusalem as of 1983. Conversely,
persons of European origin account for a large share of the elderly—63
percent at ages 65 and over in Jerusalem as of 1983. Altogether, 93 percent
of the 0-14-year-old Jewish children in the city were Israeli-born (regardless
of origin).

Similarly, the proportions of the religious groups—Jewish, Muslim, and
Christian—vary with age, in keeping with their different levels of fertility
and migration. In Jerusalem, as of 1983, Jews formed 71 percent of the total
population, but only 64 percent of the children and as many as 83 percent
of the elderly. The corresponding figures for Muslims were 25 percent, 33
percent, and 12 percent, respectively, while for Christians they were 3.3
percent, 2.4 percent, and 4.6 percent. The age composition of Muslims is
similarly young in Jerusalem and in the whole of Israel, whereas Christians
are more aged in Jerusalem than in Israel as a whole (median ages of 29.4
and 23.8 years, respectively, in 1983).

The demographic characteristics of Jerusalem's total population are, of
course, weighted averages of those of the city's Jews and non-Jews, respec-
tively, and, with regard to the latter, especially, of the predominant Mus-
lims. In terms of age structure, Jerusalem's population as a whole is more
youthful than that of local Jews, but less so than that of the Muslims.

SEX

The sex composition of all Jews in Jerusalem, the conurbations of Tel
Aviv and Haifa, and the whole of Israel, as well as of all Muslims in
Jerusalem, was fairly balanced (49-51 percent males) as of 1983; only
Christians had a marked surplus of women in Jerusalem, as they did in the
whole state (table 11). There was a surplus of boys among the children of
all these populations, according to the biologically determined sex ratio at
the time of birth.14 Similarly, the surplus of women among the elderly that
was found in all the populations compared has an essentially biological
foundation in the age-specifically lower mortality of females. Among adults
aged 15-64, the excess of women in all the Jewish groups compared was
slight, but marked among the Christians. The excess of adult Christian
women, especially among the elderly in Jerusalem, is probably due to
greater out-migration of men in the past and some in-migration of women,15

as well. The absolute differences were 5,651 women to 4,410 men among
all Jerusalem Christians aged 15 and over in 1983. The majority of the

"Slightly more boys than girls are born in human populations, so that one usually finds a
male surplus among children.

"Including the wives of some religiously mixed immigrant couples.
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Israeli-born Jews in Jerusalem were males (51.4 percent as of 1983), since
nearly half of them were children below age 15; in contrast, foreign-born
Jews, who were overwhelmingly adults and included 21 percent elderly, had
a minority (47.2 percent) of males.

MARITAL STATUS

Regarding marital status (ages 15 and over), in 1983 the proportions of
single persons of both sexes in different population groups ranked in the
following ascending order: Jews in Israel; Jews in Jerusalem; Muslims and
Christians in Jerusalem (table 12). The proportions of the currently married
tended to diminish inversely. Two major determinants operate directly in
this context: age structure and marriage patterns (the propensity to marry
and age at first marriage). There were relatively more single persons among
the enumerated Jews in Jerusalem than in the whole state, both in 1972 and
1983, because their age composition was younger and because they married
later and were somewhat more likely to not marry at all. This can be seen
from their lower sex-age-specific proportions of ever-married persons, espe-
cially among women, in table 13. Generally, there has been some rise in
marriage age and some decrease in the propensity for marriage among
Israel's Jews since the late 1970s. The greater proportion of highly educated
persons in Jerusalem (see below), as well as opportunities for professional
and clerical jobs in public services in the city, which give economic indepen-
dence to many young women, have perhaps influenced the reduction in the
age-specific proportions of the ever-married that has been observable among
Jews there.16

It may seem paradoxical that the sex-age-specific proportions of the
ever-married among Jews declined from 1972 to 1983 among Jews in Jeru-
salem, as in the whole of Israel (table 13), while some reduction took place
in the overall share of single persons among adult Jews in each sex (table
12), meaning that the overall share of the ever-married actually rose. The
apparent contradiction is explainable by shifts in age composition, espe-
cially with regard to the principal marriageable ages, between approxi-
mately 20 and 30 (see above). In Jerusalem, had the age composition of 1972
remained unchanged, the percent single among all Jewish men would have
risen to 37.8 percent by 1983; instead, the percent single actually shrank
from 35.4 percent to 34.6 percent. Similarly, the corresponding figures for
Jewish women in Jerusalem were 28.3 percent in 1972 and 26.6 percent in
1983, but the proportion single rises to 30.5 percent for the latter year when
the data are age-standardized.

"The underrepresentation of the ultra-Orthodox in population censuses (cf. footnote 3) must
be remembered in this context. The marriage age of the ultra-Orthodox is low.



T H E P O P U L A T I O N O F J E R U S A L E M / 5 5

The larger proportions of single persons among the Muslims of Jerusa-
lem, compared to the Jews, were decisively due to younger age composition,
since the Muslims' marriage age was earlier than that of the Jews (which
factor operated in the opposite direction). About 1983, the marriage age of
Muslim women was even lower in Jerusalem, despite its urban character,
than in the whole of Israel. Among the populations here compared, Chris-
tians in Jerusalem had the highest shares of single persons, the aging of their
population notwithstanding (cf. table 10). This was due to later marriage
age and to the unusual frequency of permanent celibacy among clergy,
monks and nuns, and other religiously minded Christians who spurned
marriage.

HOUSEHOLD SIZE

The average number of persons per private household was greater in the
Jewish population of Jerusalem than in the whole state and the conurba-
tions of Tel Aviv and Haifa. In a comparison by religion, average household
size in Jerusalem was in the following descending order: Muslims; Chris-
tians; Jews (table 14). Greater household size is strongly connected with
high fertility, though other factors—such as age structure of the population,
marriage age of the younger generation, and patterns of coresidence—also
play a role. Recorded household size generally decreased between the 1972
and 1983 censuses—except among Jerusalem's Muslims—but this was in
part due to a downward bias in the 1983 census results (caused by a change
in the enumeration technique). Whereas households of 6 or more persons
were a limited minority among Jewish households, they still were 56 percent
of all Muslim households in Jerusalem as of 1983. On the other hand,
one-person households have been relatively more numerous among Jerusa-
lem's Jews and Christians than among the city's Muslims and Israel's total
Jews.

For all the religious groups of Jerusalem, average household size in-
creases with age of household head up to a peak at about ages 40-49, due
to family formation and growth; at later ages of the household head it
decreases, because of residential separation of grown-up children and even-
tual instances of widowhood. Households in Jerusalem headed by women
are a minority; in 1983 they were found in the following proportions: total
population—22 percent; Jews—23 percent; Muslims—15 percent; and
Christians—33 percent. Among Jews, average household size was greatest
if the head was born in Asia or Africa (averages of 3.8-3.9 persons) and
lowest for the European-born (2.7). This difference was due mainly to the
much greater fertility of the former group in the past, but it was also
influenced by disparities in the age distribution of the respective household
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heads. At any rate, the difference has considerably narrowed in the course
of time.

As a religious and educational center, Jerusalem has comparatively
greater percentages of persons who live in institutions than is usual in Israel;
the 1983 figures for Jerusalem were as follows: total population—4.5 per-
cent; Jews—5.4 percent; Muslims—1.2 percent; and Christians—9.7 per-
cent.

Sociocultural Characteristics

EDUCATION

Jerusalem's Jews formerly comprised greater proportions both of illiter-
ates and of highly educated persons than the Jews of Tel Aviv, Haifa, and
Israel as a whole. The first difference has disappeared: in 1983 the percent-
age of Jews with 0-4 years of schooling was even slightly lower in Jerusalem
than in the other locations. However, a considerably greater share of highly
educated persons among Jerusalem's Jews persists (table 15). It is connected
in part with the prominence of public services in the city, since the profes-
sional positions, and by now usually the upper positions in administrative
services, require higher education.

There has been great educational progress in Jerusalem generally, as in
Israel as a whole, over the past 20-25 years. The percentage of adults in
Jerusalem with 0-4 years of schooling dropped from 1961 (1967 for non-
Jews) to 1972 and 1983, as follows: Jews—19 percent, 11 percent, and 7
percent; Muslims—50 percent, 44 percent, and 27 percent; and Christians
—25 percent, 26 percent, and 11 percent. Conversely, the share of persons
with 13 or more years of study rose as follows: Jews—19 percent, 26
percent, and 35 percent; Muslims—4 percent, 5 percent, and 13 percent;
and Christians—10 percent, 12 percent, and 27 percent.

Educational attainment is, on the whole, inversely related to age, since
there has been a marked trend toward improved education for the young
over time. However, the proviso must be added that the almost complete
shares of persons with 13+ years of schooling—and even more so with 16
+ years or academic degrees—are reached only after age 30. Changes in
the educational distribution of an adult population are slowed down by the
fact that education is usually acquired in childhood and in the earlier adult
ages. Almost all persons beyond these ages at the time of any given census
preserve their respective educational attainments for many decades until
their eventual decease. Thus, an adult population's educational level is
raised mainly by the replacement of the less educated elderly, who die, by
more educated young persons, whereas its improvement is retarded by the
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educational inertia of persons beyond early adulthood. The process is ac-
celerated if the population has high natural increase, so that relatively many
youngsters join the adult sector. This demographic factor, together with the
existence of compulsory schooling, explains the rapid decrease in the share
of uneducated persons among Jerusalem's Muslims. It also implies that the
educational distribution of any population may be considerably influenced
by age structure. We therefore present in table 15A age-standardized data
on the respective educational attainments of the principal population
groups in Jerusalem as of 1983.

Aside from the educational differentials between the total of Jews and the
other religious groups, especially Muslims, there are differentials among
Jews themselves. Lack of or low education is now mainly confined to aging
women born in Asia-Africa. Even among those with 13+ years of study,
there is still a marked gap between the European-origin group, where a
majority has attained this level, and the other Jewish groups according to
origin and place of birth (abroad or in Israel). Another relevant factor used
to be sex differences in education, particularly for persons belonging to
Islamic societies or who had lived in them. According to the 1967 census,
a majority (62 percent) of Muslim women in Jerusalem had little or no
schooling (0-4 years of study). The corresponding proportions were 65
percent of all Jewish women born in Asia-Africa who had immigrated as
adults, and even above 90 percent for Yemenite Jewish women, according
to Israel's 1961 census. By 1983, the percentages of persons with 0-4 years
of schooling among Jerusalem's Muslims aged 15—24 were already low and
with little sex differential: males—4.6 percent; females—6.0 percent. Such
differentials do, however, persist among the entire population of adult
Muslims (tables 15 and 15 A), because of the above-explained slowing effect.

In 1983, 17 percent of adult Jews in Jerusalem (both sexes together) held
academic degrees, as compared to 13 percent among Christians and only
6 percent among Muslims. The corresponding proportions for Jews aged
25-34 or 35-44 were 26 percent and 27 percent, respectively; 13 percent of
Jews at the latter age had postgraduate degrees.

