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      Preface
    


    
      Stephanie Lo
    


    
      Simon Smith Kuznets was an economist known for his analytic rigor, having won the 1971 Nobel Prize “for his
      empirically founded interpretation of economic growth that has led to new and deepened insight into the economic
      and social structure and process of development.” While he remains best known for his development of national
      income accounts, in fact, Kuznets had interests encompassing a broad range of topics (he has written thirty-one
      books and over two hundred papers) involving more general work on developmental economics. While some of
      Kuznets’s work is well known to the economics community, much less is known about his studies on the economic
      history of Jews broadly, which included in-depth work on immigration. In this work, we reveal a lesser known side
      of Kuznets: the Eastern European Jewish immigrant who persistently pursued the topic of Jewish history, yet
      hesitated to make his work more generally known due to his personal interest in the subject and therefore, by his
      reasoning, his bias. In doing so, we found many unpublished or hard-to-find works by Kuznets—some not previously
      available in English and most not formerly available to the public—which we hope to make widely available by
      publishing here. There are many facets of value to these pioneering works on Jewish immigration and economic
      structure; not only are the data and rigorous analyses valuable on their own, but they also work together to give
      readers insight into the personality and intellect of the founder of modern empirical economics.
    


    
      This compilation, Jewish Economies: Development and Migration in America and Beyond, consists of two
      volumes, entitled “Economic Structure and Growth of Euro-American Jewry” and “Comparative Jewish Migration and
      Economy.”
    


    
      The first volume starts with an introduction to this work, written by my colleague, E. Glen Weyl, which outlines
      many of the broader themes that tie the pieces of this work together. Weyl ties the works included in this
      volume—focusing on Jewish immigration and its economic impact—and thereby Kuznets’s personal and cultural
      background, to his better known work in mainstream economics. This introduction proposes that there was a subtle
      but significant synergy between Kuznets’s own background and his perspective on population, inequality,
      professions, and economic development, which may have, in turn, shaped his more famous views and hypotheses,
      including the so-called “inverted-U hypothesis” about inequality. Many of the works cited in the introduction are
      included in these volumes, in hopes that our readers will examine, for themselves, the actual evidence for the
      proposed thematic importance of these works.
    


    
      The first work in this compilation is a preliminary version of “Economic Structure and Life of the Jews.” The
      final version was published in a compilation entitled The Jews: Their History, Culture, and Religion,
      edited by Louis Finkelstein, in 1961. The work analyzes the economic structure of the Jews as a small minority of
      relatively recent origin in various countries, demonstrating thematic similarities between the economic
      structures of Jews in various parts of the world. The preliminary version included here was lengthier and more
      thorough than the final product, which was likely cut down to fit size requirements by the journal. In fact, two
      entire tables—Table 3: Association Between Inter-Country Differences in Industrial Structure of Jews and
      Inter-Country Differences in Other Variables and Table 5: Illustrative Calculations of the Effect of “Recency of
      Entry Mix” on Movement of Average Income and Income Dispersion, Jews in the U.S.A., 1900–1950—which were there in
      the original, were completely removed in the draft. Consequently, the discussion surrounding Table 3, which
      comprises an entire subsection entitled “Inter-country Differences in Industrial Structure,” was removed. Other
      sections of the draft, in many of which Kuznets highlights his particular interpretation of the findings,
      are noticeably absent in the final version, including a passage in which Kuznets notes that his “calculations are
      only suggestive; and it is not intended to argue here the desirability or feasibility of continuously tapping
      this potential.” Overall, given that the draft of “Economic Structure and Life of the Jews” differs substantially
      from the final version, we hope that the publication of this draft in our compilation is valuable to the academic
      community.
    


    
      “Economic Structure of U.S. Jewry: Recent Trends” is an English translation of a work previously published in
      Hebrew. The lecture was delivered at a seminar on Jews in the Diaspora on June 24, 1971. In the speech, Kuznets
      discusses his statistical analysis of the recent changes of, and ongoing changes to, the economic—and, more
      deeply, the occupational—structure of Jews in the United States. Kuznets begins with a series of
      observations on the incomes and occupations assumed by Jewish males in the United States, comparing their status
      in 1970 to that in 1930. He highlights the “major shift among Jews … toward the professional and technical
      occupations” and hypothesizes why the changes may have occurred. He further discusses what he perceives to be the
      implications of the trends in the occupational structure of the Jews, which include the “radicalization of the
      Jewish minority” as well as “its possible effect on the attitude of the majority.”
    


    
      Expanding upon his speech at the house of the president of Israel, Kuznets wrote “Economic Growth of U.S. Jewry”
      in August 1972 to serve as a sequel to “Economic Structure and Life of the Jews” (in Finkelstein’s volume).
      “Economic Growth of U.S. Jewry” is Kuznets’s largest and most comprehensive work on the economic history of Jews.
      The piece largely contributes to the data available to scholars interested in Jewish economics in the United
      States; it includes twenty-two tables, most of which combine data from multiple hard-to-find sources. Kuznets
      groups his analysis into three broad categories: “numbers and distributions,” which gives detailed data on the
      Jewish population in the United States since 1880 and analyzes the breakdown of the population in terms of sex,
      language, and foreign born; “education and occupation,” which includes data and analysis regarding the average
      educational level for Jews of different ages, sexes, and generations; and “income levels and structure,” which
      includes analysis on the number of Jews in the labor force and their changing occupational structure over time.
      The summary section demonstrates both the breadth and the depth of the topics Kuznets explored in this piece:
      each of the twenty-nine summary points is unique—and, in many ways, groundbreaking, particularly given the
      relative dearth of pieces on the topic—a result of his thorough quantitative and historical analysis throughout
      the piece. The work is unfinished and was, previous to this volume, unpublished. As an accompaniment to this
      work, we have included a letter from Kuznets to Martin Feldstein on February 26, 1973 (found in Kuznets’s
      archives at Harvard), which details Kuznets’s hesitation to publish this piece in the Harvard economics
      departmental paper series. The letter stands as one of the only recorded instances in which Kuznets admitted his
      personal and cultural motivations for some of his studies and subsequent hesitance to publish those studies.
    


    
      The second volume is entitled Comparative Jewish Migration and Economy and includes the pieces discussed
      below.
    


    
      “Immigration and the Foreign Born” was previously published as a National Bureau of Economic Research Occasional
      Paper (46: 1954). While this paper is little known even in academic circles, it was actually Kuznets’s first work
      on immigration and was one of the first thorough empirical studies in economics on the subject. The work,
      coauthored with Ernest Rubin, discusses the impact of the general foreign born (i.e., not just the Jews) in the
      United States. Kuznets and Rubin claim that the impact of immigration on the economic situation of the United
      States—more so than in other countries—has been significant, yet “has long been slighted and might richly repay
      more intensive research.” The analytic rigor of Kuznets and his desire to rid his work of personal biases emerge
      especially in Part Four, the technical appendix, which gives an overview of previous works’ treatment of
      technical problems. Indeed, Kuznets and Rubin acknowledge that “[i]mmigration has had a long history in the
      United States. For the most part, however, it was seldom treated dispassionately even when an attempt was made
      only to ascertain the pertinent facts and their reliability.”
    


    
      “Israel’s Economic Development” was previously published only in Hebrew in Rivoon L’Calcala (Economic
      Quarterly: The Journal of the Israeli Economic Association) in 1973 (20, 189–209). The piece discusses the
      impact of mass immigration upon Israel’s increase in productivity, a topic that Kuznets argues is far
      under-analyzed, leaving a “broad domain of as-yet unanswered questions.” He ultimately concludes that Israel’s
      situation was unique due to the ideological and institutional characteristics of the country—most notably, its
      domestic political stability and national unity, as well as the high educational status of its emigrants—which
      set the stage for rapid economic growth.
    


    
      “Immigration of Russian Jews to the United States” was previously published in Perspectives in American
      History (volume IX—1975) by the Charles Warren Center at Harvard University. Unlike the other works in this
      compilation, this piece is well known and has had widespread influence, and has been cited in several books (for
      instance, American Judaism: A History by Jonathan Sarna; The Encyclopedia of American Jewish
      History, by Stephen Norwood and Eunice Pollack; and many others) and papers (e.g., “Jewish Immigrant Wages in
      America in 1909” by Barry R. Chiswick, Explorations in Economic History). The piece was republished in
      Jeffrey Gurock’s 1998 work American Jewish History. The work is an epitome of Kuznets’s analytic rigor,
      with numerous tables discussing the details of the labor force, skills, and general structure of the immigrants.
    


    
      We, as the editors of these two volumes, hope that the works included in this compilation will make clear to the
      readers the subtle, although complex, personal and cultural understandings that motivated Kuznets and shaped his
      perspectives on some of his historical and economic studies. Moreover, we hope that these two volumes will make
      these lesser-known and previously unpublished works accessible for the casual reader and the academic alike.
      While some of Kuznets’s work has gained deserved recognition, this volume, we hope, will shed light on some
      undiscovered gems of work and the fascinating personal and cultural themes underlying them. Moreover, we hope
      that these works, as unknown precursors to the burgeoning field of the economic history of the Jews, will serve
      as valuable references for scholars and interested readers alike.
    

  


  
    
      Introduction: Simon Kuznets,
      Cautious Empiricist of the Eastern European Jewish Diaspora
    


    
      E. Glen Weyl
    


    
      The construction of hypotheses is a creative act of inspiration, intuition, invention; its essence is the
      vision of something new in familiar material. The process must be discussed in psychological, not logical,
      categories; studied in autobiographies and biographies, not treatises on scientific method; and promoted by maxim
      and example, not syllogism or theorem.
    


    
      —Milton Friedman, “The Methodology of Positive Economics”
    


    
      The announcement, in September 1971, that Simon Smith Kuznets (April 30, 1901 – July 9, 1985) was to receive the
      third Sveriges Riksbank Prize in Economic Sciences in Memory of Alfred Nobel surprised no one1 in the economics community. Kuznets built the system of national income accounting that
      allows accurate measurement of national product. Over the course of his more than half a century of service to
      the profession, Kuznets laid much of the foundation of modern development economics by providing the first
      comprehensive analysis of international growth data from developing countries. His research also made substantive
      contributions to the study of economic development, emphasizing the links between inequality and economic growth
      and highlighting important distinctions, not understood at the time, between today’s underdeveloped countries and
      the state of today’s rich countries before industrialization. He also pioneered, jointly with Milton Friedman,
      the foundational concepts of human capital and lifetime income.
    


    
      Yet there is another side of Simon Kuznets that is less familiar to his colleagues, which this book highlights.
      Despite being one of the most distinguished American economists, Kuznets was actually born to a family of well-off Jewish bankers and furriers in Pinsk (formerly in Russia, now in
      Belarus) and grew up in what is now Ukraine before immigrating via Poland to the United States. Astonishingly,
      given that his impact on the methodology of economics rivals that of the much-acclaimed economists Kenneth Arrow
      and Paul Samuelson, there has been hardly any scholarship on Kuznets’s life and thought. The few who have studied
      him see his background as little more than a preamble to his scholarly work.2
      Yet, as I argue below, Kuznets’s identity and past, and his attempt to understand them quantitatively through the
      empirical study of the Eastern European Jewish Diaspora, were central to his understanding of economic
      development. However, the standard neglect of Kuznets’s background, and of him entirely, is not altogether
      surprising given that Kuznets labored assiduously to maintain a wall of separation between the two facets of his
      life. The same cautious empirical methodology that has made Kuznets a challenging subject for historians of
      economics also hid the personal motivation behind the studies to which he applied it. The secular cosmopolitan
      life he built for his family obscured his Eastern European3 Jewish ancestry. A
      universalistic commitment to empirical rigor and appropriate subjects of economic inquiry protected from the
      economics community his abiding fascination with his past.
    


    
      My window on Kuznets is therefore his writing about and relation to the history and economics of the Jews. These
      works are collected for the first time in these volumes. Some of them have been previously published, two of them
      even in their complete form and in English. Many of the most interesting works were unpublished, published only
      in Hebrew, or scattered so broadly as to obscure the corpus they represent. Once assembled, even the fairly
      superficial inspection effected by this introduction demonstrates their close connection to the innovative ideas
      he brought to early development economics.
    


    
      In “Economic Structure and the Life of the Jews,” Kuznets builds a model of the path of Jewish inequality closely
      resembling that in his celebrated Presidential Address to the American Economic Association, published in 1955.
      Beyond the similarity in the formal approach of these two pieces, his substantive claims about the inverted-U
      shape of income inequality among Jews parallel his broader “Kuznets curve” hypothesis about economic development
      and income inequality. Thus, Kuznets’s pathbreaking work, perhaps the first to take seriously the relationship
      between development and inequality, seems inextricable from his coincident work on the economic history of the
      Jews. In fact, it seems likely that the severe inequality among Jews that Kuznets
      documents quantitatively in later work4 and saw throughout his life, along with
      its connection to the economic history of the Jews, played a key role in motivating his focus on distribution.
    


    
      The influence of Kuznets’s past extends to his emphasis, late in his career, on the role of culture,
      institutions, and context in economic development. His views, now fairly widely accepted, were initially highly
      controversial coming against the backdrop of the linear, materialistic, and universalistic theories of
      development prevalent at the time, such as those of Paul Rosenstein-Rodan, Arthur Lewis, Raúl Prebisch, and W. W.
      Rostow. The turn away from purely measurable economic factors and toward these “softer” considerations begins
      with, and may well have been driven by, his early study of Jewish economic history, as well as the course of his
      own multicultural life.
    


    
      Population, and the promises and threats it posed for development, was one of the last themes Kuznets took up in
      the late 1960s and 1970s. As a firm, if always balanced, opponent of neo-Malthusian hysteria about population,
      Kuznets clearly echoes his earlier arguments about the contributions (especially Jewish) immigrants made to the
      American economy. I would suggest that Kuznets saw in the “population bombers” repeats of the anti-immigrant
      hysteria that helped halt the wave of Eastern European Jewish immigration that had carried him to America. In his
      work on “Israel’s Economic Development,” which appears in an English translation for the first time in the second
      volume of these works, Kuznets sees that nation’s ideological embrace of immigrants as the lifeblood of that
      nation’s exceptionally rapid economic growth.
    


    
      A final connection between Kuznets’s economics and his background is the most speculative, but perhaps the most
      exciting as well. In the 1940s, Kuznets wrote one of his last major works of pure data assembly on income flows
      jointly with Milton Friedman, Income from Independent Professional Practice. This work made an important
      step beyond data collection, wading deep into a controversy that almost sunk the book’s publication by arguing
      that medical licensure acted to raise doctor’s wages by limiting competition. The book also pioneered the
      methodology of human capital accounting.
    


    
      The former is striking given Kuznets’s interest in the role of Jewish employment restrictions in spurring
      emigration and his singular unpublished5 writing on “The Doctrine of Usury in the
      Middle Ages.” Human capital, on the other hand, clearly plays a prominent role in Kuznets’s work beginning with his study of Jewish educational patterns and his concurrent work on income
      inequality. While his work with Friedman is sufficiently rote and technically empirical that it is difficult to
      decipher with any certainty either the motivations that led to the study or the conclusions drawn from it, it
      again seems unlikely that here, its thematic association with the struggles of Eastern European Jews is an
      accident.
    


    
      In fact, this opacity of Kuznets’s substantive views on economics as well as their motivation are the rule, not
      the exception, in his work in all fields, as I discuss in the penultimate section of this introduction. Ever the
      consummate student of his advisor, Wesley Clair Mitchell, Kuznets was the ultimate cautious empiricist, offering
      caveat upon caveat throughout his career for even the modest hypotheses he dared to venture. This careful
      positivist attempt to separate facts from conjecture was but one manifestation of a broader set of dualities in
      his life and work. Never did he reveal in his work the motivation leading him to it and almost never did he show
      the broader conclusions that might be drawn from it. In fact, whenever motivation was too apparent, as in his
      work on Jewish economic history, he did his best to conceal his work from his economics colleagues. Despite his
      status as a first-generation Eastern European immigrant and his passionate identification with the State of
      Israel, he made every effort to raise his children as any other secular, mainstream, native-born American. Thus,
      Kuznets poses something of an enigma: motivated and inspired by understanding his past, he assiduously labored
      for universalism, both methodologically through empiricism and culturally through Americanism.
    


    
      Yet while Kuznets’s story may superficially seem paradoxical, precisely what makes it so interesting, and of at
      least some broader significance, is how it parallels the broader story of Jews of Eastern European descent in
      American economics. Jews rose to prominence more in economics than in any other academic discipline during the
      twentieth century, soaring from total exclusion to dominance of the field. As Derek Penslar6 argues, while (especially Eastern European) Jews were well integrated into the natural
      sciences, they had been long excluded from the mainstream of European political and social affairs. The political
      events of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries (emancipation, immigration, and anti-Semitism) gave
      American Jews a sociopolitical voice and motivation for the first time. This process paralleled, and often
      intertwined with, the transformation of economics into a quantitative science. I conclude with the speculation
      that this unique intersection of technical skill, reinforced by traditional separation from Gentile social
      affairs, and fresh political motivation, which Kuznets typified, may have ideally
      suited the Eastern European Jewish Diaspora to transform contemporary economics. Obviously, this is a mere
      conjecture, drawn largely from a single anecdote, but it potentially offers an important avenue for future
      research.
    