LANGUAGE USE

In a society that is heterogeneous in terms of its members' geographical
origins, the use of many languages signifies differentiation, whereas use of
a lingua franca is one of the mechanisms of societal integration. In Israel,
there are several linguae francae: Hebrew and Arabic, various international
languages, and widespread Jewish Diaspora tongues such as Yiddish or
Ladino. The 1983 census contained the question "What language(s) do you
speak daily?" and up to two languages per person could be registered. Table
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16 shows what percentages of adult Jews, Muslims, and Christians in
Jerusalem used any of the more common languages as principal tongue or
at all (i.e., as principal or second tongue) in daily speech.

The successful revival of Hebrew as a living language and its practical
use as the national language of Israel's Jews is generally recognized as a
remarkable cultural achievement. In 1983, as many as 84 percent of adult
Jews in Jerusalem reported Hebrew as their principal spoken language. This
left limited room for Hebrew as a second language of Jews, and in fact
English and Arabic were somewhat more frequent in this capacity. In all,
50 percent of Jews reported everyday use of a second language. Arabic,
English, French, Spanish, and Russian may have been either the mother
tongue of Jews who migrated from countries where one of these was the
national language, or they were used in Israel as relatively frequent media
of communication with others who were familiar with one of these lan-
guages. Yiddish is, of course, an international Jewish language, though its
use has much decreased compared to that of the national languages in
countries where Jews live, including Hebrew in Israel. Spanish includes the
traditional Judeo-Spanish, i.e., Ladino; the two variants could not be distin-
guished in the census returns because the same Hebrew word, if not qua-
lified by additional terms, may mean either of them.

Among the other somewhat common everyday languages of Jerusalem's
Jews, several groups can be distinguished: Rumanian, Persian, and Bok-
harian serve, among others, new immigrants; German and Hungarian are
used by immigrant groups of long standing in Israel, but who, according
to the findings of recurrent studies, evince less propensity than others to
abandon the everyday use of their mother tongues; and the same apparently
applies to speakers of Kurdish. A noteworthy feature of the recent linguistic
situation of Jews in Israel, and for that matter in Jerusalem, is the near
disappearance of Polish as an everyday language.

In 1983 all adult Jews in Jerusalem were distributed as follows, according
to everyday speaking of Hebrew (in percent): as only language—44.8 per-
cent; as first language—39.4 percent; as second language—9.7 percent; no
Hebrew—6.1 percent. The differences between the sexes were limited; 87
percent of Jewish men and 82 percent of Jewish women spoke Hebrew as
the principal language. Everyday use of Hebrew as either the only or as the
first language depends not only on personal predilection but also on sur-
roundings, e.g., the need to communicate in another language with elderly
relatives, or to speak at work with new immigrants, foreign-business rela-
tions, or Arabs. While Hebrew is now the principal language of virtually
all Israeli-born Jews of either sex (98 percent in Jerusalem as of 1983 for
both sexes together), it is not as prominent among the foreign-born (71
percent). Among the latter its use decreases in the more advanced age
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groups and is somewhat smaller among women than men. These distinc-
tions prevail in Jerusalem as in the whole of Israel. Research has shown that
the transition to use of Hebrew—in general or principally—is facilitated for
foreign-born Jews not only by increasing duration of stay in Israel but also
by lower age at arrival, in particular since immigrant children receive their
schooling in Hebrew. Moreover, transition to Hebrew by foreign-born Jews
is facilitated by higher education and participation in the labor force. Sex
differences in the latter respect largely account for the limited overall differ-
ential that does exist between the sexes in everyday use of Hebrew."

Muslims in Jerusalem speak almost exclusively Arabic as the first lan-
guage. English somewhat exceeded Hebrew among the relatively few—only
19 percent—who reported a second everyday language in 1983. The re-
ported extent of Hebrew speaking among Muslims, virtually always as
second language, is markedly lower in Jerusalem (9 percent) than in the
whole of Israel (30 percent). While it is true that the Muslims of Jerusalem
have lived in the Israeli context for a shorter time than those elsewhere in
the state, the 17 years from the Six Day War to the 1983 census were a not
inconsiderable period. Additional reasons for the difference may therefore
be sought in other considerations. For one thing, the census question did
not relate to knowledge or intermittent use, but to daily speaking of lan-
guages; opportunity for this is limited, since the rather compact body of
non-Jews in Jerusalem (more than 100,000 by 1983), with the Arabs of
Judea surrounding them, lead a largely self-contained existence, economi-
cally as well as culturally. Another consideration is that Jerusalem's Jews
comprise a sizable share from Arabic-speaking countries as well as many
adults among the long-established Ashkenazi families who know some
Arabic, while many of the younger Jewish generation learned it at
school.18 As elsewhere among Muslims in Israel, daily speaking of Hebrew
in Jerusalem, though nearly always as a second language, was most frequent
among young men, for work-related reasons—22 percent at ages 25-34.

Among Jerusalem's Christians, as of 1983, 78 percent spoke Arabic, 68
percent as a first language, and 10 percent as a second language, while 54
percent used a second daily language. Hebrew was reportedly used by more
than 12 percent of all Christians in Jerusalem and by 18 percent of 25-34-
year-old men, mostly as a second language. Non-Arab Christians are very

"Roberto Bachi, "A Statistical Analysis of the Revival of Hebrew in Israel," in R. Bachi
(ed.), Studies in Social Sciences (Jerusalem, 1956), Scripta Hierosolymitana, vol. 3, pp. 179-
247; U.O. Schmelz and R. Bachi, "Hebrew as Everyday Language of the Jews in Israel—
Statistical Appraisal," in Salo Wittmayer Baron Jubilee Volume (Jerusalem, 1974), pp. 745-
785; U.O. Schmelz, "New Immigrants' Progress in Hebrew—Statistical Data from Israel," in
Contemporary Jewry—Studies in Honor of Moshe Davis (Jerusalem, 1984), pp. 191-216.

"The possibility of some reporting bias against Hebrew by Arab nationalists in Jerusalem
also cannot be ruled out.
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heterogeneous as to provenance, and numerous Arab Christians have affini-
ties, economic or cultural, to foreign institutions. Thus, other not infrequent
languages in daily use by Christians were English, to a far lesser extent
French, and, indicative of specific national communities, Armenian and
Greek.

Labor-Force Characteristics

PARTICIPATION IN LABOR FORCE

Of the 278,000 Jerusalem residents aged 15 and over in 1983, 143,600 (or
52 percent for both sexes together) participated in the civilian labor force.
The corresponding percentages, by religious group, were as follows: Jews
—57 percent; Muslims—34 percent; and Christians—38 percent (table 17).
These differences are largely explained by the low labor-force participation
of Arab women (see below), but dissimilarities in age structure also play an
important role. Thus, Muslims at ages 15 and over include comparatively
many adolescents who do not yet work, while Christians are an aging group.

In measuring the labor force active in Jerusalem, commuting must also
be taken into account. This is mainly of two types: by Israelis commuting
between Jerusalem and other localities and by Arabs commuting from the
administered areas. Of the total labor force of Israeli inhabitants, 90 percent
gave identifiable returns to the question on locale of employment in the 1983
census. Among them, while the overall numbers of Jerusalemites commut-
ing elsewhere and of inhabitants of other localities commuting to Jerusalem
virtually equaled out at 8 percent, there was a somewhat positive balance
for Jerusalem among Jews and a somewhat negative balance among non-
Jews." The extent of commuting to Jerusalem by Jews may be on the
increase as residential moves to dormitory localities outside the municipal
boundaries continue. In addition, sample surveys carried out in the adminis-
tered areas in 1984-1985 yielded information on about 17,000-18,000
Arabs from these areas working in Jerusalem.

The participation of Jewish men in the labor force was somewhat smaller
in Jerusalem, both in 1972 and 1983, than in the conurbations of Tel Aviv
and Haifa, as well as in the whole of Israel (table 17). The difference was,
partly at least, connected with more prolonged study (university, yeshivah,
etc.) among Jerusalem's Jewish young men. However, both in 1972 and
1983, labor-force participation of Jewish women was distinctly greater in
Jerusalem than in the other mentioned locations, especially the two conur-
bations. This in turn is related to the particular prominence of public
services in Jerusalem, which offer professional and clerical occupations

"About 2,000 non-Jewish residents of Jerusalem worked in the administered areas.
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convenient to women. (Mention should be made in this context that the
proportion of those employed part-time among the Jewish labor force—
both sexes together—is greater in Jerusalem than in the conurbations and
total Israel.) Labor-force participation of women increased in the interval
between the 1972 and 1983 censuses. By the latter year half of Jerusalem's
Jewish women aged 15 and over were in the labor force. However, between
the two censuses the proportion of labor-force participants among men
dropped slightly in Jerusalem and the other mentioned locations. As for
Jews of both sexes together, the percentage in the labor force was somewhat
greater in Jerusalem than in the other locations, due to the influence of the
local women, and the respective differences widened from 1972 to 1983.

The labor-force participation of Muslim and especially Christian men in
Jerusalem was somewhat smaller than that of Jewish men. Christians are,
as already noted, a comparatively aging group, of whom a not negligible
proportion live in institutions and engage in religious pursuits only. The
labor-force participation of Christian and especially of Muslim women, as
reported in the censuses, was very low. Insofar as Muslim women are
concerned, this is partly attributable to the large number of children that
they have, on average, as well as to their low educational attainment, which
bars them from many occupations. More generally, though, it reflects the
customary tendency of Arab society, especially in the urban sector, not to
allow women to work outside the home. Christian women are better edu-
cated, which qualifies not a few of them for professional jobs in the Arab
sector; in Jerusalem, however, they are a comparatively aged group and
some fulfill only religious tasks outside the labor force. In part, the low
labor-force participation of Arab women, as measured by censuses and
surveys, is probably due to a downward reporting bias, since, for the just
mentioned social reasons, it is difficult to elicit information about Arab
women's "work" (apart from accepted domestic tasks).

In Jerusalem, as elsewhere in Israel, labor-force participation rises after
ages 15-24, when a great many individuals are still exclusively engaged in
studies or, among Jews, perform their compulsory military service for
several years; it decreases again in advanced ages, and earlier among women
than men. In the 1983 census, at the peak ages 35-54, 92-94 percent of
Jewish men in Jerusalem belonged to the annual labor force; the corre-
sponding peak proportion for Jewish women in the city was 74 percent at
ages 25-34. Age-standardized percentages of labor-force participation in
1983 show rather small differences among Jewish men according to origin
and birthplace (table 17A).

ECONOMIC BRANCHES AND OCCUPATIONS

The mainstay of Jerusalem's economy continues to be public services
(administrative and professional). The proportion of those employed in
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public services among the city's Jewish labor force, as divided by economic
branch, was as follows in 1972: total—49 percent; men—39.5 percent;
women—64.5 percent. The corresponding figures for 1983 were as follows:
total—49 percent; men—38 percent; women—62 percent.20 These percent-
ages far exceeded the corresponding ones in the Tel Aviv and Haifa conur-
bations and in Israel as a whole (table 18). The relative share of
public-service employment among Christians in Jerusalem is similar to that
among Jews, also for each sex separately. The corresponding figures for
total Muslims and for Muslim men are much lower; the respective figure
for employed Muslim women is high, but relates to a very small group (see
above). Altogether, 46 percent of Jerusalem's total labor force was em-
ployed in public services as of 1983. Among Jews employed in Jerusalem,
the proportion in public services is greatest at middle age, and for men at
a somewhat higher middle age than for women. Age-standardized data
show the highest percentages employed in this branch in the European-
origin group, with origin-specific differences greater among men than
women (table 18A).

Industrial establishments are rarer in Jerusalem, relative to population,
than in the two conurbations and in the country as a whole. Moreover, those
that exist have relatively fewer workers and less output (in money terms).21

In consequence, industry in Jerusalem accounted for only about half the
share of the employed—11 percent in 1983—that it did in the other men-
tioned locations. In Jerusalem, 16 percent of all employed men, but only 6
percent of all women, worked in industry. According to age-standardized
data, employment in industry was for either sex somewhat more frequent
among foreign-born than among Israeli-born Jews. Industry, including
crafts, accounted for somewhat larger shares among employed Muslims and
Christians than among Jews in Jerusalem.

Nearly a quarter of the 1983 labor force was engaged in commerce and
finance in Jerusalem, with little difference by religious group. Nor were
there great differences in this respect between Jerusalem, the conurbations,
and Israel as a whole. But the share of commerce, as distinct from finance,
was greater among employed Muslims and Christians than among Jews in
Jerusalem, and greater among Jewish men than Jewish women. The persons
employed in commerce were comparatively aged. According to age-stand-
ardized data for Jews, commerce was particularly frequent among Asian-
born men.

20The increased labor-force participation of women as of 1983 explains why the proportion
employed in public services did not change in the total Jewish labor force (both sexes together),
compared to 1972, though it receded slightly for each of the sexes if they are considered
separately.

21 As substantiated by surveys of industry carried out by the Israel Central Bureau of
Statistics.



T H E P O P U L A T I O N O F J E R U S A L E M / 6 3

Relatively more Muslim men worked in construction than did Jews or
Christians. Insofar as this relates to manual labor, it is connected to the
existing educational differentials. A large proportion of workers from the
administered areas were also employed in Jerusalem in the construction of
buildings and roads.

With regard to personal occupation, Jerusalem's Jews have a greater
share of academic and other professional workers, and of managers, than
the two conurbations and the whole country (table 19). The differences are
much smaller with regard to clerical workers. As of 1983, all these white-
collar occupations together accounted for 63 percent of employed Jews
resident in Jerusalem; the corresponding figures for men and women were
54 and 75 percent, respectively, some rise having occurred for each sex since
1972. Age-standardized data show higher proportions for the total of these
white-collar occupations and for their upper bracket (academic, other pro-
fessional, and managerial) per 100 employed of European-origin than of
Asian-African origin, of each sex (table 19 A). The ranking of the two origin
groups was reversed with regard to the frequency of clerical occupations
among them, while Jews of Israeli origin occupied an intermediate position
in both respects.

In contrast, skilled workers in industry, building, and transport con-
stituted far smaller percentages among the employed Jews of Jerusalem
than in the other mentioned locations, in keeping with the city's limited
industrial development. The occupational distribution of employed Chris-
tians in Jerusalem somewhat resembled that of Jews, though with smaller
proportions in academic and managerial jobs. The distribution of Muslims,
however, who are a far less educated group, was quite different; nearly 40
percent were skilled, and nearly 10 percent unskilled, manual workers.

The overwhelming majority of the labor force in Israel is made up of
employees. The distribution by employment status in Jerusalem as of 1983
was as follows: employees—87.9 percent; self-employed—7.4 percent; em-
ployers—3.3 percent; others—1.5 percent. There were no great differences
in this respect between religious groups, except that non-Jews had some-
what more self-employed persons and fewer employers than did Jews. The
proportion of employees was even greater among women who participated
in the labor force than among men.

About 40 percent of the non-Jews who both resided and worked in
Jerusalem were employed in predominantly Jewish subquarters of the
city, insofar as this is ascertainable from the 1983 census.22 In addition, a

"The 1983 census data on this topic are deficient and can only be used with reservation.
Among Jerusalem's employed non-Jews, 21 percent did not report the locality where they were
working (though it is obvious that this was mostly Jerusalem); and of those who indicated that
they were working in Jerusalem, 20 percent did not report a sufficiently detailed address for
identification of the particular subquarter.
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significant proportion of Arabs from the administered areas, particularly
Judea, who were working in Jerusalem, were hired by Jews or for public-
housing projects and road construction in Jewish neighborhoods.

Living Conditions

Considerable improvement in living conditions took place between 1972
and 1983 among Jerusalem's Jews and non-Jews, as well as in the two
conurbations and in Israel as a whole. When comparing the respective
census data in table 20, it should be remembered that the areas of the Tel
Aviv and Haifa conurbations, as defined for statistical purposes, were wid-
ened in the 1983 census.

HOUSING

In 1983, 23 percent of Jewish households in Jerusalem and rather similar
percentages in the other mentioned locations lived in apartments that had
been built as recently as 1975 and after. This usually implied more modern
dwelling facilities and, if a whole neighborhood was newly constructed,
improved amenities. The corresponding figures for Jerusalem's non-Jews
were much lower. However, Jerusalem's Jews exceeded those of the other
locations in the share of households that had moved since 1975 into the
apartments which they occupied in June 1983. The respective share in
Jerusalem—55 percent—implied, on the whole, not only rapid residential
mobility but also upward socioeconomic mobility. The corresponding figure
—42 percent—for Jerusalem's non-Jews was also very considerable for a
span of only 8V£ years.

Small dwellings of up to two rooms became much less frequent in all
locations from 1972 to 1983; at the latter date, they accommodated about
a quarter of the Jewish households in Jerusalem, the conurbations, and the
whole of Israel, but still constituted upward of half the dwellings of Jerusa-
lem's non-Jews. On the other hand, large apartments of four rooms or more
had become more common. By 1983 they amounted to roughly similar
proportions—around 20 percent—in all the mentioned locational and reli-
gious categories. The average number of persons per dwelling room had
been reduced to about 1 in all the mentioned locational categories of Jews,
but remained more than 2 among the non-Jews of Jerusalem. In 1983 a
dwelling density of less than 1 person per room was found in about 40
percent of Jewish households in Jerusalem, the conurbations, and Israel as
a whole, whereas it was rare among the city's Muslims.

The proportion of households that owned the apartments they lived in
showed an increase. In 1983 between two-thirds and three-quarters of
the households in all the mentioned categories owned the apartments in
which they were enumerated, except for Christians in Jerusalem, many
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of whom resided in buildings that were the property of institutions.
Apartments with at least two lavatories, which were more likely to be
found in recently erected buildings, were somewhat more frequently in-
habited by Jewish households in Jerusalem than in the other locations, as
of 1983.

STANDARD OF LIVING

Possession of telephones and cars had much increased between the two
censuses. Both in 1972 and 1983, Jerusalem's Jewish households resembled
those in the other mentioned locations regarding possession of one or more
cars, and in this respect far surpassed the non-Jewish households in the city.
Whereas by 1983 telephones were very common in Jerusalem's Jewish
households, they were comparatively rare among Muslims, with Christians
in an intermediate position.

Because of Israel's strong inflation between 1972 and 1983, household
incomes reported in the two censuses cannot be compared in direct money
terms. Also, the approach for measuring income was different in the two
censuses—gross annual income in 1972 and net monthly income in 1983—
though in either case the published figures related to households of em-
ployees only. For these reasons, table 20 presents index numbers showing
the relative differences in income between the various locational and reli-
gious categories and between Israel's total Jewish employee-headed
households at the time of each census. The data suggest that the income
differentials—per household and especially per capita—between the catego-
ries that are compared in the table narrowed during 1972-1983." Accord-
ing to the 1983 census, the mean net monthly income per standard person
in households headed by employees—who are the overwhelming majority
of Israel's labor force (see above)—was similar among Jews in Jerusalem,
the conurbations, and the whole of Israel. Taking the countrywide figures
as the basis ( = 100.0), the index numbers for respective locations were as
follows: Jerusalem—104; Tel Aviv conurbation—106; Haifa conurbation—
108. The corresponding incomes were much lower among Christians and
especially Muslims in Jerusalem: 54 and 35, respectively. The low level of
the Muslim figure is partly explained by the Muslims' much greater house-
hold size, which reduces the per capita income, but even the entire house-
hold income of Muslim employees was not much more than half that of
their Jewish counterparts. This is connected to the large educational differ-
ential between the two groups and the low labor-force-participation rates
of Arab and especially Muslim women.

"The narrowing of the per capita income differences in 1983 was influenced by the use of
the "standard person" concept, which adjusts with decreasing weights for the number of
persons in a household.
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Some Specific Subpopulations

ULTRA-ORTHODOX JEWS

There is a conspicuous differentiation within Jewish society in Jerusalem
between the ultra-Orthodox and all other Jews. The ultra-Orthodox consti-
tute a large segment of the very religious Jews. They are not only punctilious
in religious observance but also strictly follow traditionalist modes of life,
including distinctive styles of dress. The ultra-Orthodox live together in
common neighborhoods, for ritual and social reasons, and try to avoid
contact with persons who do not share their way of life. In the political
sphere, ultra-Orthodox groups express non-Zionist or anti-Zionist views. It
is now usual to denote the ultra-Orthodox in Jerusalem and Israel generally
by the term haredim. In fact, complicated divisions and power contests exist
between subgroups of the ultra-Orthodox—according to geographical ori-
gin, ideological tenets, and loyalty to certain leaders—but they share many
common features that set them off from the majority of Jewish society.

The considerable representation of the ultra-Orthodox in Jerusalem is an
undoubted fact of everyday life, Jerusalem being one of the two cities in Israel
—the other is Bene-Berak—where the ultra-Orthodox live in large absolute
and relative numbers. Yet it is by no means easy to measure statistically the
frequency of the ultra-Orthodox, since there are no generally accepted
criteria for defining them and no direct data sources. Population censuses
and other official demographic statistics cannot be a direct source, because
they do not presume to inquire into people's attitudes in religious, let alone
political, matters. Statistics of school enrollment and election results are not
conclusive. Agudat Israel and Shas, the two overtly ultra-Orthodox parties
at the time of the 1984 parliamentary elections, together won about 14.5
percent of the Jewish vote in Jerusalem,24 but this does not convey the full
proportion of the ultra-Orthodox, since some of them boycotted the balloting
at the instigation of extremist leaders, and others voted for different parties.
In estimating the ultra-Orthodox subpopulation—including children—one
must take into account its particularly young age structure; because of high
fertility, the ultra-Orthodox comprise a greater share of Jewish children than
of total Jews (of all ages together) or, more narrowly, those aged 18 and over,
who are entitled to vote in elections.