    
      The Life of a Scholar
    


    
      Little is known7 about the history of the Kuznets family. The name, which means
      “blacksmith” in Russian, is thought to have been adopted only a few generations before the family’s migration to
      the United States and designed to conceal8 the family’s Jewish background in a
      culture where few Jews were in fact blacksmiths.9 Despite their name, Kuznets’s
      father was a banker.10 Pinsk, where Kuznets spent his childhood and attended
      primary school, was immortalized in Chaim Weizmann’s autobiography as a hotbed of Zionist youth
      activism.11 At the age of nine or ten, Kuznets’s family moved to Rovno in
      Ukraine12 to live with his mother’s family, who were well-off furriers.13 There he was raised according to a combination of cultural practices: Russian (from his
      mother and aunt) and Yiddish (from his grandparents).14 While his primary
      scholastic interests were secular, rather than Talmudic, Kuznets received training in Judaism and Jewish
      history.15 After the Jewish expulsion from Ukraine during the Great War, Kuznets
      moved to Kharkov for his secondary education at the gymnasium and university.16 His education spanned from Kharkov High School No. 2, from October 1916 to May 1917, to
      the Commercial Institute of Kharkov, from 1918 to July 1921.17 In Kharkov,
      Kuznets was exposed to the Bundist school of Jewish, anti-Zionist Marxism,18
      though his interest in and reaction to these influences are far from clear and do not clearly manifest in his
      later work.
    


    
      Around the time of his move to Kharkov, his father and elder brother left for the United States through Turkey,
      while he stayed behind with his mother and younger brother.19 Because his mother
      was an invalid,20 the remaining brothers were hesitant to follow their father.
      However, Kharkov University shut down with the onset of civil war in Russia following the revolution of October
      1917, and Kuznets briefly took up a position as a section head at the bureau of labor statistics in the Ukraine.
      In 1921, the family was, with many other Jews, deported back to Poland. Simon was briefly arrested for a reason
      that is not clear from available accounts, persuading the rest of family to join their father in the United
      States.21 His mother, who for years had been suffering from symptoms resembling multiple sclerosis, died on the way to the West in Warsaw and the family eventually
      left through Dantzig.22
    


    
      Kuznets arrived in New York in 1922, and his life23 as known to the economics
      community began. Within two years, he had received his BA and MA and after two further years of research, he was
      awarded a PhD in 1926 under the supervision of Wesley Clair Mitchell.24 Mitchell,
      the founder of the National Bureau of Economic Research, was undoubtedly the greatest intellectual influence on
      Kuznets’s career. In fact, he was the only economist Kuznets explicitly thanked in his Nobel Prize autobiography,
      saying that he “owe[d Mitchell] a great intellectual debt.”25 In collaboration
      with and under the guidance of Mitchell, Kuznets began his early career by investigating empirical regularities
      in macroeconomic data in a series of books. First, his Cyclical Fluctuations investigated cyclical
      variation in retail commerce.26 In Secular Movements in Production and
      Prices, Kuznets discovered for the first time the so-called long or Kuznets cycle, a low-frequency
      (fifteen-to-twenty year), low-amplitude fluctuation in economic activity previously unknown to
      researchers.27 Finally, Kuznets completed the trilogy by considering extremely
      high-frequency seasonal movements in manufacturing output in Seasonal Variations in Industry and
      Trade.28
    


    
      While working on his trilogy, Kuznets met and then married his wife, the Russian Canadian Jewish Edith Handler,
      in 1929.29 They lived and had two children, Paul and Judith, in the dominantly
      Gentile Upper West Side.30 Reinforcing this spatial divide from his past, Kuznets
      raised his children in a strictly secular, American manner, never attending synagogue and providing them no
      education in Russian language or culture. Nonetheless, Kuznets maintained a firm personal interest in Russian
      affairs, as a strong opponent of the Soviet Union, and was seen by his colleagues as something of an amateur
      expert on the Soviet economy. He also was an avid consumer of emerging Soviet literature, particularly dissident
      literature, perhaps building on the education in Russian literature that his mother and aunt instilled in
      him.31 Despite this private interest in Russia, his encounters with Soviet
      economists left him with the impression that they were more political apparatchiks than social scientists, and he
      engaged in little scholarly dialogue with Russian academics. Furthermore, none of his interest in Russian culture
      and affairs filtered into his relationship with his wife or children. In addition to the strict line he drew
      between his past and the family life he was creating, Kuznets divided his personal and professional lives equally
      stringently, almost never discussing work at home or with friends outside the field. He had many such friends; though they were mostly academics, they were drawn from a variety of
      fields: psychology, philosophy, sociology, public affairs, religion, and art.32
    


    
      The process of studying data on economic aggregates seems to have persuaded Kuznets that the available
      information was insufficient to supply the rigor and broad scope economists demanded. Kuznets therefore set out
      during the 1930s to build a system of comprehensive accounting for productive activity at the national level. His
      basic insight and approach, familiar to any student who has taken an introductory macroeconomics class, was to
      measure a nation’s productive output by the income it generated. Kuznets set out to comprehensively measure
      income from all sources within the United States; the framework he developed was eventually applied across the
      world and forms the basis of modern methods of measuring national product.33
      After rapid success in this ambitious project, Kuznets moved on to measure other, more detailed forms of income.
      In collaboration with Milton Friedman,34 he began the work discussed extensively
      in the Work with Milton Friedman section below. During World War II, Kuznets applied his talent for
      aggregate accounting and statistical analysis to explore the limits of American productive capacity. His analysis
      helped impose discipline on a political process that demanded far more in service of the war effort than the U.S.
      economy was capable of turning out.35
    


    
      After the war, Kuznets and his family moved from New York to Philadelphia, where since the early 1930s Kuznets
      had been commuting to teach at the University of Pennsylvania. When the time came to find a house in
      Philadelphia, Kuznets reversed course and placed the family in an overwhelmingly Jewish suburb north of the city.
      The war’s end brought other changes. As news of the Holocaust horrors spread throughout the United States,
      Kuznets, like other American Jews, was deeply shaken. He greeted the founding of the State of Israel with
      enthusiasm. Almost immediately, Kuznets began to make nearly annual trips to the Holy Land, meeting with and
      assisting the nation’s nascent economic policy elite and eventually becoming a primary force behind the founding
      of the Maurice Falk Institute for Economic Research in Israel, which remains a primary locus for economic
      research in the Jewish state.36
    


    
      The end of the Second World War also brought a shift in Kuznets’s attention to what he described as “a wider
      view, using national income estimates and their components to compare the performance of countries in different
      parts of the world on an international scale.”37 This interest led him to write a
      series of ten articles under the titles “Quantitative Aspects of the Economic Growth
      of Nations,” published in Economic Development and Cultural Change between 1956 and 1967. This set of
      articles formed the basis for Kuznets’s most famous book, Modern Economic Growth, published in 1966. Yet,
      the most cited article of Kuznets’s whole career, which emerged from his work on economic growth, was not
      actually a developed piece of research; rather, it was a hypothesis about the relationship between economic
      growth and income inequality that he debuted in his address38 to the American
      Economic Association as president in 1955.
    


    
      As his interest shifted from income to development, Kuznets twice changed universities. He left Pennsylvania in
      1954 to spend six years in Baltimore at Johns Hopkins before spending the last decade of his career at Harvard
      University. His last major work focused on the relationship between population, demographics, and economic
      development. The connections between this work and his immigrant past are perhaps obvious and were first
      discussed by Kapuria-Foreman and Perlman.
    


    
      After winning the Nobel Prize in 1971, Kuznets retired from Harvard and his career entered a new phase. He was in
      constant demand to lecture around the world and under no pressure to produce cutting-edge research; the
      mathematicization of economic theory and the increasing availability of empirical data eroded the importance of
      Kuznets’s comparative advantages in the field. While he continued to write, he began to explore various areas of
      economics that had previously been shut out by his drive to address quantitatively the crucial questions of
      economic development. First, he began, after a long career of sole authorship, to collaborate more closely and
      more often with his colleagues. Second, he further developed his interest in Jewish history (discussed
      extensively below), which had lain dormant since his influential “Economic Structure and Life of the Jews” was
      published in 1960. Finally, he increasingly wrote broader articles and addressed more to methodology, survey, and
      interpretation than to original empirical analysis.39
    


    
      As he entered the final stage of his life, he also increasingly took advantage of the nearly unlimited
      opportunities he had to travel. The frequency of his trips to Israel increased, especially with the Falk
      Institute he helped found flourishing. Despite all this, he remained extraordinarily productive until health
      intervened: from 1980 to 1982, he published twelve articles. Then, after three years of struggling with
      Parkinson’s disease, Simon Kuznets died on July 8, 1985.
    


    
      The Development of Development Economics
    


    
      “Development Economics,” the branch of the discipline concerned with poor nations, is a young subfield, even in a
      comparatively young discipline. As late as the early 1930s, most citizens of the developed world, even
      economists, did not understand that much of the world’s population lived in relative poverty, essentially outside
      the system of industrial capitalism. Despite pervasive rhetoric about the “barbarism” or “lack of civilization”
      of colonized regions, Bardhan40 argues that it was not until the development (by
      Kuznets) of national income accounting that it became possible to quantify the vast differences in material
      well-being between the developed and developing worlds.
    


    
      Following Colin Clark’s41 seminal publication of systematic quantitative evidence
      of the “economic underdevelopment” in many parts of the world, there were a number of prominent “big theories” of
      development. Paul Rosenstein-Rodan42 argued that industrialization is only
      profitable when undertaken simultaneously by many industries and thus requires a “big push” to succeed. Kurt
      Mandelbaum43 attempted, with little success, to apply demand side Keynesian
      theory in order to explain underdevelopment. Raúl Prebisch44 pointed to colonial
      legacy trade patterns that victimized developing nations, while W. Arthur Lewis45
      emphasized the misallocation of labor supply to the rural, rather than industrial, sector. Robert Solow46 proposed an influential mathematical theory of economic growth in which poor nations
      were poor because of a lack of capital and technology. Perhaps most infamously, W. W. Rostow47 argued that developing nations simply needed to position their economies as currently
      developed nations had been when they developed to begin a “take-off” to sustained economic growth through a
      series of “linear stages.”
    


    
      All these theories had at least two important broad features in common, which Kuznets called into question.
      First, all focused overwhelmingly on the aggregate problem of industrialization and growth, rather than on the
      effects of policies on, or through, their within-country distributions. Second, all viewed currently developing
      countries as following roughly the same growth trajectory (sharing the same production function, in Solow’s
      terms) today as developed countries had followed in the past. While they disagreed about the causes of
      development, all believed in a universal recipe that had worked in the past for currently wealthy nations and
      would work in the future for currently underdeveloped nations. The following section discusses how insights
      Kuznets drew from his understanding and study of the Eastern European Jewish Diaspora
      led him to challenge the first of these views, while the section after it discusses the second.
    


    
      Jewish Inequality and the Kuznets Curve
    


    
      Economic inequality has proved a severe and persistent feature of the economic life of Jews, especially those of
      Eastern European descent, for at least the last century and a half. As Kuznets argues within his seminal 1975
      article “Immigration of Russian Jews to the United States: Background and Structure,” which is reproduced in our
      second volume, the legal discrimination and urbanity likely combined to create an enormous inequality within the
      Jewish community between a wealthy commercial and financial elite and the dislocated and discriminated-against
      masses. In fact, extreme inequality due to professional insecurity among European Jews was bemoaned as early as
      1793 by prominent Jewish enlightenment (maskilim) intellectual David Friedländer in his classic
      Akten-stücke, die Reform jüdischen Kolonien in den Preussischen Staaten betreffend48 and has long been seen as the source of the paradox in anti-Semitism that Jews have
      been viewed both as exploitative economic overlords and detestable paupers.
    


    
      Kuznets argues that this inequality may have played an important role in the emigration of Eastern European Jews
      in two ways. First, inequality within the Jewish community may have reinforced prejudices within the non-Jewish
      population in creating both resentment of Jewish wealth and disdain for Jewish poverty, a theme that Penslar also
      picks up. Second, the dislocation and low economic position of much of the Jewish population, particularly when
      contrasted to the wealthy community elite, may have created a strong desire among some for selective migration to
      countries with broader opportunity, such as the United States. While not discounting the role of Jewish
      persecution in Eastern Europe in spurring emigration, he argues that much of the differential Jewish migration
      may be attributable to greater Jewish urbanity and therefore greater exposure to dislocation and inequality
      associated with early stages of industrialization.
    


    
      While quantifying the extent of these differential rates of wealth disparity is nearly impossible given the lack
      of data, Kuznets documents in the 1972 manuscript “Economic Growth of U.S. Jewry,” which appears in print for the
      first time on page 167 of this volume, that this trend
      has persisted, if not steepened, after Jewish immigration to the United States. He shows that while Jewish median
      income is only 10–20 percent higher than that of urban American Gentiles, mean income
      is almost twice that of the reference group, which suggests far greater Jewish inequality. Dramatic inequalities
      between impoverished newly arrived immigrants and wealthy established American Jewry, documented by Kuznets in
      his 1960 “Economic Structure and the Life of the Jews,”49 were followed, after
      acculturation, by the wide cleavages of income between and within the professions (almost universally
      well-educated) Jews chose. Inequality among Jews is made all the more potent by the relative cultural segregation
      of Jews, which led to close contact among Jews of different classes. These inequalities were not merely an
      engaging subject for academic study in Kuznets’s life, but of pressing personal relevance. From the inequality
      between wealthy Jewish professional and lower-middle-class academic friends50 to
      that surrounding him in his life in New York,51 inequality among Jews appeared at
      all stages of his life. One can only speculate that the view down from the wealthy heights of his youth in Pinsk
      and Kharkov52 fit the rough patterns described in his academic work.
    


    
      Thus, it should not be surprising that income inequality became a central theme of Kuznets’s understanding of
      both the economic structure of Jews and the development of economies. The latter theme is perhaps the most widely
      known of Kuznets’s contributions to economics. In his 1954 Presidential Address to the American Economic
      Association, Kuznets argued that the evolution of income inequality and its relationship to economic growth
      should be central to the study of economic development. He also laid out a hypothesis about the nature of this
      relationship, which remains influential to this day, despite having been recently falsified even in the countries
      Kuznets studied with the advent of richer data.53 His basic theory was that
      income inequality should first rise and then fall as a country developed economically. His reasoning ran roughly
      as follows: an industrializing country may be seen as being divided, à la Lewis,54 into two broad sectors: one urban and industrial; the other rural, communal, and
      agricultural. Economic development involves the transfer of population from the second sector into the first.
      Given the greater inequality of outcomes and uncertainty in urban life, at least the initial stages of this move
      were sure to exacerbate the divide between rich and poor, even as they spurred the nation’s overall economic
      development. Furthermore, the increasing wealth of the urban sector relative to the rural sector and the
      accumulation of savings by this capitalist sector exacerbate inequality.
    


    
      However, countervailing forces emerge as the process of development proceeds. First,
      the continued thrust of industrialization eventually erases differences of income between urban and rural
      sectors, as increased mobility and labor market efficiency demand the equalization of wages for comparable work.
      Second, the increasing availability of education, social welfare, and other government services demanded by urban
      masses eventually spread economic opportunity widely, holding down early entrepreneurial profits through
      competition and expanding the range of people to whom the most attractive economic opportunities are available.
      Finally, the process of development is largely one of capital accumulation, and with such accumulation comes
      decreasing returns to capital; in fact, in most standard economic models, the share of national income accruing
      to capital is constant as capital accumulates. Workers, who now have more machines to use, see the returns to
      human capital rise. Given increasing mass education, human capital is more equitably spread than physical
      capital. Therefore, wages rise and economic inequality eventually declines.
    


    
      Much less well known are Kuznets’s closely related theories of inequality among Jewish Eastern European migrants.
      In an early working draft of “Economic Structure,” edited and published for the first time in this volume,
      Kuznets lays out what might be termed the “immigrant Kuznets Curve” hypothesis on pages 51–53. He argues that inequality within an immigrant population should first increase and then fall as
      that community develops economically within its destination country. His reasoning is that immigrants are likely
      to rise economically as they become accustomed to the economic conditions and culture of a country. So long as a
      steady stream of migration continues, inequality will arise between the wealthier migrants who have spent longer
      in the country and the poorer new arrivals. However, if migration tapers or ceases, inequality will abate as all
      members of the arrived group equilibrate to their natural income in the new country. Note that this reasoning
      largely parallels Kuznets’s argument for the inverted U in the inequality-development relationship: the initial
      waves of migration to the city bring inequality between urban and rural areas and as the migration becomes
      complete, this inequality disappears.
    


    
      This connection is further reinforced by the modeling exercises Kuznets used to quantitatively analyze these two
      parallel hypotheses. A core feature55 of “Economic Growth and Income Inequality”
      is a toy model Kuznets builds that explores the possibility that the moving of population into a wealthier but
      more unequal sector might first generate and then reduce income inequality, under different assumptions about the relative income of the
      sectors. In the early version of “Economic Structure” in this volume, Kuznets includes a similar exercise
      (p. 115) where he explores the effects of changing
      distribution of migrants among cohorts over time on the patterns of intra-Jewish inequality, under different
      assumptions about the relative wages of the cohorts. The similarities between these are striking. Both consider a
      discrete number of sectors, assume various relative incomes in the sectors, allow shares of population allocated
      to the sectors to vary over time, and trace the implications for the path of income inequality (in the latter
      case, both absolute and relative to the rest of the population). Reader may judge for themselves the stylistic
      and substantive connections between these from Tables 1 and 2.
    


    
      Table 1  Percentage shares of first and fifth quintiles in the income distribution for total
      population under varying assumptions concerning per capita income within the sectors, proportions of sectors in
      total number, and intrasector income distributions56
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      Some differences will not check because of rounding.
    


    
      The connections between Kuznets’s understanding of Jewish and broader inequality are further reinforced at least
      weakly by the apparent temporal coincidence of “Economic Structure and Life of the Jews” and “Economic Growth and Income Inequality.” The former was available in a fairly polished draft
      in April 1956,58 and the latter was given at the American Economic Association
      annual meeting at the end of 1954.59 Presumably, given that it was not likely his
      highest work priority, Kuznets had been working on his article on Jewish economics for several years. Thus, it
      seems plausible that his insight into the relationship between income inequality and development, as well as the
      right way to model this interaction, actually arose from his work on the history of Jews. At least, his work on
      international income inequality seems to have been instrumental in allowing him to understand the evolution of
      Jewish economic structure; at most, his thinking about the economics of American Jewry may have led him to the
      broader connections between development and inequality.
    


    
      Table 2  Illustrative calculations of the effect of “recency of entry mix” on movement of
      average income and income dispersion, Jews in the U.S.A., 1900–50”57
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      Assumption I — Ratio of average income of groups by years of residence:
    


    
      0–5 —1; 6–10 —1.5; 11–20 —2.0; over 20 —3.0.
    


    
      Assumption II— Ratio of average income of groups by years of residence:
    


    
      0–5 —1; 6–10 —2.0; 11–20 —3.0; over 20 —5.0.
    


    
      Development and Culture
    


    
      Kuznets’s second objection to the initial thrust of development theory was his critique of the doctrine that
      developing countries could or should follow the development paths of presently developed countries. Kuznets was
      skeptical about how much might be learned about the future of developing countries by studying the past of
      developed countries. In his book Modern Economic Growth,60 the eponymous
      1973 article, and several other articles, he lays out a variety of reasons why the development path of currently
      underdeveloped countries may differ fundamentally from the past of developed nations.
    


    
      Some of these differences were what would seem to be fairly obvious and conventional economic and technological
      distinctions. These are of less interest for my argument, but were not well understood by economists at the time,
      so I briefly summarize them here. Most currently underdeveloped countries have a lower per capita output than the
      Western nations, even before their industrialization, and are not great political powers, as were most wealthy
      nations during their period of development. Furthermore, consumer preferences have, to some extent, leapfrogged
      over early industrial goods. Service goods are a growing share of modern economies, making global demand faced by
      developing nations different from that in the nineteenth century.61 Where
      currently developed countries existed at or near the technological frontier during much of their process of
      development, currently underdeveloped nations linger in a sort of limbo. The wide availability of certain
      technologies has rapidly improved standards of living in developing nations. Vaccinations, television, and other
      consumer goods have become increasingly available to citizens of poor nations,
      extending the length and quality of life. At the same time, basic productive technologies, particularly in
      transport and capital goods, have failed to filter across national borders. This strange combination of
      consumerism without industrialism puts poor countries in a distinctly different technological state than that
      facing the West before its industrialization.62
    


    
      More innovative was the emphasis Kuznets put on noneconomic distinctions, such as institutions and culture. These
      were uncommon topics for study in economics in any form and thus Kuznets’s focus on them was itself an important
      contribution. The first and probably least controversial of these heterodox factors was institutional. Most,
      though not all, currently developed countries reached that state during periods of growing democratic
      participation and under governments checked by the demands of individual rights and liberties. They also had
      developed modern legal systems, largely professional civil services, and other modern governance institutions. To
      a large extent, these institutions are weak or absent in many, if not most, developing nations. In addition, most
      developing nations had a far less benign experience with colonization than did the few currently developed
      nations that were at one time colonies. Their populations are largely the colonized, rather than the colonizers.
      As an exception that proved the rule on the plight of most developing countries, Kuznets in his work on Israel
      emphasizes the institutions that developed to deal with the state of constant war and the status of colonizer
      rather than colonized.
    


    
      Compounding these problems for most developing countries is the fact that colonialism, as well as the presence of
      a developed global market outside the country, means that many sources of significant wealth, far beyond the
      usual productive capacity of the country, are available to select internationalized elites. This exacerbates
      problems of income and wealth inequality that may have been less severe in Europe during its development.
      Consequently, if institutions play an important role in economic development, as it seems likely they do, then it
      would be surprising if the development paths of currently developing countries were similar to the past of
      currently developed nations.63
    


    
      More controversially, Kuznets highlights the cultural contrasts between currently backward nations and the past
      of wealthy nations. Unlike other divergences, he has little data to formalize these distinctions. Religious
      differences, absence of Western cultural heritage, and “colonial hangover” all make the cultures of developing
      nations systematically different from those of developed nations at their time of industrialization. Kuznets concedes that little is known about the relationship between such cultural factors and
      economic growth and therefore that the implications of such differences may or may not be important. But he
      emphasizes that it is worth keeping in mind the role such cultural elements may play in supporting an
      entrepreneurial society by facilitating risk sharing and informal trade, efficiently allocating resources to new
      endeavors, and fostering a focus on the educational and intellectual culture important to developing human
      capital.64
    


    
      While certainly not opposed to the use of economic history to learn about the economic future, Kuznets was
      strongly skeptical of simplistic, de-contextualized extrapolation from a hazy Western economic past.65 In moving economic theory beyond such “linear” and purely economic theories of growth,
      Kuznets helped give birth to modern development economics, which has focused on understanding the economics of
      currently developing countries on their own terms. At the same time, Kuznets was not, like some of his more
      radical colleagues such as Albert Hirschman66, opposed to economic theorizing or
      committed to the notion that development policy should be based on purely “case-based” or “pragmatic”
      considerations.67 Rather, Kuznets argued for a vision of development economics
      that worked to develop generalizing theories, but theories that took into account and understood the most
      dramatic and important distinctions while abstracting from less important differences. Thus, beyond the narrower
      point of difference between past and future development, Kuznets’s emphasis on culture and institutions was
      revolutionary within development economics and has had a large and lasting impact on the field.
    


    
      Many of these distinctions between currently developing nations and the past of developed nations parallel the
      distinctions he draws between Jewish and Gentile economic structures in his work on the economic history of the
      Jews. Most prominent among these parallels is structural. In his analysis of Jewish and Gentile economic
      structure, Kuznets primarily stresses the broadest and most theoretically justified distinctions between the
      economics of a small minority within a country and that of the majority, eschewing Jewish-specific
      explanations.68 This parallels Kuznets’s later belief in the utility of theories
      addressing the broad sweep of developing countries, rather than considering development on a case-by-case basis,
      while at the same time emphasizing the distinction between the current state of developing nations and the past
      of developed nations.69 The basic approach, in both cases, is one of carefully
      complicating theory one level at a time and of avoiding a rush either to
      overgeneralization or to a purely case-based, infinitely flexible antitheoretical analysis. This parallel is
      further reinforced by the differing “development paths” that he envisions small (immigrant) minorities following
      relative to the majorities within the same country. Small minorities, unwedded to majority customs, are likely to
      participate most heavily in the fastest growing technological sectors of the economy, paralleling the possible
      technological and product-space “leapfrogging” that Kuznets suggests may be possible for developing
      nations.70
    


    
      Yet, perhaps the greatest relationship between Kuznets’s thinking about the history of Jews and development
      economics comes in his emphasis of cultural and social factors. Of all the foci Kuznets suggested, these are
      perhaps the most controversial within the economics community, which tends to view such claims as vague at best
      and culturally deterministic (even crypto-racist) at worst. Despite this widespread hostility within the economic
      community, Kuznets was deeply committed to the importance of culture, as is perhaps most dramatically
      demonstrated by the title of the journal he helped found and make prominent, Economic Development and Cultural
      Change. Kuznets’s interest in culture and society as driving forces in economic development likely had roots
      in the continual dialogue he maintained in his personal life with academics of widely varying fields,
      particularly sociologists and anthropologists,71 but was also tightly connected
      to his understanding of the distinctive cultural and social structure of the Jewish community that underlay its
      economic success and more general economic structure.
    


    
      In fact, the first time, as far as I know72, that Kuznets discusses the
      relationship between culture and economics is in “Economic Structure.” After the publication of that article, it
      explodes into a primary theme in his research interests. While the founding of Economic Development and
      Cultural Change predates his completion of a draft of “Economic Structure” by four years, it seems plausible
      that Kuznets’s interest in the cultural factors underpinning economic development was reinforced, if not spurred,
      by his study of Jewish history.
    


    
      A major theme of “Economic Structure” is the notion that economic patterns of the Jewish community might be
      explained by the desire within the community to maintain cultural cohesion and that Jews might be willing to
      sacrifice a substantial economic advantage in order to work in sectors of the economy where other Jews work.
      Kuznets also emphasizes that Jewish urbanity may be seen as an outgrowth of the
      greater anonymity afforded by cities, allowing for increased cultural cohesion without excessive fear of a
      backlash from the majority population. Furthermore, in the context of Israel/Palestine, although he implies this
      may be a feature of Jewish economic structure more broadly, he emphasizes the importance of “social capital” that
      allowed informal social insurance and efficient allocation of financial resources for investment within the
      Jewish community.
    


    
      Kuznets’s interest in the connection between Jewish cultural and social conditions to Jewish economic structure
      further highlighted the speech he gave, later in his career, at the home of the president of Israel, which
      appears in this volume on pages 149–164. In particular, Kuznets stresses the cultural inheritance
      that appears to spur Jews toward the aggressive pursuit of education, leading to their eventual prominence in the
      highly trained professional and academic sectors of the American economy (volume 1, pages 113–114). Interestingly, he also stresses the tendency of Jewish intellectuals to be more radically left
      wing than intellectuals at large. He argues that, given that more Jews are intellectuals in the first place, this
      fact has important implications for the political, and eventually economic, composition of the Jewish workforce.
      In particular, he feared that the increasing trend of radical intellectuals “dropping out” of school, the
      workforce, and mainstream society in general might lead Jews to follow this misguided trend particularly
      zealously. In understanding the economic position of Jews in the United States after immigration from Eastern
      Europe, Kuznets emphasizes the fact that Jews had much stronger family ties and were much more likely to bring
      their entire family along when they immigrated than were other immigrants to the United States.73 He also makes fairly vague references to the selectivity of Jewish history for
      intelligence and a culture focused on education, an argument controversial anywhere, but particularly among
      economists.
    


    
      Finally, Kuznets emphasizes the potential economic inefficiencies and inhibitions of development that ethnic
      division in developing countries might create.74 Considerations of the importance
      of such ethnic conflict dates to years before those writings, however, when he first took up this theme in his
      discussion of the economic structure of the Jewish minority, in fact, of any ethnic minority.75 Beyond his writing on Jewish history, Mark Perlman76
      also emphasizes more direct connections between Kuznets’s, and other Jewish economists’, past of separateness and
      youth in Russia and a hesitance to see the past of developed countries as an appropriate model for current
      developing countries.
    


    
      Jewish Immigration and the Population Debate
    


    
      The 1960s were a time of ferment for neo-Malthusian worries about exploding world population, culminating in Paul
      Ehrlich’s famously alarmist and hugely influential The Population Bomb. In the economics community, too,
      population problems became a focus, including the topic of Joseph Spengler’s 1965 Presidential Address to the
      American Economics Association. The dominant view of academics outside economics followed broadly Ehrlichian
      lines: population growth threatened a Malthusian implosion of living standards. Economics was somewhat more
      optimistic, but still concerned; Solow’s neo-classical growth model indicated that increased population growth
      would reduce the level, but not the growth rate, of per capita incomes.
    


    
      Kuznets influentially77 took a different perspective, beginning with his article
      “Population Change and Aggregate Output.”78 Kuznets argues that population growth
      could actually be an important source of per capita income growth, as population growth offered increased
      opportunities for specialization and, more importantly, greater numbers of people meant greater numbers of rare
      geniuses who advanced technological progress, accelerating economic development. Inspired by and drawing upon
      Kuznets’s work, Edmund Phelps79 summarized this argument eloquently:
    


    
      One can hardly imagine how poor we would be today if it were not for the rapid population growth of the past to
      which we owe the enormous number of advanced technologies we enjoy today … If I could redo the history of the
      world, halving population from the beginning of time on some random basis, I would not do it for fear of losing
      Mozart in the process.
    


    
      Phelps’s argument is perhaps nowhere more palpable and present than in the Jewish community: how much richer
      would today’s world be if the Jewish intellectuals murdered in the Holocaust had survived? Kuznets was also
      particularly skeptical about the more limited and widely accepted claim that developing countries could not
      afford their rapid rates of population growth. In a 1967 piece for the Proceedings of the American
      Philosophical Society, “Population and Economic Growth,” Kuznets sought to bring a more balanced perspective
      to the broader academic community’s understanding of the costs and benefits of population growth.80 Kuznets argues that current technology, if simply applied to developing countries,
      would be more than sufficient to supply food for not only all current inhabitants but also all projected future
      inhabitants for at least forty years without any increase in arable land.81 The capacity of population growth to be supported by the adoption of new technology is
      clearly echoed in Kuznets’s comments on the high rates of population growth within the Jewish community. These
      have hardly retarded Jewish economic advance, given the expansion of Jewish human capital through education to
      support these greater numbers.82 However, in his typical style, Kuznets was
      exceedingly cautious in advancing these arguments beyond the bounds of what is clear from data. For example, he
      writes on page 184 of “Population and Economic Growth,”
      “intellectual caution and modesty should compel one to stop right here—with this confession that economic
      analysis alone is inadequate in dealing with such a fundamental aspect of economic growth as its relationship to
      population increase.” Thankfully, Kuznets did not stop right there, instead expressing the cautious insights he
      had gained from a lifetime of studying population and development.
    


    
      Kuznets’s emphasis on the role of immigration in economic development also manifests itself in his work on
      “Israel’s Economic Development.” Section 3 of that article (119-134) is devoted to arguing that half or more of
      the excessive growth of Israel compared to other developing nations is due to the combination of immigration and
      the young nation’s astonishing ability to raise the torrent of immigrants consistently to the level of income of
      those who immigrated earlier. This success, and the astonishingly rapid economic growth he documents and argues
      it fostered, contrasts favorably even when compared to the impressive track record of Jews in the United States
      and likely represents one more force that drew the migrant-friendly Kuznets’s affections toward the blossoming
      new state.
    


    
      From a careful review of his bibliography,83 it appears that Kuznets’s
      inclination in favor of immigration in his academic work begins within his pioneering research, jointly with
      Ernest Rubin, on the subject.84 On page 1 they write, “The growth of a national economy may be stimulated by the increase of its
      population, which strongly affects consumer demand and the size of the labor force … In the United States
      population growth has traditionally been regarded as a source of strength and a sign of material progress.” Yet,
      as they discuss, views on population policy reversed sharply in the 1920s: the titanic wave of immigration to the
      United States that carried the Eastern European Jewish Diaspora to the United States ended with the Immigration
      Act and National Origins Quota of 1924. Opposition to such policies was one of the few political issues about
      which generally apolitical Kuznets was passionate, believing that immigration was the foundation of American
      success.85 This is unsurprising, given that Kuznets barely made it into the
      country before the restrictions were imposed.
    


    
      While such restrictions were almost certainly motivated more deeply by racist and
      eugenicist popular sentiment in the country, they were often justified publically, and gained crucial support
      from (even Jewish) organized labor, by arguments about the excessive overcrowding and wage depression caused by
      immigration.86 Kuznets and Rubin argue, again on page 1, that while these “interests (may have been) acting in
      supposed accordance with their economic advantage,” they were likely misled due to a lack of “carefully
      considered … scientific research in the national interest,” research they hope to provide. Kuznets (in
      Demographic and Economic Change in Developed Countries, Massachusetts: National Bureau of Economic
      Research, 1960, 324–351) goes on to emphasize, in a strikingly theoretical article by his standards, the
      importance of allowing free migration and communication of intellectuals in order to achieve maximal rates of
      technical progress. What he saw as mistaken Malthusian views of immigration clearly struck Kuznets close to home.
    