In order to arrive at an admittedly very rough approximation of a figure
for the ultra-Orthodox in Jerusalem, the author ascertained the number of

"Shas is not only an ultra-Orthodox party but also an "ethnic" party, made up of Sephardim
and members of oriental (Asian/African-origin) communities. For this reason Shas may have
won votes from persons of such ethnicity who are religious, though not themselves ultra-
Orthodox.
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Jews who, according to the 1983 population census, lived in tracts (accord-
ing to a detailed division) where at least 30 percent of the valid votes in the
1984 parliamentary elections were cast for Agudat Israel and Shas. Knowl-
edge of local conditions indicates that most, if not all, the Jews in each of
these tracts actually belonged to ultra-Orthodox society according to their
mode of life. Any individuals who were not ultra-Orthodox themselves in
some of these particular tracts were, roughly speaking, offset by smaller
clusters of the ultra-Orthodox elsewhere (whose presence there is docu-
mented, among other signs, by additional votes cast for the two mentioned
parties). The resulting estimate of an ultra-Orthodox subpopulation of
around 20 percent of Jerusalem's Jews—or something like 60,000 people in
absolute numbers—can convey the order of magnitude of this phenomenon
among Jerusalem's Jews as of a few years ago. Since the Jewish population
of Jerusalem now grows mainly by natural increase, and since the ultra-
Orthodox have more children—and are also less prone to migrate from the
city—their share of the Jewish population seems bound to increase, unless
there is considerable in-migration of other Jews.

NON-JEWS

An obvious differentiation among Jerusalem's Arabs, according to mode
of life, is that between urban population and ex-villagers or ex-Bedouin, but
since these matters are connected with locale of residence, they will be
considered below in the section on spatial distribution.

Christians are divided into many churches and sects. The significance of
this division is not only religious but relates to residential location and mode
of life as well, since some of the sects form distinct nuclei within the city.
This is true especially in the Old City, where the Armenian Quarter is a
conspicuous example. Since the religious breakdown of Jerusalem's Chris-
tian residents from the 1983 population census has not been published, the
following data are from the 1972 census: Catholics (Roman, Greek, etc.)
—48.2 percent; Orthodox (Greek, etc.)—32.3 percent; Armenians—10.1
percent; Syrians—0.7 percent; Copts—1.3 percent; Ethiopians—0.4 per-
cent; Protestants—3.6 percent; others and unspecified—3.4 percent.25

Spatial Distribution

In the period since reunification, Jerusalem's population not only grew
substantially—by 71 percent (cf. table 2)—but also underwent considerable

"The data for Armenians, Syrians, and Copts include both the Orthodox and the Catholic
(Uniate) sections of each of these denominations; the data presented for Catholics and Ortho-
dox do not, however, include Armenians, Syrians, or Copts.
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geographical redistribution within the enlarged city territory. This was
rendered possible by large-scale building activity, particularly publicly initi-
ated Jewish housing projects. Residential separation between Jews and
Arabs persists, but its spatial pattern has been altered.

RESIDENTIAL EXPANSION

Soon after the Six Day War, a Jewish land bridge was created between
the north of what had been the Israeli city (see map I)26 and the institutional
sites—the Hebrew University campus and Hadassah Hospital—on Mount
Scopus (in the center of Sq 29), which had been practically inaccessible to
Jews during the years of the city's division. This was achieved through the
establishment of Jewish housing projects in the previously unbuilt Sq 28
(Ramat Eshkol, across the defunct armistice line) and in the western section
of Sq 29 (French Hill). At the time of the 1972 census, 8,300 Jews already
lived there; by 1985 their number had grown to 23,200. The Mount Scopus
campus and the hospital were renovated and expanded and resumed their
functions.

During the 1970s and the first half of the 1980s, the Jewish Quarter in
the Old City was restored and to a large extent rebuilt. With great care,
usable portions of old buildings were joined to newly erected ones. By this
blend of the old and new, modern apartments with up-to-date facilities were
created, while a good deal of the appearance and atmosphere of the historic
quarter was retained. Also, many Jewish religious sites were reconstructed
and put to use again, the most important being the Western Wall of the
Temple Mount (the so-called Wailing Wall), now with a large open-air
expanse for prayer and ceremonies in front of it. The Arabs who had
installed themselves in this quarter during the Jordanian period were in-
demnified so that they could acquire dwellings elsewhere. By now more
than 2,000 Jews live in the Old City, a select socioeconomic group, very
distinct from the inhabitants of the other, long-neglected sections of the Old
City.

Since the early 1970s, four big Jewish residential clusters have been set
up on empty land along the outer perimeter of enlarged East Jerusalem. At
the time of the 1972 census, they were just being started and were virtually

"Map 1 shows the division of Jerusalem's municipal territory into "subquarters" (ab-
breviated "Sqs"), as used in the official statistics and last updated on the occasion of the 1983
population census. However, the numeration of the subquarters has been changed here from
the official one so as to more specifically express the spatial structure of Jerusalem according
to geographic, chronological, and demographic considerations. This modified numeration
starts with the Jewish Quarter of the walled Old City, which alone has been inhabited almost
continuously since biblical times.
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Map1
Jerusalem Subquarters, 1983
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25 American Colony,
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refugee camp
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29 French Hill (Givat Shapira)
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30 Neveh Ya'akov
31 Ramot

South
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(south)
34 East Talpiot
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15 Rassco
16 Katamonim

West:
17 Romemah
18 Givat Sha'ul
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20 Nayot. Ha-Kiryah
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22 Kiryat ha-Yovel (north)
23 Kiryat ha-Yovel (south)
24 Kiryat Menahem,

Malha (Manhat)
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uninhabited, but by the 1983 census they already housed 51,000 Jews, and
by the end of 1985 the figure had increased to 70,000, according to the
updating notifications received by the Israel Population Registry. These
new residential clusters are Neveh Ya'akov (Sq 30) and Ramot (Sq 31), in
the north, the former with an extension—Pisgat Ze'ev—now being con-
structed to connect it with Mount Scopus. In the south are East Talpiot (Sq
34) and Gilo (Sq 35), the last mentioned now the largest of them all with
an estimated population of 24,000 in 1985.

In addition, there has been a good deal of residential building in already
existing Jewish neighborhoods, particularly in the west, where the popula-
tions of Kiryat Moshe, Beit ha-Kerem, Bayit va-Gan, and Nayot (Sqs
19-21) more than doubled, from 16,000 to 37,400, between 1967 and 1985.

As already stated, 23 percent of all Jewish households in Jerusalem
reported in the 1983 census that their apartments had been built since 1975,
while only 12 percent of all non-Jewish households in the city did so. Yet,
there was also a considerable amount of new housing constructed by Arabs
in, or close to, already existing Arab neighborhoods. This took place partic-
ularly in the north (Shu'afat and Beit Hanina, Sq 27), where a quarter of
the non-Jewish households reported in 1983 that their apartments had been
built since 1975.

In addition, several new industrial zones, though of limited dimensions,
were set up at the outskirts of Jerusalem, particularly in Talpiot, Har
Hotzvim, and Atarot (in Sqs 14, 7, and 27).

The above-outlined new constructions for residential and other purposes
have not only widely extended the built-up area but have also improved its
appearance. The new housing developments consist mainly of condomini-
ums, however, in which even the minority of one-family houses are built
relatively close to one another. This has been due to considerations of
security, economy (in land and infrastructure), and the saving of construc-
tion time. Jews who aspire to a house and garden of their own, on compara-
tively easy terms, often move to the new Jewish suburbia of Jerusalem that
is springing up outside the municipal territory (see below).

SEPARATION OF RELIGIOUS GROUPS

The spatial pattern of residential separation between Jews and Arabs has
changed since 1967 (tables 21 and 22; maps 2A and 2B). Arabs have stayed
within the ex-Jordanian territory, whereas Jews have not only returned to
the Old City and Mount Scopus but have also established the three tiers of
new residential neighborhoods that were mentioned above: Neveh Ya'akov
and Ramot at the northern outskirts of the city territory (Sqs 30 and 31);
still in the north but more inwardly located, Ramat Eshkol and French Hill
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(Sqs 28 and 29), as a connection between Mount Scopus and the bulk of
the Jewish area; and East Talpiot and Gilo at the southern outskirts (Sqs
34 and 35).

Map 2B shows that a kind of checker pattern has emerged in the north,
east, and south, made up of sizable sections that are each inhabited
predominantly by Jews or by Muslims and Christians. Of the 35 subquarters
into which Jerusalem is now divided for statistical purposes, there were only
6 in which the proportion of either Jews or non-Jews (i.e., the sum of
Muslims and Christians) did not exceed 95 percent in 1983; in 25 subquar-
ters the respective proportions exceeded 98 percent. Even the few excep-
tions were mostly due to discrepancies between the subquarter boundaries
and the habitational limits of the population groups, or to the existence of
small enclaves, rather than to actual residential intermingling. Intermin-
gling exists only on a small scale, usually with Christians living among
Jews.27

Comparison of tables 22 and 23 indicates the changes in the spatial
distribution of population that took place in Jerusalem between 1967 and
1985; maps 2A and 2B show the religious composition of population within
each subquarter in 1967 and 1983.28 The general tendency was centrifugal,
with a growing spread toward the city boundaries, particularly in the north
and south, where wide stretches had previously been unbuilt.

Table 23 (and maps 3A and 3B) shows the differences in residential
density of population (thousands of inhabitants per square kilometer) be-
tween the various subquarters. Density is greatest in the Old City (Sqs 1-4)
and in the Jewish urban core (Sqs 5-10). In the latter, a decreasing trend
prevails due to net out-movement of population, except for the ultra-Ortho-
dox Sqs 7 and 8. Density is comparatively low in the large peripheral regions
of Jerusalem.

JEWISH AREAS

The Jewish population underwent a far-reaching redistribution across
large sections of the extended city territory. Between 1967 and 1985, the
urban core of Jewish Jerusalem (Sqs 5—10) lost population not only rela-
tively, from 43 to 21 percent of total Jews, but also absolutely, from 84,000
to 68,000 (tables 22 and 23). This happened, on the one hand, because of

"Including instances of mixed households.
"The data for Jews in map 2A are the author's estimates based on figures of the Israel

Central Bureau of Statistics for proximate years and ultimately on the 1961 and 1972 censuses;
the data for Muslims and Christians in map 2A are nearly all taken from the 1967 census of
East Jerusalem (see footnote 6). The aggregates of these data have supplied the information
for map 3A.
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Map2A
Jerusalem: Religious Composition,
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Map 2B
Jerusalem: Religious Composition,

1983
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Map3A
Jerusalem: Population Density,

September 1967
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Map3B
Jerusalem: Population Density,

1985
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the increasing sprawl of the downtown area, with business premises and
offices spreading throughout the urban core, and, on the other hand, contin-
ual out-movement of residents, particularly younger couples, from low-
grade neighborhoods in the area toward more attractive ones elsewhere.
However, the process of replacing older houses with new business and office
structures has moved at a slow pace. A special case is Sq 6, whose southern
part (the Mamilla region) is scheduled for rebuilding and has been gradually
abandoned by its population. At the same time, within the Jewish urban
core, the population has grown in the now mainly ultra-Orthodox Sqs 7 and
8 (Me'ah She'arim, etc., Kerem Avraham, etc.) because of the strong natu-
ral increase there.

Many other areas of what had been the Israeli zone of divided Jerusalem
have also lost population, relatively or even absolutely. This is true of the
following: Talbieh, Katamon, Bak'a, and Talpiot (Sqs 11-14), which were
first established in the late Ottoman or Mandatory periods; the Katamonim
(Sq 16), with new-immigrant housing set up in the 1950s and early 1960s;
and Sqs 22-24 in the southwest (Kiryat ha-Yovel, etc.) that accommodated
new immigrants in the late 1950s and throughout the 1960s.

In contrast, marked growth of Jewish population during 1967-1985 took
place in the following areas: Kiryat Moshe, Beit ha-Kerem, and Bayit
va-Gan (Sqs 19 and 21), which started as garden suburbs in the Mandatory
period and still preserve a comfortable residential character; Rassco (Sq 15),
which in the 1960s attracted intelligentsia of European origin, among them
many young Israeli-born Jews; Nayot (Sq 20), a relatively new upper-class
neighborhood; and Romemah and Givat Sha'ul (Sqs 17 and 18), which
contain growing numbers of new housing projects for the ultra-Orthodox
with their large families.

The main thrust of Jewish residential development has been beyond the
former Israeli zone of divided Jerusalem—to Sqs 28-31, 34, and 35, as
already stated. Not only new immigrants have been directed there since the
1970s; a great many families of the existing Jewish population, particularly
younger couples, have moved there as well. This is due to the larger size
of apartments, the superior structural and town-planning aspects of the new
housing, and cost-benefit considerations (comparatively low prices, though
a greater distance from most places of work). By 1985, the Jewish popula-
tion of these new residential areas already approached 100,000, or 30 per-
cent of Jerusalem's total Jews.

While date of immigration of the foreign-born continues to be an impor-
tant determinant of the residential distribution of the Jewish population,
financial resources and ages of the adults are increasingly significant factors
in this regard. The obvious tendency of younger couples to move to periph-
eral locations better suited for child rearing is reinforced by the lower prices
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of apartments in new and more distant places, and facilitated by public
mortgage loans that are allocated specifically to new couples.

A similar process, leading to increased spread of the Jewish population
within Jerusalem, applies to the housing needs of the younger generation
among the ultra-Orthodox. Up to the first decade of the state, the ultra-
Orthodox were mainly concentrated in certain sections of Sq 7 (Me'ah
She'arim, etc.). Since then they have experienced a population explosion,
due to high fertility and also to greater success than before in retaining their
younger generation within the fold. At first they filled Sq 8 (Kerem Av-
raham, Mekor Barukh), gradually replacing the previous Jewish inhabi-
tants. When this area became insufficient and the demand for improved
living standards grew, special housing projects for ultra-Orthodox families
were erected in Sanhedria Murhevet (in Sq 28), Kiryat Matersdorf, and
Kiryat Zanz near Romemah (Sq 17), as well as in Har Nof and in parts
of Givat Sha'ul and Bayit va-Gan (Sqs 18 and 21), plus Ramat Polin (in
Sq 31).

One of the consequences of sustained residential out-movement, which
is primarily undertaken by younger adults with children, is the aging of the
population that remains in the older neighborhoods. This process is very
conspicuous in the urban core of Jewish Jerusalem (Sqs 5-10). Of the 36
tracts distinguished there for statistical purposes, in 1983 no fewer than 29
had a proportion of the elderly (aged 65+ years) in excess of 10 percent,
as compared to an 8.7-percent city average for Jews at the time. Moreover,
17 of these tracts had between 15 and 35 percent elderly.

Jerusalem's Jews were distributed in 1985 as follows: Old City—0.8
percent; business center (Sq 5)—1.5 percent; lower-class neighborhoods
largely built before 1948 (Sqs 6-9)—17.0 percent; upper-class neighbor-
hoods first set up before 1948, partly as garden suburbs, but most of them
now with large additions of buildings (Sqs 10-14, 17-19, 21)—30.5 percent;
housing projects started 1948-1967, some having been expanded since then
(Sqs 15, 16, 20, 22-24)—21.6 percent; housing projects initiated from 1967
onward (Sqs 28-31, 34, 35)—28.6 percent.

Region of birth of the foreign-born and origin of the Israeli-born are still
consequential for the sociodemographic character of particular residential
areas in Jerusalem because of the discrepant backgrounds of the Jews who
came, respectively, from Asia-Africa and Europe-America. The gaps ex-
press themselves, as noted above, in demographic patterns (e.g., fertility and
age composition), educational attainments, occupational distribution, etc.
The origin-related sociodemographic disparities have, however, narrowed
in the course of time, even among the foreign-born and much more so in
the second generation, which is already Israeli-born. Among the determi-
nants of residential profile, education is important because of its manifold
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implications for demographic behavior and other socioeconomic character-
istics (e.g., occupation and income). Age structure is not only perse a basic
aspect of a population, but it influences labor-force participation, income
levels, and life-styles.

The period in which most apartments in a neighborhood were built is
relevant for structural characteristics, number and size of rooms, and the
original availability of modern facilities, as well as for the prevalence of
ownership by residents. Up to the Mandatory period, building for rental
was common, whereas since then, owning—actual or prospective—of
apartments by their residents (often in condominiums) has been usual in
Jerusalem, as in Israel generally. Moreover, the time when a neighborhood
was chiefly constructed, especially if this occurred after the establishment
of the state, is reflected in the foreign-born residents' distribution by immi-
gration period, since in any given period the new arrivals were largely
directed to vacant apartments in neighborhoods just being built. The dis-
tance of a neighborhood from the center of town influences possession of
cars, which in Israel is an indicator of socioeconomic status. The degree of
religiosity in a neighborhood influences fertility, and thereby age composi-
tion, with its various concomitants.

A factor of demographic dynamics that is apt to override others is an
area's migration balance. In Jerusalem, for instance, Sq 9 (the Nahla'ot) has
long had a major concentration of oriental Jews, who once were very fertile
and had a high proportion of young people. By 1983 the neighborhood had
a rather aging population—median age of 30.9 years, compared to the city
average for Jews of 25.1—because the younger generation had been leaving
for more attractive neighborhoods. All these and other factors influence one
another in complex interrelationships which together create a particular
residential profile.

According to data from the 1983 census and other information, the group
of Jerusalem Jewish subquarters that ranked highest sociodemographically
included the adjacent areas numbered 10 (Rehaviah), 11 (Talbieh), and 20
(Nayot, etc.). These are also the subquarters with the greatest proportions
of European and American Jews. Rehaviah and Talbieh have been upper-
class neighborhoods since their establishment in Mandatory times; Nayot
is rather new and has only a small population (Sq 20 is mainly institutional).
After these comes a group of more outlying subquarters: 15 (Rassco), 19
(Beit ha-Kerem), and 29 (French Hill). At the bottom of the ranking is the
following group of Jewish subquarters: 9 (Nahla'ot)—with its already-
mentioned traditional concentration of oriental Jews;29 (7) (Me'ah She'arim,
etc.)—the original concentration of the ultra-Orthodox Ashkenazim, in-
cluding several oriental Jewish neighborhoods as well; and 6 (Musrara)—

"Though some process of "gentrification" is now under way in parts of the Nahla'ot.
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at the border with the ex-Jordanian zone, along the course of the armistice
line that had divided Jerusalem.30 All three of these areas were built in
Ottoman or early Mandatory times and have largely become slums.

NON-JEWISH AREAS

The spatial-distribution trends of the non-Jewish population in Jerusalem
since 1967 have been characterized by moves from the crowded Old City
to the northern, eastern, and southern areas outside it (respectively Sqs 27,
26, 32, 33). Large sections of the Old City, especially in the Muslim Quarter
and in part of the Christian Quarter, are slums—despite the historical
buildings in them—because of long neglect. Great natural increase notwith-
standing, the non-Jewish population of the Old City has kept within the
narrow limits of 22,000-23,000 throughout the years 1967-1985. Thus, its
proportional share among Jerusalem's total non-Jews has fallen from 33 to
18 percent. In contrast, the population of the non-Jewish subquarters out-
side the walls grew 2.3 times during the same years, and accounted in 1985
for 79 percent of Jerusalem's non-Jews.

As of 1983, the non-Jewish population of Jerusalem could be divided
according to residential typology roughly as follows (in percentages):

Total Muslims Christians
Non-Jews (%) (%) (%)

Total
Old City (Sqs 1-4)
Other urban sections, first set up before

1948 (Sq 25, part of Sq 26)a
Other urban sections, set up after 1948

(most of Sq 27, part of Sq 32)a

Ex-villages (in a hemicyle around the Old
City) with old nuclei and many new
buildings

Ex-Bedouin (in part of Sq 33)
Refugee camp (in part of Sq 27)

100.0
19.0
11.0

24.7

35.5

5.0
4.8

100.0
15.5
10.1

24.5

38.8

5.6
5.5

100.0
47.2
18.6

26.3

7.9

0.0
0.0

including also non-Jews scattered in relevant Jewish subquarters.

Socioeconomically, according to a variety of indicators, the highest Mus-
lim level was in the older urban neighborhoods outside the walls (Sq 25),

'The northern part of this subquarter—Musrara proper—is now being rehabilitated. The
southern part has been virtually emptied of population because of large-scale rebuilding plans
for the approaches to Jaffa Gate.
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but lowest in the Old City (Sqs 1-4), among the ex-Bedouin (Sq 33), and
in the refugee camp (Sq 27).