    
      Work with Milton Friedman
    


    
      Superficially, Milton Friedman and Simon Kuznets do not seem like the most natural collaborators.
      Arch-free-marketeer and adherent of the Keynesian mainstream, father of modern neo-Marshallianism and persistent
      skeptic of simple models, bold public intellectual and ever-cautious empiricist: Friedman and Kuznets had very
      different professional inclinations. Nonetheless, their lives overlapped significantly for many years. They
      shared a common mentor and advisor,Wesley Clair Mitchell, who taught them both empirical economics; moreover,
      Friedman became Kuznets’s assistant during the war years. Eventually, the pair published the bulk of Friedman’s
      dissertation, first as an article in 193987 and then as a book in 1945,88 both as Income from Independent Professional Practice.
    


    
      This work typified the Mitchell-Kuznets school of empirical work: it was several hundred pages devoted
      overwhelmingly to the dispassionate tabulation of patterns of income earned by professionals in various careers.
      The book sowed the seeds of two ideas that, largely through Friedman’s advocacy of them, were to be the central
      concerns of labor economics for the following half century: first, occupational licensure as a means of reducing
      competition, and second, modeling educational choices as investment in “human capital.”
    


    
      The breakthrough idea of Friedman and Kuznets regarding occupational licensure was typified by a quote they
      include from Harold Rypins on page 12 of their book, who
      noted, “In all the professions there has developed in the last few years an aristocratic, or at least restrictive
      movement which, in a sense, is reminiscent of the medieval guilds.” Morris
      Kleiner89 cites Kuznets and Friedman’s work as having major influence on views
      among economists; particularly influential was the idea, much espoused by Friedman, that occupational licensure
      may and often does act as a anticompetitive barrier to entry.90 Prominent
      citations of this argument by Theodore Schultz91 and Gary Becker92 confirm this view. In fact, this view was so controversial at the time of the
      publication of the volume that it caused a five-year delay in the publication of the work due to the objections
      of a National Bureau of Economic Research board member affiliated with the American Medical Association. While I
      am not aware of any work on the history of this contentious proposition, I think most casual readers, including
      myself, would initially assume this argument was likely of Friedman, the libertarian, not Kuznets, the moderate
      leftist’s, invention.
    


    
      While I have no clear proof that this view is mistaken, several elements of Kuznets work suggest that it may be.
      First, it should be recalled that at this time, Friedman’s ardent free-market views were just
      developing.93 Second, the medieval guild system was hardly an interest of
      Friedman’s and therefore the Rypins quote is unlikely to have caught his eye among the myriad of other references
      from which the pair chose. On the other hand, Kuznets, eventually in 1960 and more extensively in 1975,94 wrote on the guild system and its destructive impact on Jewish life in Eastern Europe.
      While it is unclear when in his career this interest began, an unpublished, handwritten manuscript that I
      discovered in the Kuznets archive, “The Doctrine of Usury in the Middle Ages,” indicates that Kuznets had an
      abiding interest in medieval professional and economic regulation. I include a version of these notes,
      transcribed by my coeditor Stephanie Lo, on my website http://www.glenweyl.com.
    


    
      While the manuscript is classic Kuznets in concealing its motivation and (perhaps partly due to the Bureau’s
      censorship) ultimate conclusions, it stands out from the rest of the corpus of Kuznets’s work in several ways.
      First, it is one of the only writings of his I have encountered with absolutely no quantitative dimension.
      Second, it is purely a piece of intellectual history, tracing the evolution of the doctrine of usury through the
      Middle Ages. This is, as far as I know, the only intellectual history work Kuznets ever did. Finally, the piece
      is exceptional among treatments of usury in that it makes no mention whatsoever of the Jews that ended up filling
      the money lending roles proscribed to Christians. This omission seems particularly odd given that it seems
      apparent that the connection to Jewish economic regulation must have played an important role in the motivation for the manuscript. Of course, it is hard to know whether this was the beginning
      of an academic paper (as the fact that the paper shows signs of having been edited throughout), a set of personal
      notes (as the fact that he never after referred to or built upon it suggests), or somewhere in between.
      Furthermore, while the positioning of the manuscript in the archive indicates that it was from his early career,
      I have not been able to associate a date to the paper with any certainty (i.e., before or after his work with
      Friedman). Regardless, it seems clear that Kuznets, not Friedman, was the primary student of the economic and
      professional system of the old world. In fact, a thorough review of a bibliography of Friedman compiled by Niels
      Thygesen95 indicates that Friedman’s only explicit research on history through
      1977 was his celebrated work with Anna Schwartz on money in the United States.
    


    
      The second idea for which the book is famous sprung from the authors’ effort to understand the first. Friedman
      and Kuznets tried,96 and failed,97 to explain the
      income differentials between professional and nonprofessional careers as a return on capital investments
      necessary to enter the professions. Their failure led them to conclude that occupational licensure and other
      barriers made professionals a “noncompeting group” (p.
      93). Their method of accounting for the fair market return of such “human” capital investments, which
      improved on earlier work by J. R. Walsh,98 became the foundation of an enormous
      literature on the returns to education.
    


    
      In fact, the pioneers of the theory of human capital, Yoram Ben-Porath,99 and to
      a lesser extent Jacob Mincer,100 Theodore Schultz,101 and Gary Becker,102 attribute the genesis of their
      ideas to Friedman and Kuznets’s book; for instance, Ben-Porath establishes in his opening paragraph the
      importance of “[t]he development by Friedman and Kuznets103 of the theory … of …
      human capital.” Friedman carried the idea of human capital developed in his work with Kuznets forward to his
      classic theory of permanent income,104 the fundamental ideas of which he
      attributed to his work with Kuznets in his Nobel autobiography.105 Friedman’s
      interest in education and its implications for income continued throughout his career, albeit somewhat obliquely
      through his interest in lifetime, as opposed to temporary, income,106 another
      idea107 he attributed to his work with Kuznets, and reform of the educational
      system.108 Likely through his influence, including his role as Becker’s advisor,
      human capital became a dominant theme of the Chicago school, occupying much of the attention of scholars such as
      Becker, Schultz, and Ben-Porath. Thus, there is little doubt that, despite its relative obscurity, Income from Independent Professional Practice set off a quiet revolution in labor
      economics.
    


    
      Yet, from where did its emphasis on human capital originate? The most I can do is speculate as I found no
      information concerning the process of writing the work. However, the connections to Jewish economic history, and
      Kuznets’s understanding of it, could hardly be more apparent. Perhaps the primary focus of virtually all of
      Kuznets’s work on the economic history of the Jews109 was upon their outstanding
      educational attainment and the role this played in accounting for their outstanding differential economic advance
      beyond the position of the general immigrant and native population. It is widely known that education and
      (religious) study were central values of Judaism at least since the advent of Christianity, and Kuznets
      documented quantitatively the universal popular perception that this translated into far higher Jewish
      educational attainment in the United States than among other immigrant or native groups. For example,
      Kuznets110 found that Jews of Eastern European descent completed college at twice
      the rate of the general American population.
    


    
      Any direct connection between Jewish educational attainment and the human capital theory of Kuznets’s work with
      Friedman is at best speculative. Nonetheless, it seems a plausible potential source of motivation for that
      important research. Furthermore, it is not just its connection to Jewish economic history that is hard to draw
      out of Income. In typical Kuznets style, the book is written in a highly technical and concrete style that
      entirely masks both the motivation for its writing as well as the broad generalizations based on the research
      that Friedman and others obviously took away from it. For example, the most influential passage of the book, the
      basis of subsequent interest in licensure as a barrier to entry (page 93) reads
    


    
      The inference from this analysis is that professional workers constitute a ‘noncompeting’ group … Our data
      suggest that this group is sufficiently small to lead to underinvestment … that in the absence of … limitations
      on entry, incomes in the professions would exceed incomes in other pursuits by less than they do now. The
      limitations of the data and the speculative character of our analysis make this conclusion tentative.
    


    
      This bears comparison with Friedman’s later writing, in Capitalism and Freedom on occupational licensure
      on pages 141–142:
    


    
      Licensure therefore frequently establishes essentially the medieval guild kind of regulation in which the state
      assigns power to the members of the profession … the problem of licensing of
      occupations is something more than a trivial illustration of the problem of state intervention, that it is
      already in this country a serious infringement on the freedom of individuals to pursue activities of their own
      choice, and that it threatens to become a much more serious one with the continual pressure upon legislatures to
      extend it.
    


    
      The reserve, modesty, and scientific demeanor with which Kuznets expressed his claims mean that any hopes of
      understanding the sources of his ideas must be somewhat indirect. The most we may hope for in understanding the
      motivation behind this work is a series of circumstantial, mutually reinforcing connections between Kuznets’s
      understanding of Jewish history and various areas of his mainstream economics.
    


    
      The Cautious Empiricist of the Eastern European Jewish Diaspora
    


    
      While it certainly carries its frustrations for the historian, Kuznets’s reticence about the personal causes and
      consequences of his work is key to understanding him and his contribution. When Bertil Ohlin presented Simon
      Kuznets, his committee’s selection as the 1971 Nobel laureate in Economics, he said, “Kuznets, of course, makes
      use of models which demonstrate the connections between strategic elements in the economic system, but he shows a
      very limited sympathy for abstract and generalizing models which provide few opportunities of empirical testing.
      He chooses and defines concepts which (sic) correspond as closely as possible to what can be observed and
      statistically measured.” Fogel111 discusses extensively Kuznets’s careful,
      humble, empirical approach to economics.
    


    
      His hesitance to extrapolate from data or propose hypotheses not directly based in observation is apparent
      throughout his research. I consider a couple of examples. The conclusion of his famous AEA Presidential Address
      in which he proposed the inverted U hypothesis begins, “In concluding this paper, I am acutely conscious of the
      meagerness of reliable information presented. This paper is perhaps 5 per cent empirical information, 95 per cent
      speculation, some of it possibly tainted by wishful thinking.” The apology for this, one of the most empirically
      based presidential addresses for many years, continues for almost half a page. His extreme caution applied even
      to the most mundane extrapolations from data. On page 21
      of “Economic Growth of U. S. Jewry,” he ends a paragraph of apologies for the assumptions he was forced to make
      in order to generate the first estimates of a time series of American Jewish population with “We shall have to
      rest content with these rough approximations.” To the jaded reader who is accustomed
      to daily encounters with the most complex contortions of structural econometrics, it is astonishing112 to see such fervent caution about steps of data collection that would probably not
      even be reported in most contemporary papers.
    


    
      Kuznets’s painstaking effort to separate conjecture from fact reflects a related, but broader, set of dualities
      that pervaded his life and work: between his work on Jewish history and its motivation in his past, between that
      work and his professional life as an economist, and between his loyalty to his heritage and the strict American
      life he built for his family. To gain a richer perspective on Kuznets as a thinker and as a person, it is useful
      to consider each of these, briefly, in turn.
    


    
      It could hardly be more apparent that Kuznets’s past and identifications led him to do his research on Jewish
      economic history. In fact, in a 1973 letter to Martin Feldstein, which we have published on page 273 of this
      volume, Kuznets writes, “I did this paper (and other in the series) because of my interests and associations as a
      Jew (I frankly doubt that were it not for these interests and associations, I would have, as a general economist,
      devoted much thought or effort to this topic).” However, absolutely no clues to such motivations, or even any
      mention of his past, appears in any of Kuznets’s scholarly work on the history of the Jews. His first article on
      the Jews113 begins in typically universalistic fashion, “The economic structure
      and life of any group, within a given historical epoch, is largely a matter of its natural and social
      environment.” In the most informal and personal of his writing on the history of the Jews, a speech he gave at
      the home of the President Zalman Shazar of Israel,114 Kuznets touches on a wide
      range of topics very close to his life, yet never explicitly betrays the slightest personal interest or emotion.
      When he discusses the forcing of Jews in Eastern Europe, like his parents, toward a limited range of
      professions,115 when he analyzes the cultural inheritance of Jews and the role it
      plays in their success,116 when he discusses the difficulties immigrants faced
      with language,117 when he analyzes the constraints on occupational choice imposed
      by anti-Semitism,118 and even when he notes the overwhelming preponderance of
      Jews among Ivy League faculty,119 he never mentions his own or his family’s
      experience nor lapses into any sort of discernable emotion.
    


    
      Even with motives so carefully absent, Kuznets worried that his research on the economic history of the Jews was
      too personal to constitute real professional work. He therefore sought to separate it entirely from his
      mainstream work in economics. In fact, of the half dozen colleagues and students of Kuznets’s I interviewed for
      this project, not a single one ever remembers discussing with him about any for his
      work on the history of the Jews, despite all of their being of Eastern European Jewish descent themselves! When
      Martin Feldstein asked in 1973 to include his unpublished “Economic Growth of U. S. Jewry” in a Harvard
      Departmental working paper series, Kuznets120 replied, after noting as above his
      personal motivation in writing the paper, “I would deem it inappropriate to (publish the paper in the series) …
      [O]bjective as the tools employed may be, the very choice of topic reveals a concern with, and interest in, a
      highly specialized aspects (sic). I would feel differently if this were a paper on trends in the structure of
      several ethnic minorities in the United States.”121
    


    
      Kuznets ensured his past was, in fact, two steps removed from his profession. It was not only his interest in
      Jewish history that Kuznets clearly separated from his professional life and relationships, but also the entirety
      of his personal views and opinions. Rosovsky,122 an advisee of Kuznets and one of
      his close friends and colleagues, reports that all throughout the 1960s, perhaps the most political moment of
      U.S. history, he remembers Kuznets as being perhaps the only member of the Harvard department who expressed no
      political views he could recall. In fact, none of the dozens of colleagues and family members of Kuznets’s I
      interviewed had a recollection of any strong political views (other than on immigration as described
      above) held by Kuznets and almost all described him as apolitical. While Rosovsky also attests that Kuznets was
      also one of the few Jews at Harvard who made no attempt to conceal his background, he made no attempt to discuss
      any aspect of his personal background or views professionally. The separation between his past and his present
      extended beyond work, back another level, into a separation between his private past and the future he built for
      his family.
    


    
      Unlike the fabled and stereotypical first-generation Eastern European Jewish immigrant, but typically for Jewish
      fathers of his generation, Simon Kuznets taught his children almost nothing of the “old world” he had left
      behind. He never spoke with them in Yiddish nor in Russian, never forced or even encouraged them to attend
      synagogue or remember their Jewish heritage, and never cooked them Russian food nor played them Russian or
      Yiddish music.123 While he maintained a personal interest in contemporary Russian
      literature and affairs, as many accounts attest, he never imposed these interests on his family. Kuznets took
      Judah Leib Gordon’s maskilim mantra “Be a Jew in your home and a man in the street” to an extreme: he was
      a fervent (cultural) Jew in his heart but a man to all the world.
    


    
      Thus, I hope, the full portrait of Kuznets I wish to paint has come into view. He
      was a consummate inductive empiricist whose interpretation of the facts that confronted him was shaped by the
      categories of his past and his struggle to understand it. He was a passionately dispassionate analyst of the
      history of an interesting ethnic minority, which happened to be his own people. He was an apolitical fervent
      supporter of the State of Israel from the day of its birth,124 making regular
      trips to the Falk Institute there and becoming a fixture of the Israeli economics community.125 The unifying theme of his life and work was a series of dualities and apparent
      contradictions, a straightforward enigma: the cautious empiricist of the Eastern European Jewish Diaspora.
    


    
      Eastern European Jews and Modern Economics
    


    
      What interests me in Kuznets’s story is not its idiosyncrasy or quirkiness, but rather how it takes to a logical
      extreme a broader story of the Jews of Eastern European descent who played such a crucial role in transforming
      economics in the twentieth century. That the Eastern European Jewish Diaspora was at the center of creating
      Economics, as we understand it today, can hardly be doubted. However, some simple statistics may be instructive.
    


    
      According to data collected by jinfo.org126 and systematized for this article by
      Yanislav Petrov,127 since 1969, when the Economics prize was first given, 50
      percent of economics Nobel laureates have been Jews. This compares with 29 percent in Physics and 27 percent in
      Chemistry over the same time frame. Similarly, since the awards began at similar times in the late 1940s and
      early 1950s, 63 percent of the recipients of the John Bates Clark medal have been
      Jews, compared to 27 percent of the comparable Fields medal in mathematics (Table 3).
    


    
      Table 3  Jewish accomplishments in economics and other scientific fields
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      Sources: “The Jewish Contribution to World Civilization,” http://www.jinfo.org/; “All Laureates in Economic
      Sciences,” http://nobelprize.org/nobel_prizes/economics/laureates/; “John Bates Clark Medal,”
      http://www.vanderbilt.edu/AEA/clark_medal.htm; and “International Mathematical Union: Fields Medal,”
      http://www.mathunion.org/general/prizes/fields/details/ (All accessed 10 February 2010).
    


    
      These statistics are particularly striking given their contrast with history. During the nineteenth century,
      economics had few, if any, Jews and was in fact dominated by Christian activists; almost 40 percent of those who
      founded the American Economic Association in 1885 were either ordained ministers or lay religious
      activists.128 Also, anti-Semitism was common in the profession, as discussed in
      Melvin Reder129 and immortalized in the famous story, recounted by Richard
      Swedberg,130 of Paul Samuelson’s decision to found an economics department at the
      Massachusetts Institute of Technology after being rejected for an assistant professorship at Harvard despite
      having written one of the best dissertations of the century.
    