Jerusalem's Christians were concentrated in particular neighborhoods. A
much larger proportion of Christians than Muslims lived in the Old City.
The respective percentages in 1967, 1972, and 1983 were as follows: Chris-
tians—53, 56, 47 percent; Muslims—29, 23, 15.5 percent. Christians
formed a majority of non-Jews and of the total population in the Christian
and Armenian quarters of the Old City (Sqs 4 and 3), and were also
numerous in those sections of the Muslim Quarter (Sq 2) that were contigu-
ous with their own. They have two more concentrations in Jerusalem, in
upper-level non-Jewish neighborhoods: as of 1983 they formed 18 percent
in the older urban areas outside the walls (American Colony, etc., Sq 25)
and altogether 9 percent in the northern Sq 27 (Beit Hanina, etc.), but as
many as 22 percent in a particular tract thereof. There exist specific neigh-
borhoods inhabited by adherents of certain Christian churches, particularly
in the Old City. On the other hand, Christians are hardly represented in the
south of Jerusalem (Sqs 32, 33). Socioeconomically, their upper class is
found mainly in Sq 25; Sqs 27 and 3 (the latter is the Armenian Quarter)
rank next; while the Christian population elsewhere in the Old City ranks
lowest, on the whole.

The major changes in the spatial distribution of Jerusalem's total popula-
tion between 1967 and 1985 can be seen in tables 22-23, which furnish
evidence of a strong centrifugal tendency that has increased demographic
dispersal over the large municipal territory. The share of the population
residing in enlarged East Jerusalem among the entire municipal population
increased from about a quarter to one-half—from 26 to 49 percent—during
1967-1985, because of the new residential neighborhoods established there.
For the same reason, the proportion of Jews in enlarged East Jerusalem rose
from nil to 43 percent of the total population there.

SURROUNDINGS OF THE CITY

Demographic dispersal did not stop at the city's boundaries, but went
beyond them. The Jewish population in the corridor that links Jerusalem
with the bulk of the state's territory grew from 28,000 to 44,000 during
1966-1985. The corridor now comprises 64 Jewish localities. In addition to
the townlet of Beit Shemesh at its western end, there is another, Mevasseret
Zion, at the eastern end, bordering on Jerusalem. The latter's recent rise of
population, to 10,200 in 1985, is largely accounted for by Jerusalemites
moving to one-family houses there.

At the end of 1985, Judea and Samaria had 105 Jewish settlements with
44,000 inhabitants. A large proportion of the settlers in Judea and in the
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southern part of Samaria came from Jerusalem, either for ideological and
religious reasons or in quest of improved quality of life at comparatively low
cost. Of several townlets that are being built, two lie quite close to Jerusa-
lem: Ma'ale Adumim, with a population of only 3,500 at the time of the
1983 census, but with 9,300 inhabitants at the end of 1985; and Givat Ze'ev,
which had not yet been settled in 1983, but which had 2,200 registered
inhabitants at the end of 1985. These two and many other localities in
Judea-Samaria fulfill a dormitory function for families whose earners work
in Jerusalem. While these localities have put an end to the previous isolation
of Jerusalem (from the Jewish point of view), they draw population away
from the city's municipal territory. Moreover, those who leave are usually
younger couples who are likely to have additional children, so that both the
migration balance and the natural increase of the city's Jews are affected.

There has also been some out-movement of Jerusalem Arabs to dormi-
tory neighborhoods beyond the municipal boundaries. In terms of building
continuity, Arab Jerusalem is now increasingly linked with Arab towns and
townlets on three sides: the triplet of Bethlehem, Beit Jala, and Beit Sahur
in the south; Ezaria and Abu Dis in the east; and the twin towns of
Ramallah and El Bira in the north. The functional links extend over a much
wider area and are of a multifold character, since, as noted above, they bring
into contact the Arab population of Judea-Samaria with the Arab sector,
the Jewish sector, and public institutions in Jerusalem.

While it is evident that the city of Jerusalem exercises a powerful influ-
ence on its wider geographical surroundings, existing distinctions—legal,
administrative, and political—between the state territory of Israel and
Judea-Samaria, as well as between the Arab and Jewish localities in the
latter region, make it difficult at present to speak in terms of an integrated
Jerusalem metropolitan area.

Conclusion

Since 1967, substantial advances have taken place in Jerusalem, in terms
of population growth, socioeconomic development, and modern town plan-
ning. However, the city's overall situation is highly complex. For one thing,
its international status remains in dispute; for another, its demographic
diversity is a source of considerable tension, actual or potential. Two people
and three major religions have stakes in Jerusalem—and each of these, in
turn, is divided and subdivided along a variety of lines. What these diverse
groups have in common is a deep awareness of the city's place in history,
its spiritual importance over the centuries. In their many different ways, the
people of Jerusalem cherish the uniqueness of the city they share.
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APPENDIX

TABLE 1. POPULATION OF ISRAEL, BY RELIGION, 1967-1985

% Muslims
% Among

Date Total Jews Muslims Christians Druzea Jews Non-Jews

Absolute Numbers (Thousands)
Sept. 1967b 2,764.7 2,373.9 287.9 71.0 31.9 85.9 73.7
May 1972 3,147.7 2,686.7 352.0 72.1 36.9 85.4 76.4
June 1983 4,037.6 3,350.0 526.6 94.2 66.8 83.0 76.6
Dec. 1985 4,266.2 3,517.2 577.6 99.4 72.0 82.4 77.1

Relative Growth (Sept. 1967=100)
1985 154 148 201 140 226

Annual Percent of Growth
1967-85 2.4 2.2 3.9 1.9 4.6

Sources: For sources of data for all tables, see text pp. 44-45.
aIncl. some "others."
^My estimate.
Note: Details may not add to totals because of rounding.
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T A B L E 2. POPULATION OF JERUSALEM, BY RELIGION, 1967-1985

% Muslims
% Among

Date Totala Jews Muslims Christians Jews Non-Jews

Absolute Numbers (Thousands)
Sept. 1967b 267.8 196.8 58.1 12.9
May 1972 313.9 230.3 71.8 11.7
June 1983 428.7 306.3 108.5 13.7
Dec. 1985 457.7 327.7 115.7 14.2

Relative Growth (Sept. 1967=100)
1985 171 167 199 110

Annual Percent of Growth
1967-85 3.0 2.8 3.8 0.5
1967-72 3.5 3.5 4.6 - 2 . 0
1972-83 2.9 2.6 3.8 1.4
1983-85 2.6 2.6 2.5 1.4

aIncl. some "Druze and others."
''My estimate.

73.5
73.4
71.4
71.6

81.8
85.9
88.6
89.1
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TABLE 3. JEWS IN JERUSALEM AND OTHER LOCATIONS, 1967-1985

Location

Jerusalem

Tel Aviv:
City
Conurbation*'

" C

Haifa:
City
Conurbation^

" C

Israel

Absolute Numbers (Thousands)
Jan.
1967

193.0

383.2
943.6
n.a.

195.8
292.4
n.a.

2,344.9

May
1972

230.3

357.4
1,083.5

n.a.

207.2
323.1
n.a.

2,686.7

June
1983

306.3

317.8
(1,300.0)
1,530.1

208.4
(364.5)
369.1

3,350.0

Dec.
1985

327.7

312.6
n.a.

1,579.7

205.8
n.a.
372.8

3,517.2

Relative

1967-83

159

83
138
n.a.

106
125
n.a.

143

Growtha

1983-85

107

98
n.a.
103

99
n.a.
101

105

aBase year =100.
^As delimited for the 1972 census.
cAs delimited for the 1983 census.
Note: "n.a." indicates data not available.
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T A B L E 4. COMPONENTS OF CHANGE IN POPULATION SIZE IN JERUSALEM AND

OTHER LOCATIONS, BY RELIGION, 1967-1985 (RATES PER 1,000)

Jews
Components Tel Aviv Haifa Non-Jews,
of Change Jerusalem Conurb.a Conurb.a Israel Jerusalem

Jan. 1967b-Dec. 1976
Total changes

Natural increase
Births
Deaths

Migratory movement
External migration0

Internal migration
Entered
Left

32

21
28

7

11
7
4

24
20

23

14
22

8

9
2
7

45
38

Jan.

18

12
20

8

6
7

- 1
33
34

1977-June

25

17
24

7

8
8
0

38
38

1983

38

34
43

9

4
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.

Total changes 21 14 6 18 32

Natural increase 21
Births 27
Deaths 6

Migratory movement 0
External migration0 2
Internal migration —2

Entered 24
Left 26

Total changes 22

Natural increase 22
Births 28
Deaths 6

12
20

8

2
0
2

43
41

June

10

11
19
8

8
18
10

- 2
0

- 2
37
39

1983-Dec.

1

7
17
10

15
22

7

3
3
0

42
42

1985

16

14.5
22
7.5

34
39

5

- 2
- 2

0
n.a.
n.a.

24

28
32
4

Continued on the next page
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TABLE 4.—(Continued)

Jews
Components
of Change

Tel Aviv Haifa Non-Jews,
Jerusalem Conurb.a Conurb.a Israel Jerusalem

Migratory movement
External migration0

Internal migration
Entered
Left

0
3

- 3
28
31

- 1
- 1

0
44
44

- 6
0

- 6
36
42

1.5
1.5
0

45
45

- 4
- 4

0
2
2

a1972 delimitation of conurbations for 1967-1976 and 1977-June 1983; 1983 delimitation for
June 1983-1985.
''September 1967 for non-Jews in Jerusalem.
cImmigration minus emigration.
Note: "n.a." indicates data not available.

T A B L E 5. TOTAL FERTILITY RATESa OF JEWISH WOMEN IN JERUSALEM AND

OTHER LOCATIONS, BY REGION OF BIRTH, 1972 AND 1983

Region of Birth Jerusalem Tel Aviv-Yafo Haifa Israel

1972

Total 3.28 2.50 2.72 3.19

Israel
Asia-Africa
Europe-America

3.16
3.70
3.06

2.33
3.40
2.13

1983

2.77
3.62
2.43

2.96
3.85
2.71

Total 3.65

Israel 3.94
Asia-Africa 3.23
Europe-America 3.44

2.13

2.12
2.46
2.04

2.37

2.32
2.75
2.26

2.83

2.85
3.13
2.83

a"Total fertility rate" indicates the average number of children that a woman would bear
during her lifetime if the age-specific fertility rates remained the same as in the year(s) under
consideration. Under conditions of very low mortality the "replacement level" is 2.1 children
per woman (regardless of marital status).
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TABLE 7. JEWS IN JERUSALEM AND OTHER LOCATIONS, BY REGIONS OF BIRTH

AND ORIGIN, 1972 AND 1983 (PERCENT)

Region of Birth
1972:
Total

Israel
Asia
Africa
Europe-America

1983:
Total

Israel
Asia
Africa
Europe-America

1972
1983

1972
1983

Region of Origin'3

1972:
Total

Israel
Asia

Jerusalem

100.0

58.7
11.3
9.7

20.3

100.0

62.7
8.4
7.3

21.6

Tel Aviv
Conurb.a

100.0

46.7
14.5
6.6

32.2

100.0

56.8
11.8
6.0

25.5

Haifa
Conurb.a

100.0

42.7
6.0

11.0
40.3

100.0

52.1
4.7
9.0

34.3

Israel

100.0

47.4
11.8
13.0
27.9

100.0

57.5
8.9
9.6

23.9

Percentage Asian-African-Born Among

50.8
42.1

Percentage

Foreign-Born

39.5
41.0

Born in Central

29.7
28.5

47.0
43.6

and Western Europe or
America Among All European-American-Born

43.5
53.5

100.0

19.6
26.9

21.1
23.5

100.0

8.7
28.7

26.3
20.7

100.0

7.8
12.0

25.8
27.7

100.0

8.4
24.4
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TABLE 7.—(Continued)

Africa
Europe-Americas

1983:
Total

Israel
Asia
Africa
Europe-Americas

Jerusalem

17.8
35.7

100.0

23.9
23.7
16.5
35.9

Tel Aviv
Conurb.a

11.7
50.9

100.0

16.2
27.7
13.4
42.8

Haifa
Conurb.a

19.1
61.1

100.0

14.5
11.4
19.7
54.5

Israel

23.0
44.2

100.0

15.9
22.1
21.9
40.1

aIn this and the following tables, conurbations are as delimited for the 1972 and 1983 censuses,
respectively.
'•Birth country of foreign-born and father's birth country for Israeli-born.
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T A B L E 8. JEWS IN JERUSALEM AND ISRAEL, BY PRINCIPAL COUNTRY OF ORI-

GIN, 1983 ( P E R C E N T )

Principal Country
of Origina

Jews in Jerusalem Jews in Israel
Born in Born Born in Born

Total Israel Abroad Total Israel Abroad

Israel

Abroad, total

Asia, total
Turkey
Syria, Lebanon
Iraq
Yemen, South Yemen
Iran
India, Pakistan
Others in Asia

Africa, total
Morocco
Algeria, Tunisia
Libya
Egypt
Others in Africa

Europe-America, total
USSR
Poland
Rumania
Bulgaria, Greece
Germany, Austria
Czechoslovakia
Hungary
Others in Europe
North America, Oceania
Latin America

23.9 38.2 — 15.9 27.7 —

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

31.3
3.0
1.7

13.0
3.3
8.7
0.4
1.1

21.6
16.1
3.0
0.5
1.3
0.6

47.1
9.2
7.9
5.8
0.9
4.1
1.7
2.4
6.3
6.6
2.3

39.7
3.8
2.1

17.1
4.8

10.1
0.5
1.3

23.6
18.0
3.1
0.7
1.4
0.4

36.7
6.9
8.7
4.3
1.0
4.0
1.6
2.2
4.2
2.7
1.1

22.6
2.2
1.2
8.8
1.8
7.2
0.5
0.9

19.6
14.2
2.9
0.3
1.2
1.0

57.8
11.7
7.1
7.3
0.8
4.2
1.7
2.5
8.5

10.5
3.5

26.3
3.3
1.4
9.4
5.8
4.3
1.3
0.7

26.1
16.2
4.3
2.7
2.5
0.4

47.6
10.6
11.3
10.0
2.4
3.3
1.5
1.7
3.2
1.7
1.9

31.7
3.5
1.6

11.8
8.1
4.6
1.3
0.8

29.7
18.2
5.0
3.6
2.7
0.2

38.6
7.0

10.9
7.4
2.4
3.4
1.5
1.6
2.4
0.8
1.2

20.9
3.1
1.1
7.1
3.6
4.0
1.4
0.6

22.8
14.3
3.7
1.9
2.3
0.6

56.3
14.0
11.7
12.6
2.4
3.2
1.6
1.7
3.9
2.6
2.6

aSee note b to table 7.
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T A B L E 9. FOREIGN-BORN JEWS IN JERUSALEM AND OTHER LOCATIONS, BY PE-

RIOD OF IMMIGRATION AND REGION OF BIRTH, 1983 (PERCENT)

Jerusalem
Europe-

Period of Asia- Africa- America- Tel Aviv Haifa
Immigration Total Born Born Born Conurb. Conurb. Israel

Total

Up to 1947

1948-1954

1955-1964

1965-1971

1972-1974

1975-1979

1980-1983

100.0

16.0

27.8

17.8

10.8

8.7

10.8

8.2

100.0

18.3

58.0

10.4

5.7

1.5

4.1

1.9

100.0

3.5

30.7

43.3

11.4

3.4

4.3

3.4

100.0

19.3

15.1

12.0

12.5

13.2

15.6

12.2

100.0

19.1

57.5

23.4

100.0

18.9

56.3

24.8

100.0

15.4

34.1

23.5

9.2

7.2

7.0

3.6
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T A B L E 10. POPULATION OF JERUSALEM AND OTHER LOCATIONS, BY RELIGION

AND AGE, 1972 AND 1983 (PERCENT AND MEDIAN)

Age

Jeru- Jews
Non-Jews,
Jerusalem

salem, Jeru- Tel Aviv Haifa Chris-
total salem Conurb. Conurb. Israel Muslims tians

1972

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

0-14
15-64
65 +

Median age

35.1
58.2
6.7

22.1

31.0
61.6
7.4

23.8

26.3
64.5
9.1

27.9

25.0
65.2
9.8

29.2

29.6
62.6

7.7

25.1

49.3
46.6

4.1

15.4

29.2
61.1
9.6

28.3

1983

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

0-14
15-64
65 +

0-4
5-14

15-24
25-34
35^4
45-54
55-64
65-74
75 +

Median age

35.1
57.4
7.5

12.7
22.4
18.9
14.5
9.9
7.9
6.1
4.5
2.9

22.8

31.7
59.6

8.7

11.4
20.3
18.2
15.2
10.5
8.7
7.0
5.2
3.5

25.1

28.2
60.2
11.5

9.3
18.9
14.5
15.7
11.3
9.4
9.3
7.4
4.1

29.9

25.9
60.7
13.3

8.5
17.4
14.4
14.8
10.5
10.0
11.0
8.7
4.6

31.7

30.0
59.9
10.1

10.2
19.8
15.9
15.8
10.8
8.9
8.4
6.6
3.5

27.6

45.9
50.5

3.6

17.1
28.8
21.2
12.7
7.8
5.2
3.6
2.2
1.4

16.9

26.7
62.6
10.7

8.3
18.4
17.0
13.7
12.9
11.0
8.0
6.8
3.9

29.4
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T A B L E 11. PERCENTAGE OF MALES IN JERUSALEM AND OTHER LOCATIONS, BY

RELIGION AND AGE, 1972 AND 1983

Age

Jews
Non-Jews,
JerusalemJem-

salem, Jem- Tel Aviv Haifa Chris-
total salem Conurb. Conurb. Israel Muslims tians

1972

Total 50.1 50.0 49.5 49.7 50.1 51.0 47.0

0-14
15-64
65 +

51.6
49.4
48.1

51.5
49.4
48.6

51.2
48.8
49.6

1983

51.7
49.2
47.7

51.4
49.6
49.1

52.1
50.1
48.1

50.6
46.3
40.2

Total 49.9 49.8 49.0 49.0 49.6 50.5 45.6

0-14
15-64
65 +

51.5
51.8
45.3

51.7
49.5
45.3

51.1
48.4
46.8

51.3
48.6
46.0

51.3
49.3
46.7

51.0
50.1
48.7

50.5
45.1
36.5
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T A B L E 12. POPULATION OF JERUSALEM AND ISRAEL, BY RELIGION, SEX, AND

MARITAL STATUS,a 1972 AND 1983 (PERCENT)

Marital
Status

Jerusalem,
total
1983

Jews
Jerusalem Israel

1972 1983 1972 1983

Men

Non-Jews,
Muslims

1983

Jerusalem
Christians

1983

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Single
Married
Divorced
Widowed

36.6
60.2

1.4
1.8

35.4
61.4

1.0
2.2

34.6
61.7

1.7
2.0

Women

31.5
65.1
0.9
2.5

28.9
66.8

1.6
2.6

41.8
56.6
0.5
1.1

46.9
50.0
0.9
2.2

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Single
Married
Divorced
Widowed

aAges 15 and

27.6
59.0

3.0
10.3

over.

28.3
58.8
2.1

10.7

26.6
59.5

3.5
10.4

22.9
63.7

1.9
11.5

20.8
64.1

3.2
11.9

28.4
60.4

1.5
9.7

42.4
42.9

1.7
13.0
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T A B L E 13. PERCENTAGE OF EVER-MARRIED PERSONS IN JERUSALEM AND IS-

RAEL, BY RELIGION, SEX, AND AGE, 1972 AND 1983

Age

15-19
20-24
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-64
65 +

15-19
20-24
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-64
65 +

Jews
Jerusalem

1972

1.2
22.2
69.0
87.9
92.0
94.2
95.1
97.0

5.5
43.8
75.6
89.2
93.9
95.7
96.2
96.3

1983

1.3
17.5
61.3
86.0
93.2
95.1
95.5
96.7

4.6
38.8
73.4
84.4
89.6
93.3
96.0
96.6

Israel
1972

Men

1.1
23.2
72.5
90.7
94.3
95.3
96.8
97.7

Women

6.7
52.9
84.2
93.8
96.8
97.5
97.9
97.4

1983

0.9
17.2
67.7
88.6
94.7
96.5
96.9
97.7

5.1
47.5
81.7
90.5
93.8
96.1
97.9
97.7

Non-Jews,
Muslims

1983

2.4
25.3
66.4
87.8
93.8
96.5
97.7
96.4

22.1
62.7
84.7
89.1
89.6
90.6
94.2
95.9

Jerusalem
Christians

1983

0.5
6.5

34.3
64.1
78.1
80.5
81.4
74.7

5.3
36.3
62.1
71.0
71.3
68.5
68.6
61.0
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T A B L E 14. HOUSEHOLDS IN JERUSALEM AND OTHER LOCATIONS, BY RELIGION

AND HOUSEHOLD SIZE, 1972 AND 1983

Number of
Persons per
Household

Total

1
2-3
4-5
6-7
8-9
10+

1972
1983

Jeru-
salem,
total

100.0

19.4
33.0
27.4
11.8
4.7
3.6

4.0
3.8

Jeru-
salem

Jews
Tel Aviv
Conurb.

Haifa
Conurb.

Percent Distribution, 1983

100.0

21.6
36.4
28.8
9.9
2.4
0.9

100.0

19.6
40.7
32.4
6.2
0.9
0.3

100.0

21.9
43.8
28.8
4.6
0.7
0.2

Average Household Size

3.6
3.3

3.3
3.1

3.2
2.9

Israel

100.0

18.6
39.3
32.4
7.7
1.5
0.5

3.6
3.2

Non-Jews,
Jerusalem

Muslims

100.0

7.5
16.7
20.0
21.1
16.6
18.2

6.2
6.3

Chris-
tians

100.0

23.4
27.1
27.0
15.0
5.1
2.3

4.1
3.8
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TABLE 15. POPULATION IN JERUSALEM AND OTHER LOCATIONS, BY RELIGION,

SEX, AND EDUCATIONAL LEVEL, 1972 AND 1983a (PERCENT)

Year and
Sex

1972:
Total

Men
Women

1983:
Total

Men
Women

Jeru-
salem,
total

18.3

13.3
23.1

11.6

7.8
15.3

Jeru-
salem

11.4

7.4
15.1

7.4

4.7
9.9

Jews
Tel Aviv
Conurb.b

Haifa
Conurb.b

0-4 Years of Study

10.9

8.3
13.6

8.1

n.a.
n.a.