    
      The cold statistics are very much visible in the everyday life of the profession. My hair has always had the
      characteristically tight Jewish curls, but despite growing up in heavily Jewish communities my whole life, I had
      never met so many fellow Jewish curlyheads as I did when I came to Harvard’s economics department. And the trend
      is even more pronounced if one focuses even more narrowly than the leaders and prizewinners in the field on the
      few figures who were truly revolutionary in building the framework of modern economics.
    


    
      Simon Kuznets built the accounting methodologies underlying most of modern empirical economics. Paul Samuelson,
      father of the dominant algebraic-computational school of modern economic theory, was the son of Polish Jewish
      immigrants living in Indiana.131 Kenneth Arrow, father of the other main
      geometric-mathematical strain of economic theory, was born to a New York Jewish family in the early 1920s. Two of
      the three founders of the Neo-Marshallian second Chicago School, Milton Friedman and Gary Becker, were,
      respectively, the son of very recent Jewish immigrants from Hungary132 and the
      son of an Eastern European Jewish immigrant mother.133 Jacob Marschak, founder of
      modern structural econometrics, who died before he could be awarded the Nobel Prize, was a Jewish
      immigrant134 from Kiev. Many of the other heroes of any account of the forging of
      the modern quantitative, empirical-mathematical Neo-Classical economics, such as that given by Roy
      Weintraub,135 are of Eastern European Jewish extraction. Of course there are many
      exceptions: John Hicks in theory, George Stigler in the Chicago School, Trygve Haavelmo and Tjalling Koopmans in
      econometrics. Nonetheless, it is astonishing that a group representing less than three in every hundred people in
      the United States and less than two in every thousand worldwide was the overwhelming force in the development of modern economics, far beyond even the outsized role they played in physics,
      mathematics, and other fields.
    


    
      Why? The most straightforward and essentialist answer, one that borders dangerously on standard anti-Semitic
      images of Shylock the moneylender, is that there is some inherent connection (perhaps through occupational
      restrictions in the old country and their legacy) between the Jewish cultural inheritance and the questions in
      which economists take interest. Equally speculative, but more plausible to me, is a story suggested by Kuznets’s
      own life: there was something that placed the generation of Jews that arrived in the United States between 1880
      and 1920, and their children and grandchildren, in an ideal position to lead a revolution in economics. I
      conclude by exploring a possible causal mechanism for this conjecture. Any attempt to actually provide evidence
      for it, to test it against alternative hypothesis, or even to formulate such alternatives, is left squarely to
      future research.
    


    
      Perhaps the most striking feature of the revolutions wrought by the great economists of Eastern European Jewish
      extraction was their fundamentally methodological nature. Kuznets, Samuelson, Arrow, Friedman, Becker, and
      Marschak certainly added important substantive insights to the field. But what they are overwhelmingly remembered
      for was the methodological lenses (empirical, mathematical, statistical, and “price theoretic”) they made central
      to the discipline. None of these had any discernible connection to anything Jewish; in fact, by stripping away
      historicist and institutionalist traditions, they represented a forceful universalizing push within the
      discipline. As Friedman’s quote with which I began this paper suggests, the sources of this revolution must be
      sought elsewhere than in their formal writings as these sources themselves impelled them to hide their
      tracks.136 To paraphrase Chaim Weizmann’s (who also hailed from Pinsk, 1949)
      famous dictum, the great Eastern European Jewish Diaspora economists of the twentieth century were just like any
      other economists, only more so.
    


    
      On the “demand side,” the universalizing thrust of “scientific”137 economics
      offered a natural defense against anti-Semitic hostility to Jewish influence in the more culturally implicated
      humanities and social sciences. This made economics a unique outlet for Jewish political and social thinkers.
      Furthermore, Eastern European Jews’ past prepared them with the skills for which modern economics called, but had
      not prepared them for the problems it would pose, leaving them with fresh eyes. Derek Penslar’s138 impressive recent book, Shylock’s Children: Economics and Jewish Identity in Modern
      Europe, traces the history of modern Jewish economic thinking in Western Europe
      and the lack thereof in Eastern. Penslar argues that Jewish learning through the early Haskalah focused
      overwhelmingly on the natural sciences, neglecting social sciences given the lack of Jewish influence over or
      interest in the policies of Gentile host societies.139 While Jewish
      politico-economic thinking developed over the course of the early nineteenth century, it was confined almost
      entirely to (a radical fringe of) German Ashkenazi and especially Western European Sephardic Jewry.140 The aspiration of Eastern European Jewish students remained firmly religious or, if
      secular, natural scientific. Cut off from political influence, concern, and learning by repression, Eastern
      European Jews came to the United States with extraordinary training in and devotion to the study of natural
      scientific method but with an equal political naïveté.
    


    
      Yet the rapid succession of emancipation, immigration to democratic America, the rise of political anti-Semitism
      in Germany, and economic catastrophe worldwide quickly forced them to come to terms with social affairs. Rapidly
      upwardly mobile, powerfully organized through unions given their professional concentration in America, and
      finally offered a voice through American free speech and universal franchise, Jews rapidly emerged as a political
      force in the United States. A select, but disproportionate, few of these immigrants and immigrants’ children had
      extraordinary, rigorous scientific and mathematical training. Free from the cultural burden of a long-standing
      political tradition, application of these tools to those social problems via a science of economics141 they helped build must have seemed the most natural and accessible means of
      confronting academically the new range of challenges they were invited to address. While it was socially
      sophisticated Western European Jews like Albert Einstein, Wolfgang Pauli,142 and
      Niels Bohr who helped make modern physics, it was the unwashed but upwardly mobile easterners that made modern
      economics.
    


    
      More than any of those pioneers, Simon Kuznets typified that spirit. I have argued that what he brought to
      economics was, to a large extent, not a series of substantive political, economic, or social commitments.
      Rather, he arrived from Kharkov with rigorous training in statistical and empirical methods and an earnest desire
      to understand the forces that had shaped and were shaping his life. His beloved cultural inheritance was an
      ability to see the economy and his own past with a tabula close to rasa: a rigorous empirical lens
      unburdened by preconceived theory. That, I think, is something of the resolution to the enigma of his life and
      work. He was committed to, inspired by, and grateful for his past precisely for the rigorous, scientific, and
      universalistic perspective it lent him.
    


    
      And it is precisely this commitment that interested me in his story. Born to two
      atheist, culturally assimilated Jewish parents, I always resented the social expectations accompanying my
      Judaism, seeking always a secular universalist vision of my identity. Yet, I have come to realize the
      inevitability, and intellectual attraction, of my Jewish heritage as I found so many of my fellow travelers in
      that struggle for universalism to be themselves born to atheist, culturally assimilated Jewish parents.
    


    
      Of course, the story I have just told is explicitly and disproportionately shaped by my experience and by
      Kuznets’s story, through which I have come to understand it. It is at best a provocative reflection and at worst
      self-indulgent speculation. Yet, I hold out some hope that it can be more the former than the latter. I believe
      that the story of the rebirth of economics as a mathematical science in the twentieth century cannot be, as it
      has in the past been, easily separated from the story of the Eastern European Jewish immigrants’ struggle to
      understand political, social, and economic affairs. Perhaps someday the pogroms, the great wave of Jewish
      immigration at the turn of the twentieth century, the rise of German anti-Semitism, and the birth of the State of
      Israel will be seen as rivaling the Great Depression in having shaped modern economic thought. Only through
      future scholarship on this important neglected subject will we be able to tell.
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      This is a preliminary draft of a paper, prepared at the request of Professor Louis Finkelstein, Chancellor of the
      Jewish Theological Seminary; for possible inclusion in a new edition of a two volume reference work, The
      Jews, of which Professor Finkelstein is the editor.
    


    
      —Simon Kuznets, April 1956
    


    
      Economic Structure and Life of the Jews
    


    
      I. Introductory Analysis
    


    
      1. Dispersion and Community
    


    
      The economic structure and life of any group, within a given historical epoch, is largely a matter of its natural
      and social environment. The dispersion of Jews among numerous societies with different historical and
      institutional backgrounds suggests wide differences in economic structure and life among the many communities
      that comprise world Jewry. A question arises whether there is any common repeatedly observed feature of the
      economic life of the Jews that may serve as a general guide. In other words, what social and spiritual
      characteristics are common among the groups that are recognized as belonging to the world community of Jews?
    


    
      Consider the nature of the dispersion for some recent years. For 1939, when the population of Jews was perhaps at
      its peak, about 16.6 million, Dr. Arthur Ruppin provides estimates for over 75 countries, most of them sovereign
      states, ranging from Poland to Paraguay, from the United States to the U.S.S.R., from Austria to
      Algeria.1 Even if we count only those communities with 10,000 or more Jews, we
      are still confronted with 42 states. If we set the lower limit at 100,000, we find 17
      such large Jewish communities—again in countries widely dispersed and with markedly different historical and
      social backgrounds. Even the three largest communities—each with more than a million Jews, in Poland, U.S.S.R.,
      and the United States—lived in countries that differed sharply in level of economic performance and in social and
      political structure.
    


    
      For 1954 the picture of wide dispersion is similar.2 Total Jewish population of
      the world was estimated to be 11.9 million. Thirty-two communities in that many separate states and territories,
      comprised 10,000 or more Jews; 14 communities comprised 100,000 or more Jews; and the three largest communities,
      each with over a million Jews, were in the United States, the U.S.S.R., and Israel. Over a century ago there was
      the same wide dispersion even though the world population of Jews was only 3.3 million (in 1825) and only one
      country had a Jewish population of over a million.3
    


    
      By what common characteristic do we identify these communities as Jewish? While no full answer to this question
      can be given here, four points can be made. (a) These communities possess a common history from original ancestry
      in Palestine to a chain of generations through the Diaspora to the present. (b) They share the same religion, not
      shared with others, and participate in a religiously colored community life. (c) They have a feeling of belonging
      to one group, and each is more responsive to the fate of the others than it is to the fate of most other
      population groups. (d) Finally, they have a feeling of distinctiveness from the neighboring population, often
      intensified by a discriminatory policy or attitude on the part of the non-Jewish groups.
    


    
      Clearly, this list of characteristics is not exhaustive in the course of some two thousand years of Jewish and
      world history; they have led to and been accompanied by other demographic, social, and economic factors. Nor do
      these characteristics provide an infallible method for classifying individuals or groups as Jews. And yet some
      such characteristics are indispensable for identifying the groups that constitute Jews. Without such
      identification, how can we count them or study their economic life and structure?
    


    
      If belonging and distinctiveness, associated with a common history and religion, are the identifying
      characteristics, it follows that the resulting groups recognized as Jews exclude many descendants of the Jews of
      ancient Israel and Judea and include some non-descendants. The exclusion implies that the group always tends
      towards cohesion and distinctiveness even though not every individual member fully recognizes or shares in the feeling of belonging. In a sense, the group is cohesive and distinctive because
      that is the way we define it.4 We would not find such distinctiveness and
      cohesion if we defined Jews as descendants of ancient Israelites. But this is neither tautology nor circular
      reasoning: Jews are recognized in the real world—by either internally originated or externally imposed feeling of
      belonging to a distinctive group. The definition thus corresponds broadly to the identification in real life; and
      from it other characteristics can be deduced. It is to these, more directly relevant to the economic structure
      and life of the Jews as a minority group, that we now turn.
    


    
      2. Minority Status
    


    
      We are interested here in the economics of modern Jewry, within an historical background largely of the last
      seventy-five years to give us the minimum perspective necessary. For this purpose the most relevant
      characteristic of the communities that we recognize as Jews is their minority status. With the single exception
      of Israel since independence, in every country with a sovereign government or some similar mechanism for making
      broad independent and authoritative social decisions, the distinctive Jewish group constitutes much less than the
      majority of the total population.
    


    
      While minority status is a familiar and obvious feature of the Jewish world community, some of its specific
      characteristics should be singled out. A brief discussion of these will go far to suggest and explain some common
      characteristics of economic structure of modern Jewry. Four points are presented: (a) prevalence of minority
      status; (b) size of minority; (c) prospects of permanency of minority status; (d) recent origin.
    


    
      (a) It need not be stressed that, except in Israel, the Jewish population is a minority within each country of
      residence throughout the world. Indeed, even today, the overwhelming proportion of Jewish world population—10.4
      out of 11.9 million—has minority status; and as recently as 1939 this was true of all world Jewry. It follows
      that the economics of the Jews must be the economics of minority groups, which strive for cohesion and
      distinctiveness within larger population masses.
    


    
      (b) The Jewish minorities may be quite large in absolute numbers—in a few cases they are larger than the total
      population of many independent states. The present Jewish population of the United States, estimated at 5.2
      million, is much larger than the total population of several independent states in
      Europe (Denmark, Norway, Finland, Switzerland); and of several independent countries in Latin America and Asia,
      and of some semiindependent territories in Africa. But in all cases, again with the single exception of
      independent Israel, even these large Jewish communities are small minorities in the total populations of their
      countries of residence. And it is the level of the percentage fraction that is important. In not a single country
      in 1954 does the share of the Jewish population exceed 4 percent of the total. The two absolutely large Jewish
      communities outside of Israel, in the United States and the U.S.S.R., account for only 3.3% and 1.0% respectively
      of the total populations in these two countries. The percentage shares were somewhat higher in the 1930’s, when
      the large Jewish groups of some smaller Eastern European countries were still alive. But even then the highest
      percentage share, outside of Palestine and some freak political units like Tangier, was somewhat less than 10
      percent (in Poland). This small minority status is significant—particularly for those few Jewish
      communities that managed to reach large absolute numbers and that are, therefore, of most importance for our
      discussion. Within an economic system of a country, a minority group tending towards cohesion and distinctiveness
      is likely to perform one set of functions if its proportion in total population is less than 10 percent; and
      another, if its share is as high as 20 to 30 percent.
    


    
      (c) If only because the shares of Jewish populations in the totals are so low, little expectation is entertained,
      either by Jews or by non-Jews, that the former will ever become a majority, or even a large minority. Even in
      Israel, a majority of Jews was attained partly by setting boundaries to promote that end, partly because of the
      accidents of war and the reaction of the resident Arab population. In all other countries, neither the
      demographic patterns of natural increase among Jews compared with those for non-Jews, nor the prospects of
      addition by immigration (even if unrestricted) suggest a rise in the level of the share of the Jewish population
      beyond that of a small minority. In other words, the small minority status is more or less permanent and,
      therefore, a matter of some importance in the long term adjustment which the minority group is likely to make in
      the economic field.
    


    
      (d) Within the last century, the Jewish minorities, where they are of large absolute size, are mostly of recent
      origin—recent in respect both of the history of the countries of residence and of the history of the Jews. In
      many countries Jews have, of course, been living since times immemorial, and are, therefore, among the oldest
      residents. This is true of many Jewish communities as a whole, i.e. including all their members, particularly where such communities are numerically small and the countries have been
      too isolated and backward to attract Jewish immigrants. It is also true of some groups within the larger Jewish
      communities—e.g. the ancestors of some members of the Jewish community in the United States settled in this
      country in the 17th century. But where the Jewish community has been fairly large within the recent century, the
      greater proportion of its members represents relatively recent migration into the country. This is true of the
      United States, with the large bulk of Jewish immigration occurring after 1880, as well as of other large Jewish
      communities in Canada, Argentina, and Brazil. It is true of Eastern Europe, where the Jewish population migrated
      largely at the end of the Middle Ages and where much of the territorial expansion of the Jews within the
      boundaries of Tsarist Russia occurred during the 19th century (out of the area of the original Kingdom of
      Poland). It is true of the Near East where the Jews migrated after the expulsion from Spain.
    


    
      “Recent” is a relative term, and the migrations at the end of the Middle Ages may seem like old history to us
      today. We use the term “recent” here to suggest that, for the more populous Jewish communities, the bulk of the
      Jewish minority arrived after the economy of the country of destination had developed to a point where much of it
      was already manned by the resident majority; and where, therefore, the economic choices available to the recently
      arrived minority were necessarily limited by established interests. The term also indicates that these major
      Jewish migrations have been of recent occurrence relative to the long stretch of Jewish history. And while a full
      demonstration of the recent origin of Jewish minorities, particularly true of the countries of large Jewish
      population, would require much more detailed documentation and discussion than can be given here, the common and
      well known facts of Jewish and world history speak clearly for it.
    


    
      3. The Economics of a Small Minority
    


    
      Economic and social life is subject to a logic of its own, even if it is not as simple, or as hard and fast, as
      that of relations in the physical world. The characteristics of a permanent small minority of relatively recent
      origin that strives toward cohesion, in and of themselves imply consequences for its economic structure,
      dynamics, and life. We first formulate these consequences broadly; and then consider the more specific features
      to be added to this framework because of the particular historical conditions of the Jewish minorities in recent
      times.
    