13+ Years •

11.4

9.0
13.9

7.6

n.a.
n.a.

of Study

Israel

13.7

10.4
16.8

9.0

6.6
11.3

Non-Jews,
Jerusalem

Muslims

44.3

34.5
54.1

26.8

18.8
34.9

Chris-
tians

25.6

22.6
28.1

11.0

6.8
14.4

1972:
Total

Men
Women

1983:
Total

Men
Women

21.5

23.5
19.6

29.9

31.6
28.3

26.2

28.2
24.4

34.8

35.7
33.9

16.0

17.1
14.3

23.2

n.a.
n.a.

17.2

20.1
15.1

26.3

n.a.
n.a.

14.9

15.9
13.9

23.1

23.9
22.4

4.6

6.6
2.5

12.7

16.7
8.7

12.4

16.4
9.1

27.4

33.1
23.0

aIn 1972, ages 14 and over; in 1983, ages 15 and over.
bin 1972, total population, i.e., including some non-Jews.
Note: "n.a." indicates data not available.



98 / A M E R I C A N J E W I S H Y E A R B O O K , 1 9 8 7

TABLE 15A. POPULATION IN JERUSALEM, BY RELIGION, ORIGIN, SEX, AND

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL, 1983 (PERCENT)

Religion
and
Origin

0-4 Years of Studya

Men Women
13+ Years of Studya

Men Women

Total 8.1 14.7 31.8 28.4

Jews, total

Origin Israel
Origin Asia

Born in Israel
Born abroad

Origin Africa
Born in Israel
Born abroad

Origin Europe-America
Born in Israel
Born abroad

Non-Jews, total

Muslims
Christians

4.6

1.9

3.7
11.3

4.2
9.0

1.3
1.5

21.4

24.9
6.3

8.9

4.3

10.7
24.8

7.9
18.4

3.2
2.2

35.2

41.9
11.5

35.9

33.0

18.3
21.6

15.9
27.2

56.1
56.6

18.1

15.3
34.3

34.1

27.5

15.8
20.2

18.9
24.5

55.2
54.9

10.5

7.7
26.6

aAge-standardized data according to age distribution of Jerusalem's total population (ages 15
and over); my tabulations.
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TABLE 16. POPULATION OF JERUSALEM, BY RELIGION AND SPOKEN LAN-
GUAGES, DAILYa AND PRINCIPAL USE, 1983 (PERCENT)b

Language

Hebrew
Arabic
English
French
Yiddish
Spanishd

Russian
Persian
German
Rumanian
Hungarian
Kurdish
Polish
Grusiniane

Armenian
Bokharian
Italian
Greek

Total
Population0

Daily
Use

72.2
33.2
14.2
4.2
3.9
2.9
2.6
2.1
2.0
1.5
1.1
0.8
0.5
0.5
0.4
0.4
0.3
0.2

Prin-
cipal
Use

62.8
25.5

3.3
1.2
1.1
0.7
1.3
0.6
0.6
0.5
0.4
0.1
0.1
0.3
0.3
0.2
0.1
0.1

Jews

Daily
Use

93.9
11.5
15.0
5.3
5.2
3.9
3.4
2.9
2.5
2.0
1.4
1.1
0.7
0.7
0.0
0.5
0.3
0.0

Prin-
cipal
Use

84.2
1.7
4.1
1.5
1.5
1.0
1.7
0.8
0.7
0.7
0.5
0.2
0.2
0.4
0.0
0.2
0.1
0.0

Muslims

Daily
Use

8.9
99.3
10.3
0.0

0.1
0.0
0.0
0.1
0.0
—
—
—
0.1
0.0
0.1
0.1
0.0

Prin-
cipal
Use

0.5
98.9
0.3
—

0.0
0.0
—
0.0
0.0
—
—
—.
0.1
0.0
0.1
0.0
0.0

Christians

Daily
Use

12.5
77.8
30.1
6.5
0.1
0.8
1.5
—
2.3
0.7
0.2
—
0.7
0.0

10.3
—
2.9
3.5

Prin-
cipal
Use

3.4
68.2

6.2
2.7
0.0
0.4
1.3
—
1.5
0.4
0.2
—
0.5
0.0
8.5
—
1.7
2.4

aPrincipal or second language in daily speech.
bMy tabulations; the percentages in the "Daily Use" columns add up to more than 100.0, since
two languages could be reported by a person.
cAged 15 and over.
dlncl. Ladino.
eI.e., Georgian.
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T A B L E 17. PERCENTAGE IN LABOR FORCEa IN JERUSALEM AND OTHER LOCA-

TIONS, BY RELIGION AND SEX, 1972 AND 1 9 8 3 b

Year and
Sex

1972:
Total

Men
Women

1983:
Total

Men
Women

Jeru-
salem,
total

49.9

66.5
33.9

51.7

63.3
40.5

Jeru-
salem

51.9

66.7
41.2

57.3

64.6
50.4

Jews
Tel Aviv
Conurb.c

50.8

69.9
32.5

54.5

68.0
42.1

Haifa
Conurb.c

50.3

69.3
32.5

53.3

66.2
40.7

Israel

51.6

68.4
35.0

55.3

67.1
44.2

Non-Jews,
Jerusalem

Muslims

35.9

66.1
6.1

33.7

59.8
7.3

Chris-
tians

40.4

63.7
21.5

38.0

54.8
24.8

aAnnual civilian labor force.
bIn 1972, ages 14 and over; in 1983, ages 15 and over.
cIn 1972, total population, i.e., including some non-Jews.
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TABLE 17A. PERCENTAGE IN LABOR FORCE8 IN JERUSALEM, BY RELIGION,

ORIGIN, AND SEX, 1983

Religion
and
Origin Menb Women*5

Total

Jews, total

Origin Israel
Origin Asia

Born in Israel
Born abroad

Origin Africa
Born in Israel
Born abroad

Origin Europe-America
Born in Israel
Born abroad

Non-Jews, total

Muslims
Christians

64.0

64.7

63.3

65.7
65.3

65.1
65.0

66.1
65.8

60.2

60.8
53.9

40.5

50.7

49.6

48.1
44.9

49.1
49.4

57.0
56.2

10.3

7.3
25.7

aAnnual civilian labor force.
b Age-standardized data according to age distribution of Jerusalem's total population (ages 15
and over); my tabulations.
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T A B L E 18. PERCENTAGE EMPLOYED IN PUBLIC AND COMMUNITY SERVICES8 IN

JERUSALEM AND OTHER LOCATIONS, BY RELIGION AND SEX, 1972

AND 1983b

Year and
Sex

1972:
Total

Men
Women

1983:
Total

Men
Women

Jeru-
salem,
total

45.3

35.4
64.5

45.9

34.6
62.6

Jeru-
salem

49.0

39.5
64.5

48.8

37.7
62.1

Jews
Tel Aviv
Conurb.c

25.5

19.5
38.6

27.6

n.a.
n.a.

Haifa
Conurb.c

31.0

24.6
45.3

34.8

n.a.
n.a.

Israel

28.2

21.8
41.4

31.5

21.8
45.7

Non-Jews,
Jerusalem

Muslims

22.2

19.0
69.7

26.6

22.2
75.0

Chris-
tians

38.0

29.3
58.3

47.3

35.0
68.1

aAmong annual civilian labor force,
bin 1972, ages 14 and over; in 1983, ages 15 and over.
cIn 1972, total population, i.e. including some non-Jews.
Note: "n.a." indicates data not available.
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TABLE 18A. PERCENTAGE EMPLOYED IN PUBLIC AND COMMUNITY SERVICESa

IN JERUSALEM, BY RELIGION, ORIGIN, AND SEX, 1983

Religion
and
Origin Menb Womenb

Total 34.2 62.5

Jews, total

Origin Israel
Origin Asia

Born in Israel
Born abroad

Origin Africa
Born in Israel
Born abroad

Origin Europe-America
Born in Israel
Born abroad

37.2

34.3

29.9
27.5

36.9
35.6

48.6
44.5

62.0

61.5

61.3
60.3

55.8
61.5

68.0
62.0

Non-Jews, total

Muslims
Christians

25.1

23.7
34.3

71.2

72.1
67.8

aAmong annual civilian labor force.
^Age-standardized data according to age distribution of Jerusalem's total labor force; my
tabulations.
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T A B L E 19. PERCENTAGE EMPLOYED IN ACADEMIC, OTHER PROFESSIONAL,

MANAGERIAL, AND CLERICAL OCCUPATIONS3 IN JERUSALEM AND

OTHER LOCATIONS, BY RELIGION AND SEX, 1972 AND 1983^

Year and
Sex

1972:
Total

Men
Women

1983:
Total

Men
Women

Jeru-
salem,
total

52.3

41.9
72.2

57.5

45.8
74.7

Jeru-
salem

58.3

49.2
72.7

63.2

53.5
74.7

Jews
Tel Aviv
Conurb.c

44.6

35.6
63.6

53.6

n.a.
n.a.

Haifa
Conurb.c

47.0

38.3
65.8

56.5

n.a.
n.a.

Israel

40.3

32.2
56.3

50.3

37.3
65.6

Non-Jews,
Jerusalem

Muslims

15.8

12.3
68.5

21.9

16.5
77.6

Chris-
tians

42.5

34.2
59.3

54.5

44.9
71.1

aAmong annual civilian labor force.
bin 1972, ages 14 and over; in 1983, ages 15 and over.
cIn 1972, total population, i.e., including some non-Jews.
Note: "n.a." indicates data not available.
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TABLE 19A. PERCENTAGE EMPLOYED IN ACADEMIC, OTHER PROFESSIONAL,
MANAGERIAL, AND CLERICAL OCCUPATIONS2 IN JERUSALEM, BY

RELIGION, ORIGIN, AND SEX

Religion
and
Origin Men*5 Womenb

Total 45.3 73.5

Jews, total

Origin Israel
Origin Asia

Born in Israel
Born abroad

Origin Africa
Born in Israel
Born abroad

Origin Europe-America
Born in Israel
Born abroad

52.7

53.3

38.8
35.1

42.7
44.3

69.5
67.6

73.8

78.3

70.9
57.6

69.2
56.8

87.2
78.0

Non-Jews, total

Muslims
Christians

21.1

17.3
45.2

72.5

74.0
70.8

aAmong annual civilian labor force.
''Age-standardized data according to age distribution of Jerusalem's total labor force; my
tabulations.
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