    
      (a) The economic structure of a small, cohesive minority—its industrial distribution,
      its occupational structure, its distribution by economic status—is likely to differ substantially from that of
      the majority, and hence from that of a country’s total population. It will be more concentrated in some sectors,
      and less in others.
    


    
      The validity of this general statement can be clearly perceived if we ask the inverse: how likely is a small
      minority of a country’s population to reproduce, with fair similarity, the full range of the economic structure
      of the total population? The case is prima facie against it, if only because the small numbers of the
      minority can hardly attain the greater diversity of the much larger total population. But it is particularly
      unlikely since we assume a desire for cohesion on the part of the minority. This desire would naturally be
      translated in economic relations, into a desire for proximity and close links at many levels. The minority,
      rather than be dispersed and diffused along the full range of the economic structure of total population, would
      tend to be concentrated in selected industrial sectors; in selected occupations; and in selected classes of
      economic status.
    


    
      If this consequence is recognized as an indispensable condition of the minority’s survival as a cohesive unit,
      much of the popular discussion about lack of “normality” loses point in application, say, to the Jewish minority.
      If the economic structure of a country’s total population is “normal” then, almost by definition, the economic
      structure of a small and permanent minority must be abnormal. To put it strongly, unless the economic structure
      is continuously “abnormal,” the minority will not long survive as a distinctive group. It would be more
      appropriate to describe the narrower range of industry, occupation, and status distributions as “normal” for
      distinctive small minorities; and an economic structure similar to that of the country’s total population as
      abnormal.
    


    
      (b) The statements under (a) are true of any distinctive minority, even if its members today can all be linked to
      ancestors resident in the country early in its history. For example, they are true of the Pennsylvania Dutch and
      the Quaker groups in the United States, i.e. of those still affiliated with the groups and excluding those
      descendants who may have merged into and vanished among the rest of the country’s population. But if a minority
      is of recent origin, its economic structure is more likely to be concentrated in some sectors and
      underrepresented in others. Since some sectors will be fully manned by the time the minority enters the country,
      the range of economic opportunities open to it will necessarily be more limited than that for total population;
      and within this narrower range, the specific historical heritage of the minority will
      limit selection even further.
    


    
      But how would the economic structure of the minority differ from that of the country’s total population?
      On the one hand, the immigrating minority would presumably move into sectors of the economy where opportunities
      exist—into those that are growing most rapidly at the time. Such a choice would, even if there were no legal
      limitations, be endorsed by the resident population who would more easily tolerate competition in sectors where
      the established interests are not strong and where the existence of wide opportunities is recognized by all. And
      in much of the recent and longer past, the resistance by the resident majority to would-be competition from an
      immigrant group took the extreme form of legal exclusion of the latter from many established industries.
    


    
      However, while the drift would be toward the open and growing sectors, the economic status of opportunities open
      to the immigrating minority would be quite low. This partly depends upon the equipment which it possesses, a
      point to be discussed below. But on the assumption that this equipment, either capital funds or special skills,
      is meager since mass migration usually follows from the loss of economic position in the country of origin—the
      entry into the open sectors of the economy would be at relatively low levels. One can then argue, in general,
      that as determined by factors within the country of residence, the initial or early economic structure of a
      minority of recent origin is likely to be characterized by concentration at low economic status levels in the
      younger and more rapidly growing sectors of the economy.
    


    
      (c) There is, however, another group of factors—the heritage that the immigrating minority brings with it. And
      here the point that recent origin means recent in the long history of the minority itself bears with particular
      force. The immigrating minority is conditioned both by its heritage and by the possibility of continued contact
      with its place of origin and with other kindred groups in the world.
    


    
      These factors, originating in the earlier history of the immigrant minority, affect the choices that determine
      the initial or early economic structure—within the range set by the existing opportunities in the country of
      arrival. This range need not be considered as fully fixed: there is always the probability of a contribution by
      the minority in creating hitherto unperceived opportunities. But whether in choosing already marked out
      directions, or in creating new occupations and industries, the minority is affected by its earlier history.
    


    
      The early economic structure of a minority of recent origin is thus a combined result of
      two sets of forces—those that determine economic opportunities within the country of arrival and those that set
      the equipment of the immigrant group. If the antecedent history of the minority as a distinct entity is long, and
      if in the course of its history the group was considered a minority and adjusted accordingly, the heritage which
      it brings into the country of new residence is a factor of considerable strength that would result in high
      selectivity within the range of opportunities existing or creatable in the country of residence.
    


    
      (d) What of the dynamics of the economic structures of small minorities of recent origin?
    


    
      First, the range of industrial, occupational and status choices within which a minority is likely to grow is also
      significantly narrower than the similar range in the growth of a country’s total population. Over the long span
      of a country’s history, economic growth is accompanied by major shifts in industrial structure, in the relative
      importance of various occupations, in the proportionate numbers of various economic classes. For total population
      these secular changes, accompanying the process of growth, cover the full range of industries of occupational and
      of socio-economic groups. This could not be true of any small minority, and particularly of a minority of recent
      origin. A distinctive economic structure, more concentrated in some sectors and less in others, in and of itself
      limits the range of structural changes that will occur in the process of growth. For example, if the initial
      economic structure of the minority emphasizes trade and consumer goods manufactures, and underemphasizes
      agriculture, heavy industry, and professional pursuits, a shift toward agriculture is certainly not likely—if for
      the period it is a laggard industry in the country’s economic growth. And if the growth of trade and light
      industry for the minority is substantial, reflecting in part the rapid growth of these sectors in the economy at
      large, the stock of human resources within the minority may not be enough to take advantage of opportunities in
      other pursuits. Thus, both the initial choices and the permanently small relative size of the minority would
      limit structural shifts.
    


    
      (e) This limitation of the range of structural growth and evolution of a minority may be reinforced by another
      consideration. A small group with permanent minority status may fear possible discrimination, even if there is no
      legal limitation. If some sectors of the economy were originally underrepresented by a minority because of
      resistance to its entry, even with a rise in its economic status and with increasing numbers, the minority may
      shun those sectors. In other words, the limitation of the range of structural changes in
      the process of a minority’s economic growth may be due to the recognition of the permanency of small minority
      status and to the resulting fear that discrimination, which otherwise might have been overcome, will remain too
      real to warrant attempts at entry.
    


    
      (f) The narrow industrial-occupational range of a small minority, combined with growth in its numbers, may result
      in its numerical dominance of some sectors of the country’s economy, which may appear to the majority as
      capture of whole industries and components. This may in fact be true: concentration in certain industries
      and pursuits, conditioned originally by limitation of opportunities and distinctive heritage associated with
      recent entry, must, if sufficient growth in numbers is attained, result in the minority’s assuming a dominant
      position within these sectors. This result could be avoided either by greater dispersion, or by constancy or
      decline of numbers. The former is inconsistent with the desire of a minority to remain a distinctive and cohesive
      group; the latter means either demographic distortion, or refusal to migrate despite compelling pressure at
      points of origin and economic and social attractions in the countries of destination.
    


    
      (g) The economic rise of a minority, e.g. the rate of growth of income per capita, may be significantly larger
      than that for total population. This expectation applies to periods of growth of a recent minority—until some
      time after immigration slackens; and to countries with economic freedom and absence of legal and other major
      restraints. Under such conditions, there are several reasons for expecting this differential trend.
    


    
      First, since the minority is naturally directed to sectors with greater growth potentials, the rate of economic
      growth for the minority will be greater than for total population. Second, since the immigrant minority tends to
      occupy the lower rungs of the economic ladder within the particular sectors to which it flows initially, it has a
      greater opportunity to rise; especially if, because of a long history of adjustments, it possesses equipment of
      which it can force advantage. Third, an immigrant group is generally more rootless and more fluid than the
      resident majority. It, and perhaps even its immediate descendants, can move more freely in adjusting to changing
      economic opportunities than can the old established and rooted majority. This last observation is particularly
      true of countries where, for various reasons, the pace of economic growth is moderate; and where an immigrant
      minority can easily attain a greater rate of growth than the rest of the population. But it is true even of
      rapidly growing countries, given a minimum equipment of the minority in intelligent adaptation to economic
      change.
    


    
      However, once the small minority is established and the immediate effects of recent
      immigration wears off, the factors cited above no longer operate to produce a greater rise in per capita income
      of the minority. Nor would the hypothesis hold for countries where severe economic and political restraints are
      put upon a minority—e.g. Tsarist Russia. Under such conditions, found for other minorities in other countries,
      the pressure exercised by the hostile government may counteract the factors noted above and, in fact, repress the
      rate of economic growth of the minority to levels below those for the majority or for the country at large.
    


    
      (h) The two alternatives suggested above for the rise in per capita of a minority compared to that of the
      majority carry different implications for trends in the distribution of income within the minority. If members of
      the latter may be assumed to rise on the economic scale after arrival in the country of residence, at higher
      rates than the population at large, within that minority the older residents will be higher on the economic scale
      than the new arrivals. In other words, economic status and level within the minority are a positive function of
      length of residence, and the economic differentials between members of the minority with long residence and the
      new arrivals will be quite sharp. Furthermore, these economic inequalities will persist, often accompanied by
      cultural and other differences, as long as there are large proportional additions to the minority by continuous
      immigration.
    


    
      If these relative additions to the minority by immigration cease or are reduced, as they usually are in the
      course of time, the rise in economic levels affects increasing proportions of the minority group; and may be
      expected to be relatively greater among those recently arrived, who begin at the lower rungs of the economic
      ladder. One would, therefore, expect a reduction in the relative economic and income differentials within the
      minority—a lifting of the lower levels without as great an accentuation upward of the already high levels. This
      process of decreasing economic inequality would presumably be accompanied by increasing cultural homogeneity, as
      the period of residence lengthens and the minority increasingly absorbs common elements of the culture of its
      country of residence.
    


    
      In an established minority no such reduction in income inequality can be expected (unless it is part and parcel
      of a leveling process in the country at large). And if political and other conditions are oppressive and
      restrictive, inequality in the distribution of income and greater social and cultural differentiation within the
      minority may even increase, for such restrictions never affect all members of a minority equally, nor are
      they rarely so tight as to bar completely the economic and social rise of some limited
      groups within the minority. The result may be a widening contrast between the high economic and social position
      of a small and the depressed levels of the broad masses of the minority.
    


    
      II. Economic Characteristics of Jews
    


    
      The comments in Section I apply to the economics of all minorities so long as they are small, permanent, and
      recent. Many such minorities can be found—in the current and more distant historical past, on almost all
      continents, and of quite diverse origin. Italians in Brazil, Indians in some countries in Africa, and Chinese in
      many countries of Southeast Asia, easily come to mind; and the economic structures and evolution of all those
      minorities would, I believe, differ from those of the majorities in their host countries along the general lines
      suggested in Section I-3. This point is made to call attention to what is perhaps not obvious otherwise—that the
      economics of Jews is one case of many with similar characteristics. Therefore, one way of increasing our
      understanding of the economic structure of Jews would be to compare it with those of other minorities.
      Unfortunately no general study of the economics of small minorities is available; and it is impossible to draw
      here upon this potentially valuable body of data and experience.
    


    
      We turn now to the economic characteristics of the Jews, and attempt to provide specific information on the
      distinctive features of their industrial and occupational structure, and of their general economic position.
      Unfortunately, we must rely upon secondary sources: to cover the primary sources on an adequate scale would be a
      matter of decades of work and much beyond the competence of a single scholar. Fortunately, much useful
      compilation, sifting, and synthesis have already been done in the field, notably by Jakob Lestschinsky, to whom
      students of the demography and economics of Jews owe a great debt.
    


    
      Comprehensive coverage is not possible. With the wide dispersion full coverage would require inclusion of a vast
      number of countries for many of which the most elementary statistical information is lacking for total
      population. Nor is it really necessary to be comprehensive, partly because many Jewish communities are too small
      to account for significant proportions of world Jewry. Furthermore, the distinctive characteristics of the
      economics of Jews are found with such conspicuous regularity in the countries for which data are available that
      the likelihood their being general is quite high. We are, therefore, limiting the tables to the easily
      available data, which cover the largest Jewish communities and account for a high
      proportion of world Jewry. However, this section we omit completely all reference to Palestine and Israel because
      with respect to economic characteristics, the experience in this area constitutes an entirely distinctive and
      singular case.
    


    
      Finally, we limit the presentation in Section II to one or two years before World War II—either in the 1920’s or
      the 1930’s, going back only if more recent data are lacking. The purpose is to summarize the characteristics of
      the economic structure of Jews at a given point of time—when world Jewry was at its peak and before the
      catastrophe that accompanied World War II. It is essentially a cross-section analysis, with no attempt to discuss
      the dynamics, i.e. the patterns of growth and change in structure over time. The latter cannot be handled in a
      general and compact way and for such a large number of countries. It will be attempted for three major Jewish
      communities—Russian and East European, American, and Palestinian and Israeli, in Section III of this paper.
    


    
      1. Lack of Participation in Agriculture
    


    
      In the 12 countries covered here, the proportion of Jews engaged in agriculture is far lower than that of
      non-Jews or of total population (Table 1). This characteristic is so general that its
      universality is scarcely to be doubted.5
    


    
      The share of agriculture in a gainfully occupied population depends upon whether or not women in agriculture—who
      often participate on only a limited time basis—are included. For many purposes, the comparability of occupational
      statistics, particularly between non-industrialized and industrialized countries, is much improved if women in
      agriculture are omitted from the labor force. For such purposes the shares in column 5 of Table
      1 are to be preferred to those in column 4, and will be used in further analysis. In the present connection,
      it does not matter how we treat women in agriculture: the ratio of the Jewish labor force engaged in the latter
      is a small fraction either way, much smaller than that of either non-Jews or total population.
    


    
      Since Jews are a small minority, a lower than country-wide ratio of them engaged in agriculture means a minuscule
      fraction of the total agricultural population. The approximate order of magnitude can be seen by multiplying the
      fraction in column 6 of Table 1 by that of column 3 on the same line, and relating the
      product to the entry in column 5. Thus, in Poland, the product would be six tenths of one percent, meaning that
      Jews accounted for that low fraction of all gainfully
      occupied persons engaged in agriculture; in the U.S.S.R. and the U.S.A. these fractions would be below two tenths
      and one half of one percent respectively.
    


    
      Table 1  Share of Agriculture (Incl. Forestry and Fishing) in the Gainfully Occupied
      Population, Jewish, Non-Jewish, and Total. Twelve Countries, Pre-World War II Year
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      Notes to Table 1:
    


    
      (a) Average of ratios for 1925 and 1935.
    


    
      (b) Average of ratios for 1920 and 1934.
    


    
      The years in parentheses refer to the date of coverage when it is different from that in column 2.
    


    
      Column 3
    


    
      Lines 1, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11 from Nathan Reich, “The Economic Structure of Modern Jewry.” In The Jews: Their
      History, Culture, and Religion, ed. Louis Finkelstein, vol. II, 2nd edition, (New York: Harper and Brothers,
      1949), pp. 1241 ff. These refer to shares in gainfully occupied population.
    


    
      Lines 2, 3, 5, 12 from Jakob Lestschinsky, “Economic and Social Development of the Jewish People,” The Jewish
      People, Past and Present, (New York: Jewish Encyclopedic Handbooks for the Central Yiddish Culture Organization,
      1946), vol. I, p. 377.
    


    
      Line 10 from Peter Meyer et al., The Jews in the Soviet Satellites, (Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 1953),
      pp. 559-60.
    


    
      Column 4
    


    
      Lines 1, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11—Nathan Reich, op. cit.
    


    
      Line 3—Jakob Lestschinsky, op. cit.
    


    
      Column 5
    


    
      From Colin Clark, The Conditions of Economic Progress, 2nd edition, (London: Macmillan, 1951),
      particularly pp. 398-9, 419, 420. The figure for U.S.S.R.
      (p. 420) has been reduced from 57.8 to allow for overrepresentation of dependents
    


    
      Column 6
    


    
      All lines, except 10, from Arthur Ruppin, “The Jewish Population of the World,” in The Jewish People. Past and
      Present, (New York: Jewish Encyclopedic Handbooks for the Central Yiddish Culture Organization, 1946), vol.
      I, pp. 350-51.
    


    
      Line 10—Peter Mayer, op. cit.
    


    
      The reasons for this lack of participation in agriculture are numerous, and most of them are familiar enough.
      Perhaps the major long standing factors are political and legal limitations, which have prevailed for centuries
      and date back to times when land ownership and use were the bases of political power, not accorded to minorities
      with a religion and historical roots so different from those of the majority. This naturally set long term
      conditions under which the Jewish communities could hardly acquire experience and skills in the complex of
      agricultural operations; and consequently they had no such skills to carry from one country to another as other
      minorities often did. Furthermore, in the recent century, when the Jewish minority could, if it wished, enter
      agriculture freely, it was no longer among the more promising or most rapidly growing industries. Indeed,
      agriculture is one of the oldest industries in existence—although not without great potentialities of growth in
      some sectors and in some countries. Other, less important factors could be adduced, but one that cannot be
      claimed is the territorial dispersion of agriculture: there were minorities who devoted themselves largely to
      agriculture and yet managed to maintain cohesiveness (e.g. some German sects in this country, like the Amish),
      even though large proportions of their younger generations have moved to and vanished among the urban population.
    


    
      There is no obvious relation between the share of Jews engaged in agriculture (col. 3) and either the share of
      non-Jews in agriculture (col. 4) or the share of Jews in the total population (col. 6). The two largest shares of
      Jews in agriculture are in Czechoslovakia (largely Carpatho-Ruthenia) and Argentina: in neither country is the
      share of non-Jews in agriculture among the highest. The smallest shares of Jews in agriculture are in Bulgaria
      and Latvia, but in both the shares of non-Jews (or total population) in agriculture are
      among the highest; and India could be added to this group. Comparing columns 3 and 6, we find that countries with
      proportions of Jews to total population that are fairly high, such as Latvia and Hungary, show relatively low
      proportions of Jews in agriculture; and countries with low proportions of Jews to total population, such as
      Czechoslovakia, Argentina, and the U.S.S.R., show higher proportions of Jews in agriculture than other countries.
    


    
      If we may assume that the proportions of Jews in agriculture are quite low, whatever the share of Jews in total
      population and whatever the share of total population in agriculture, the following implication can be suggested.
      In the underdeveloped or non-industrialized countries that operate at relatively low economic levels, the
      proportion of total population in agriculture is usually quite high, from 50 to 70 percent; in more advanced
      economies the proportion of total population in agriculture is quite low, 20 percent or less. Hence the largely
      urban population will be correspondingly low in the underdeveloped countries and high in the advanced countries.
      The Jewish minority may constitute a substantial fraction of an underdeveloped country’s small urban population;
      in an industrialized country it cannot, in the nature of the case, be more than a small minority of the urban
      population. Therefore, the Jews, constituting possibly a substantial proportion of the total small urban
      population, are likely to exercise more important economic functions in an underdeveloped country than in an
      industrialized country. Correlatively, any cleavage and friction between the urban and rural sectors of a country
      may have a bearing upon the Jewish minority in underdeveloped countries different from that in more advanced
      industrialized countries.
    


    
      2. Industrial Distribution of Non-Agricultural Labor
    


    
      In Table 2 we compare, for 10 countries, the distribution among major industrial sectors of
      Jews engaged in non-agricultural pursuits, with those for non-Jews or for total population. The figures in
      columns 3 through 8 are percentage shares in the non-agricultural totals of gainfully occupied; and as column 2,
      derived from Table 1, shows almost the whole Jewish working population, but much smaller
      fractions of the non-Jewish or total working population are gainfully occupied outside of agriculture.
    


    
      Hence we find that the 47% share in Poland of Jews outside of agriculture engaged in industry amounts to about 45
      percent of all Jewish workers; but the 54% share of non-Jews outside of agriculture engaged in industry amounts
      to only about 25% of all non-Jewish workers (i.e. 54% in col. 3 multiplied by the 47% in col. 2). The table compares the structures of
      non-agricultural, i.e. urban industries without regard to differences in weight of the latter in the total. A
      comparison of shares in the total can easily be made by multiplying the entries in columns 3 through 8 by
      those in column 2.
    


    
      Table 2  Distribution of the Non-Agricultural Labor Force (or Income Recipients) by Major
      Sectors, Jewish and Non-Jewish Population Compared, Ten Countries, Pre-World War II Year
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      Notes to Table 2:
    


    
      (a) Assigns two-thirds of clerks to trade and credit.
    


    
      (b) Averages of percentages for 1920 and 1934.
    


    
      Others excludes recipients of non-service incomes (pensions, property income, and the like), and the percentages
      of the sectors are recalculated upon this adjustment.
    


    
      Column 2 derived from Table 1, with additional information on U.S.S.R. in 1926 from Colin
      Clark, op. cit., p. 420.
    


    
      Sources are same as in Table 1, in particular Jakob Lestschinsky’s articles in Vol. I of
      The Jewish People, Past and Present, (New York: Jewish Encyclopedic Handbooks for the Central Yiddish
      Culture Organization, 1946), pp. 379-80, 399.
    


    
      By and large, the largest sector in the industrial structure of the Jewish gainfully occupied population is trade
      and finance (i.e. including banking and insurance). In all countries but Poland and the U.S.S.R. it is
      numerically the most important sector among the Jews; and in all countries without any exception its share among
      Jews is far greater than its share among the non-Jewish or total non-agricultural gainfully occupied population.
    


    
      The next important sectors are industry and handicrafts and the much smaller sector of public services and the
      professions. There is some keepsake diversity in the relation of the shares of these sectors among Jews to those
      among non-Jews. In all countries except Canada the share of industry and handicrafts among the Jews is lower than
      among the non-Jews—both groups outside of agriculture. In three countries, the U.S.S.R., Germany, and
      Czechoslovakia, the share among Jews of gainfully occupied in public service and professions is higher than among
      the non-Jews; in one, the U.S.A., it is about the same; in others it is lower. However, for the distribution of
      the total working population rather than just non-agricultural in all countries except
      Czechoslovakia, United States, and Germany, the shares of industry and handicrafts among Jews are higher than
      those among non-Jews. The same is true of the shares of the public services and professions sectors, but with
      four exceptions (Poland, Romania, Bulgaria, and Canada).
    


    
      The shares of two sectors—transportation and communication, and domestic and personal services—are distinctly
      lower among the Jewish nonagricultural working population than among the non-Jewish or total. In many cases these
      differences are so striking that even on the basis of total working population, the shares of these sectors are
      lower for Jews than for non-Jews. In other words, despite their greater urbanization, lower proportions of all
      Jews than of all non-Jews are engaged in transportation and communication—in all countries except Poland and the
      U.S.S.R.; and the same is true of the shares of domestic and personal services, in all countries for which this
      sector is shown separately.
    


    
      The reasons for this distinctive structure of non-agricultural sectors for Jews are not far to seek, and will
      become more apparent when we observe below some of the details. In general, trade and finance accounts for such
      large proportions of the non-agricultural Jewish population because small
      entrepreneurship is feasible; because heavy capital investment, either in commodities or in personal training is
      not required; and because the historical conditions under which Jewish minorities have operated for centuries,
      and which resulted in some ties among them, favored both the acquisition of skills and formation of useful links
      in the pursuit of trade and finance. The sector of industry and handicrafts, second in relative importance among
      the Jews, and far outweighing the next sector, attains this significance for primarily the same reason since it
      is small-scale industry and handicrafts that are dominant among Jews. Here again, as in trade and partly in
      connection with trade, a vast predominantly small-scale activity is possible, requiring neither heavy capital
      investment, nor dependence upon government monopolies or large corporations, nor as much reliance upon personally
      favorable relations between the producer and the consumer as is involved in many of the professions. Finally the
      share of Jewish gainfully occupied accounted for by the sector of public service and professions is a reflection
      of the economic growth of a Jewish minority, since its status is high and can be reached only after sizable
      investment in personal training. It is not an accident that its shares are far lower than those of trade and
      industry; nor that they are usually lower in the underdeveloped than in the developed countries, or lower within
      the latter countries with Jewish minorities of more recent origin.
    


    
      Likewise, the rather low shares of the total of Jewish gainfully occupied in transportation and communication,
      and in domestic and personal services, are not difficult to explain. Since the former is dominated by large
      corporations or government, the Jewish minority may be discriminated against either legally or tacitly but still
      effectively.
    


    
      There is a somewhat different situation in the sector of domestic and personal services: the demand for some of
      the more lucrative types of activity depends not so much upon purely economic, objective criteria—it may not be
      easy to apply—but on social and other conventions that a minority, assigned a low social scale, is not equipped
      to meet. Other important factors here are the low economic levels (of domestic service, in particular) and the
      separation from one’s community, which make pursuit far more unpalatable for a member of a minority than for one
      of a majority.
    


    
      3. Inter-country Differences in Industrial Structure
    


    
      The inter-country differences in the distribution of the Jewish non-agricultural population are fairly
      substantial. Thus, the share of trade and finance among Jews ranges from a low of 26
      percent in the U.S.S.R., to a high of 63 percent in Germany; and the share of the industry sector ranges from a
      low of about 23 percent in Germany to a high of about 47 percent in Poland. True, some of the difference is due
      to a difference in the dates for which we have information, but the range would still be wide for one and the
      same year.
    


    
      How are such inter-country differences to be explained? Tentatively, we can explore two possible groups of
      determinants: the relative size of the Jewish population engaged in nonagricultural pursuits, compared with the
      total so engaged; the industrial structure of a country’s non-Jewish nonagricultural population. Other conditions
      being equal, a relatively high proportion of Jews to total population, both in non-agricultural pursuits, will
      mean low proportions among Jews of those sectors to which they have easy access, which they prefer, and which
      they are likely to saturate first; and high proportions among them of those sectors to which they turn less
      willingly. Other conditions being equal, a high share of a sector in non-Jewish, nonagricultural
      population—higher than in other countries—will mean a higher share of that sector among Jews in that country than
      among Jews in other countries. In other words, unless complicated by other forces, inter-country differences in
      the industrial structure of Jews will tend to follow the pattern of inter-country differences in the industrial
      structure of the majority nonagricultural populations.
    


    
      The extent to which the actual associations follow these hypotheses is indicated by the measures in Table 3. The comparison is not of actual values, but of ranks—i.e. the position in an orderly array
      of values. The measure of association is the Spearman rank correlation coefficient which varies from +1 for
      complete positive association to −1 for complete negative association.6
    


    
      We computed the coefficient for all the countries in Table 2 (11, replacing Czechoslovakia
      by its two, rather distinct, parts). Then we computed it for 8, omitting the U.S.S.R., U.S.A., and Canada. We
      excluded the U.S.S.R. because its authoritarian control may have caused allocations, both among Jews and
      non-Jews, that were scarcely in free response to economic factors; we excluded the U.S.A. and Canada because they
      are far more advanced economies than the other countries, and because at least in Canada, the Jewish minority is
      of such recent origin that it may reflect conditions different from those in other countries, where the Jewish
      minorities have existed for a much longer period.
    


    
      Table 3  Association Between Inter-Country Differences in Industrial Structure of Jews and
      Inter-Country Differences in other Variables
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      Notes:
    


    
      *  – Significant (well below the 5% level)
    


    
      **  – Barely significant
    


    
      Tests of significance for the coefficient (Spearman) as given in M. G.
    


    
      Kendall, Rank Correlation Methods (London: Charles Griffin and Co., 1948), 49 and Table
      4.
    


    
      Since a measure other than 0 is possible even when there is
      no association merely because of random errors—the coefficient must be sizable to have any meaning; and the fewer
      the cases, the larger the coefficient must be. We therefore applied tests of the statistical significance to the
      coefficients, based largely on probability of getting a value as large as or larger than the given one on the
      assumption of no-association but allowing for random errors. We starred the measures in Table
      3 that proved statistically significant, using one asterisk to indicate significance at a fairly exacting
      level or two for a somewhat lower level.
    


    
      The findings suggested by Table 3 can now be summarized:
    


    
      (a) The higher the proportion of Jews to total non-agricultural population, the lower the share among Jews of
      trade and finance (line 1, col. 1 and 2). This negative association is particularly true for the sample of 8
      countries.
    


    
      A glance at Table 2 reveals the countries that make for this association: in Poland,
      Hungary, Romania, Slovakia-Carpatho-Ruthenia, with high proportions of Jews to total nonagricultural population,
      the shares among Jews of those engaged in trade and finance are relatively low; in Germany, Bohemia, and
      Bulgaria, with low proportions of Jews to total nonagricultural population, the shares among Jews of the trade
      and finance sector are quite high. This evidence therefore supports our hypothesis. And this hypothesis of the
      limited absorption capacity of the trade and finance sector will become more plausible when we consider the
      degree of specialization of Jews within that sector: if they are confined to only some branches of the sector,
      the limits upon the number that can be absorbed are that much lower.
    


    
      (b) A negative association also exists between the proportion of Jews, total non-agricultural population and the
      share among Jews of the public services and professions (line 1, col. 5 and 6). Here the limit of absorption
      capacity would also operate. However, the correlation measures are not statistically significant, perhaps because
      the shares of this sector among Jews (and non-Jews) are, in general, low and erratic. There are also differences
      here among countries with respect to legal limitations and freedom of entry, which may not be associated with the
      proportions of Jews to total nonagricultural population.
    


    
      (c) There is distinct positive association between the proportion of Jews to total nonagricultural population and
      the share among Jews of the industry-handicrafts sector (line 1, col. 3 and 4). In other words, where the Jews
      form a substantial enough fraction of the nonagricultural population to saturate the trade and the professional
      sectors, i.e. reach the limit of absorption there, they are found in larger proportions
      in the industry-handicrafts sector. The association should, perhaps, not be stated in this form since it
      suggests, perhaps unwarrantedly, selection as a matter of conscious choice. It may well be a combination of
      historical conditions and the reactions of the majority, rather than the choice of the minority.
    


    
      (d) If a higher proportion of Jews to the total nonagricultural population is associated with low shares among
      Jews of the trade and the professions sector and with a high share of the industry sector, the inter-country
      differences of shares among Jews of the trade and the professions sectors should be positively associated; and of
      the shares of trade and industry, or of industry and professions, negatively associated.
    


    
      We do find, by and large, a negative association between the shares among Jews in trade and industry, and
      professions and industry (line 2, col. 1 and 2, and col. 3 and 4). In other words, in countries where the shares
      of trade among the Jews is high, the shares of industry among the Jews is low, and vice versa; and a similar
      relation exists between the shares among the Jews of the professions and the industry sectors.
    


    
      (e) What is the effect of the industrial structure of the majority population (outside of agriculture) on the
      industrial structure of the Jews? By and large, in countries where the share of trade among the Jews is
      relatively high, its share among the non-Jews is also relatively high—i.e. as compared with non-Jews in other
      countries; and vice versa (line 3, col. 1 and 2). But the association for this sector is barely significant; and
      for the shares among Jews and among non-Jews of the industry and of the public services and professions sectors,
      the coefficients are statistically significant (col. 3, 4, 5, and 6).
    


    
      The general impression left by Table 3 is that inter-country differences in the proportion
      of Jews to total non-agricultural population are a major determinant of inter-country differences in the shares
      among Jews of the trade, industry, and public services and professions sectors—particularly of the former
      two.7
    


    
      4. Specialization within Trade and Finance
    


    
      We can further our understanding of the distinctive economic structure of the Jews by examining the components
      within the trade, industry, and public service and professions sectors. These more detailed aspects may shed
      additional light on the economic characteristics of the Jews, and may reveal the specific roles of the Jews
      within the broader economic framework of their countries of residence. The shares accounted for by various industries within the total of all Jewish gainfully occupied persons (including or
      excluding those in agriculture), like those in Tables 1 and 2, will,
      show which, among the several branches within a major sector, are the larger, in the sense of engaging
      substantial proportions of the total Jewish population. The proportions that Jews are of the total gainfully
      occupied in any industry will show those in which the Jews, because of their distinctive structure, play a major
      role despite the fact that they are only a small minority in the total population of the country.8
    


    
      For the more detailed breakdown within the trade sector, we have only illustrative data, but they are quite
      suggestive and warrant discussion.9 We summarize them in tentative
      generalizations, and then illustrate them—without attempting proof.
    


    
      (a) Within trade and finance, it is commodity credit that is by far the most important sector—certainly when
      measured by numbers engaged.
    


    
      To illustrate: in Poland in 1921, the total number of Jews in trade andfinance was 342.6 thousand, about 35
      percent of Jewish gainfully occupied (including agriculture) and close to 40 percent of Jewish gainfully occupied
      outside of agriculture. But of this total, commodity trade accounted for 288.7 thousand and other types of trade
      (mostly brokerage etc.) for another 14.8 thousand. In Romania in 1913, of the total of 33.4 thousand Jews in
      trade and finance, only 1.2 thousand were engaged in banking, insurance, and money-exchange; only 3.5 thousand
      were engaged in restaurants and cafes, included under this sector; and the balance of over 28 thousand were all
      in commodity trade (including brokers, agents, etc.). In Germany in 1907, of some 145.6 thousand Jews in trade,
      etc., over 125 thousand were in commodity trade (again including brokers, agents, etc.).
    


    
      (b) There is further specialization within trade in the sense that few important branches of the latter account
      for most of the Jews so engaged. Relevant data are not easily available, but some can be cited. In the data for
      Romania for 1913, of some 20 thousand Jews gainfully occupied in commodity trade and distributed by branches,
      over 17 thousand were in four branches—textiles; groceries; wholesale cattle, grain, fish, and vegetables; and
      retail fruit and vegetables. In New York City in 1937, of the 164 thousand Jewish gainful workers in retail
      trade, food stores and the apparel group (2 of the 10 branches distinguished) accounted for 107 thousand.
    


    
      (c) Because of this distinctive structuring of Jews within the broad sector of trade and finance, the proportion
      of Jews in the total of all engaged in some branches is high enough to suggest “dominance” by Jews.
    


    
      There are three aspects of specialization in the economic structure of Jews which lead to this numerical
      dominance in selected branches of the countrywide economy. The first is the large
      proportion of Jews in a broad sector, like trade and finance. Clearly, if the Jews engaged in trade are 50
      percent of all Jews, if gainfully occupied in trade are 20 percent of the total of all gainfully occupied, and if
      the Jews are 10 percent of the total working force, then the proportion of Jews among all engaged in trade will
      be 25 percent, i.e. (50% of 10%) related to 20%. The second is the concentration of Jews in certain branches of
      trade, which has just been noted. Thus, if of the Jews in trade and finance, 80 percent are in retail grocery
      trade (to use an extreme example), and the retail grocery trade accounts for 5 percent of the total gainfully
      occupied, then the proportion of Jews among all gainfully occupied in the retail grocery trade will be 80
      percent, i.e. (80% of 50% of 10%) related to 5%, and they become dominant in that particular field. The third
      aspect is the regional concentration of Jews. The percentages cited so far relate to relatively large areas.
      Within any given state, say Poland and Czechoslovakia, there are distinctive areas—either regions or urban
      communities—in which the Jews are heavily represented and in which, therefore, their shares in certain sectors
      and branches may be far greater than for the country as a whole.
    


    
      There is abundant evidence on this point, of which one example should suffice. In the United States in 1937, the
      proportion of Jews to total was 3.7%; in New York City it was 28%. In the United States the share of Jews in
      total gainfully occupied in trade in that year was 9 percent; in New York City it was over 41 percent.
      Specialization within trade could readily account for a proportion of Jews in the food stores group of over 58
      percent and in retail apparel group of 80 percent.
    


    
      (d) Tentatively, it can be suggested that dominant proportions of Jews, if found, would be in finished consumer
      good trade—food products, textiles, clothing and leatherware, furniture and household goods, and
      jewelry—particularly in the larger cities. On the other hand, in branches of commodity trade concerned with
      producer goods—construction materials, or heavy metal products—the proportions of Jews to the total engaged would
      be low.10
    


    
      In New York City in 1937, where the share of Jewish gainful workers is over 50 percent in food stores, apparel,
      household group and furniture, and drug stores, it is only 12.4 percent in the automotive group. In Romania in
      1913, where the share of Jews in the total is highest in furniture and household furnishings, jewelry, textiles,
      and leather, it is low (but not lowest) in iron, wood, and chemical products. In Riga, in Latvia in 1924, where
      35.1 percent of all retail stores were in Jewish hands, over 60 percent of the leather goods, jewelry, notions,
      tobacco, clothing and shoes, and linen and wool textiles stores were Jewish. The
      generalization is also supported by similar findings for industry, where we shall observe a parallel
      concentration in small scale, consumer goods industries.
    


    
      5. Specialization within the Industry Sector
    


    
      In all countries in our sample, industry includes mining, manufacturing and construction. In some countries,
      industry also includes the non-transportation utilities—water supply, electricity, gas. However, the latter
      branch is small in terms of number engaged and its occasional inclusion does not affect comparability
      significantly.
    


    
      In Table 4 the available data were reduced to a manageable number of branches by putting
      mining, chemicals, and whenever given, the nontransportation utilities into the residual, “other” subgroup. But
      the detail is sufficient to indicate the distinctive characteristics of specialization of Jews within the
      industry sector.
    


    
      (a) The most important branch, measured by the proportion of Jews in the industry sector, is clothing (including
      in some countries the numerically much smaller cleaning industry). It ranges from about 30 to over 50 percent of
      all Jews engaged in industry. In contrast, the proportion of non-Jews in the industry sector engaged in clothing
      ranges from below 10 to somewhat over 20 percent. Scattered information suggests that this over-representation of
      Jews in the clothing industry is likely to be true of other countries, including the United States and Canada.
    


    
      (b) The next largest branch is the food industry (including drinks and tobacco)—the proportion ranging from about
      8 to about 20 percent. In every country in our sample, except Romania, its share among Jews is larger than among
      non-Jews.
    


    
      (c) The two other branches of industry whose shares among Jews appear to be larger than among non-Jews are
      leather (including furs) and printing and paper. These are largely finished consumer goods industries (shoes, fur
      articles, books, etc.). However, they account for relatively minor fractions of gainfully occupied within
      industry, whether among Jews or among non-Jews.
    


    
      (d) The shares of textiles, metals, construction, and “other” (largely chemicals, mining) among Jews engaged in
      industry are significantly below the shares among non-Jews (or total population) engaged in industry. Although
      the shares of the metal industries among Jews reflect the Jewish concentration in the jewelry and precious metal
      branches, they are on the whole only about half of those among non-Jews.
    


    
      Table 4  Distribution by Branches within the Industry Sector, Jews and Non-Jews Compared,
      Selected Countries
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      Notes to Table 4:
    


    
      (a)Paper is included with leather
    


    
      (b)The sum of Bohemia, Slovakia, and Carpatho-Ruthenia.
    


    
      Sources:
    


    
      Lines 1-4: from Zeitschrift für Demographie und Statistik der Juden, February and March, 1906, pp. 9-21 and
      43.
    


    
      Lines 5-8: ibid., Jan.-March 1919, pp. 19ff.
    


    
      Lines 9-11: ibid., June 1911, p. 86.
    


    
      Lines 12-14: from Jakob Lestschinsky, Weltwirtscaftliches Archiv, vol. 32, 1930, pp. 582-93 and 595.
    


    
      Line 15: from Arthur Ruppin, Die Soziologie der Juden, vol. I, Berlin, 1930, p. 434.
    


    
      Lines 16-18: same sources as lines 12-14 and 15.
    


    
      Lines 19-21: same source as lines 12-14.
    


    
      (e) The relatively low shares of the textile branch among
      Jews are in sharp contrast to the higher shares among them of the related clothing industries. However, textiles
      are large scale, factory organized industries; in many countries access to them of Jews is not easy; and the Jews
      within the industry sector tend to concentrate in hand trades and small scale enterprises, with a strong leaning
      toward individual entrepreneurship.
    


    
      (f) With heavy concentration of Jews in one or two branches within industry, and no similar concentration among
      non-Jews, the distribution of the former among the several branches distinguished is necessarily more “unequal.”
      In other words, the Jewish minority does not have as “balanced” an industrial distribution as the non-Jewish
      majority. This “imbalance” can be indicated by a rough calculation, which measures the deviations (plus and
      minus) of the shares for the 9 branches distinguished in Table 4 from hypothetically equal
      shares for all branches (11.1 percent, or one ninth of 100 percent).
    


    
      
        
          	
            

          

          	
            
              Line Numbers in Table 4
            

          

          	
            
              Sum of Deviations (Signs Disregarded) from Equal Distribution among 9 Branches
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Country and Year
            

          

          	

          	
            
              Jews
            

          

          	
            
              Non-Jews
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Russia, 1897
            

          

          	
            
              2 and 3
            

          

          	
            
              70.6
            

          

          	
            
              45.0
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Austria, 1910
            

          

          	
            
              6 and 7
            

          

          	
            
              69.4
            

          

          	
            
              43.8
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Germany, 1907
            

          

          	
            
              9 and 10
            

          

          	
            
              79.7
            

          

          	
            
              47.4
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Romania, 1913
            

          

          	
            
              12 and 13
            

          

          	
            
              87.1
            

          

          	
            
              55.1
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Poland, 1921
            

          

          	
            
              16 and 17
            

          

          	
            
              79.7
            

          

          	
            
              41.7
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Czechoslovakia, 1921
            

          

          	
            
              19 and 20
            

          

          	
            
              67.6
            

          

          	
            
              53.3
            

          
        

      
    


    
      (g) It follows that the proportion of Jews among the total occupied in some branches of industry is far greater
      than the proportion of Jews to total population in industry as a whole. But even in clothing, the most
      “over-represented” branch, Jews are well below the majority of the total engaged. However, following the lines
      already suggested, it would be possible to find among some narrower divisions of the clothing industry, as well
      as in some within metals (jewelry, etc.), branches in which Jews would be in the preponderant majority of all
      occupied or attached.
    


    
      6. Specialization Within the Public Service and Professions Sector
    


    
      This sector accounts for moderate proportions of both Jewish and total gainfully occupied population, ranging
      from 3 to about 15 percent. But it is of special interest because of the high level of skill required its relative importance to society. Unfortunately, qualitative variations within the sector are
      wide and it is difficult to secure meaningful and comparable statistics. Even if we exclude the military
      services, we are left with a variety of skills and economic productivity ranging from routine clerical jobs, on
      the one hand, to activities of highly trained academic personnel or distinguished people in art or public
      service, on the other. The data can at best only be suggestive; and Table 5 is limited to a
      few cases that reveal a range of extremes.
    


    
      (a) The proportion of Jews engaged in public service is likely to be quite low in many countries, largely because
      of legal restrictions. This is obviously the reason for the low share of public service among Jews in Russia in
      1897 and in Poland in 1931. But even when no legal limitations exist, the proportion of public service employment
      within the total sector is likely to be lower among the Jews than among the non-Jews, as was the case in Germany
      in 1907. So long as there is some discrimination, and so long as the Jewish minority is reluctant to trust its
      economic future to the conditions of government service, the share of the latter within the total sector is
      likely to be moderate and lower than for the country’s majority.
    


    
      (b) The limitations on government service extend into education and culture and the health services. Yet both
      loom large among the total body of Jews attached to the sector because, despite restrictions, Jews can find
      employment opportunities in these fields. Specialization may be a factor in this. If government-operated schools
      are restricted, there is greater concentration of Jews in private education. If government hospitals and public
      health offices are restricted, there is a concentration of Jews in private health services.
    


    
      (c) The data here exclude many professionally trained persons attached to other industries (engineers, chemists,
      etc.); and limitation to four professional groups in Table 5 is a simplification. If the
      distribution were more complete and detailed, the specialization of Jews in a few professional pursuits would be
      more apparent.
    


    
      (d) There is some semblance of a pattern in the structure of the professions themselves (excluding government
      service) associated with the economic phase of development of a country, and in its effects on the specialization
      of Jews within the sector. It is perhaps not an accident that the proportion of the religious branch is largest
      in Russia in 1897, distinctly lower in Poland in 1931, and so very much lower in Germany in 1907. The high ratio
      in Russia in 1897 is due to the inclusion of a large service element connected with synagogues, burial places,
      and religious schools. By contrast, in Germany because of
      secularization and because of the higher professional standards of increasing number of Jews the percentage in
      the religious branch is low—and among both Jews and non-Jews. Similar shifts in the relative importance of
      education and culture and of the health services also take place, the former falling and the latter rising with
      the rise in the economic level of the country, in general, and of the Jews in particular. Again, more detailed
      data would probably reveal corollary shifts within the education group from predominance of elementary types of
      education, perhaps largely religious, to a greater proportion in the higher levels of secular academic education,
      and to broader cultural pursuits.
    


    
      Table 5  Distribution Within the Public-Service and Professions Sector, Jews and Non-Jews
      Compared, Selected Countries
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      Sources:
    


    
      Lines 1-4: see source for lines 1-4 in Table 4.
    


    
      Lines 5-7: Arthur Ruppin, Die Soziologie der Juden, Vol. I, Berlin 1930, p. 488.
    


    
      Lines 8-10: Raphael Mahler, “Jews in Public Service in Poland, 1918-39,” Jewish Social Studies, October
      1944, pp. 290-350, particularly Table VII, p. 288.
    


    
      (e) Because of differentiation within the professional categories and the specialization of Jews in them,
      dominance of Jews in some categories can easily be found—despite the relatively low percentages for the broader
      branches in Table 5. In Poland in 1931, Jews accounted for 18.8 percent of the health
      services, but the proportion of Jews among private physicians was 56 percent. In Hungary in 1920, the proportion
      of Jews in legal service was 27.5 percent, but among the lawyers their proportion was 50.6 percent. These
      examples for single professions with a specific employment status could easily be multiplied.
    


    
      7. Distribution by Employment Status
    


    
      In the preceding discussion we have already referred to a trend among the Jews toward independent economic
      activity, and—often because of discrimination and obstacles—away from employee status within large scale
      enterprises, private or public. This economic characteristic of Jews can be substantiated by evidence on the
      distribution of Jews among employers or self-employed (such as artisans, independent professionals, etc.), white
      collar or salaried employees, and manual workers. Table 6 presents the data for the total
      body of gainfully occupied outside of agriculture, Jews and non-Jews for half a dozen countries.11
    


    
      The conclusions are unmistakable. Generally, the proportion among Jews of employers or self-employed is high,
      ranging from over a third to close to two-thirds of all gainfully occupied outside of agriculture. And, more
      important, the proportions are invariably much higher than those for the non-Jewish majority, again outside of
      agriculture. The contrast, Poland, Germany, and Czechoslovakia, is particularly striking.
    


    
      Table 6  Distribution by Employment Status, Gainfully Occupied Population Outside of
      Agriculture, Jews and Non-Jews Compared, Six Countries
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      Notes to Table 6:
    


    
      (a)Sum of 3 sectors only—trade and finance, industry, and public-services plus professions.
    


    
      Lines 1-10: Jakob Lestschinsky, The Jewish People, Past and Present, (New York: Jewish Encyclopedic
      Handbooks for the Central Yiddish Culture Organization, 1946), vol. I, p. 383.
    


    
      Lines 11-12: based on Jakob Lestschinsky, Weltwirtschaftliches Archiv, 1930, vol. 32, p. 93.
    


    
      The share of salaried workers among the Jews is far smaller than that of
      “independents,” and sometimes smaller and sometimes larger than the share for non-Jews. In Germany, Hungary, and
      Czechoslovakia the share among Jews is larger than that among non-Jews; in the U.S.S.R., and in Romania, they are
      about the same; in Poland the share among the Jews is distinctly smaller. All one can say then is that the shares
      must be affected by complexes of factors that differ materially from country to country, and probably from time
      to time; and that no general characteristic of Jews with respect to the share of salaried employees in total
      population outside of agriculture can be distinguished. However, since the proportion
      of working population outside of agriculture is much higher among the Jews than among non-Jews and since there
      are few salaried employees in agriculture, the proportions of salaried employees among Jews may, in terms of
      population including agriculture, well be higher than among the non-Jewish majority.
    


    
      The share of manual workers is far lower among the Jews than it is among the non-Jewish majority—both outside of
      agriculture. This, of course, has to be the result, since “independents” claimed much larger shares among the
      Jews than among the non-Jews, and since the shares of salaried employees do not differ equally in the opposite
      direction. But the disparity in the shares of manual workers is striking enough to be significant. In Germany and
      Czechoslovakia, the two countries in which the ratio of Jews to total gainfully occupied population outside of
      agriculture is particularly low, the absolute level of the share of manual workers among Jews is also low; and
      correspondingly, the difference between it and the share among the non-Jews is particularly high.
    


    
      This comment suggests an aspect of employment status that is not evident in Table 6. In the
      nonagricultural sectors of a country’s economy the demand for various types of labor—ranging from entrepreneur to
      the annual wage earner—differs. Thus, trade and finance require few manual workers whereas some major branches of
      industry require many. Since the economic structure of Jews is noted for greater concentration in trade and the
      consumer goods industries, this specialization may, in itself, make higher shares of “independents” and salaried
      employees and lower shares of manual workers. To what extent is the distinctive structure by employment status
      among Jews observed within each major sector? If within a given sector the distribution of Jews by employment
      status were identical with the distribution of non-Jews, the ratio of Jews to all in the sector would be the same
      for employers and independents, for salaried employees, and for manual workers—and would equal the ratio of all
      Jews engaged in the sector to total population so engaged. However, if in a given sector the proportion of
      employers among Jews is greater than among the non-Jews, the ratio of Jewish employers to total in the sector
      would be greater than say the ratio of Jewish manual workers to total manual workers.
    


    
      It is in this light that we can interpret the findings in Table 7. Generally, within trade,
      within industry, within the public service and professions sector, separately, and for every country, the share
      of Jews among the total of all employers and independents is higher than the share of Jews among the total of all
      engaged. Again invariably, except for Romania where the numbers in the public service
      and professions sector are quite small, the share of Jews among all manual workers is lower than the share of
      Jews among the total gainfully occupied. In other words, the higher shares among Jews of employers and
      independents and the lower shares of manual workers are found for each of the three major sectors.
    


    
      8. Some General Implications
    


    
      The brief sketch of the economic characteristics of Jews suggested some distinctive features—specialization in
      some nonagricultural sectors, particularly trade in consumer goods, production of finished consumer goods, such
      as clothing and food products, and in independent professions; and concentration, as far as employment status is
      concerned, in the employer and self-employed worker group. This specialization and concentration means, of
      course, under-representation in other sectors (agriculture, mining, heavy industries, and communication and
      transportation); among manual workers in general, and quite often among salaried employees in certain sectors.
    


    
      For a clear picture of the economic structure of the Jews, the data are woefully inadequate. In many countries,
      the basic country-wide statistics do not distinguish Jews, either for lack of interest or because emphasis on
      religious affiliation would only sharpen minority cleavages. In other countries, where no such hesitation is
      felt, the data are limited to the kind associated with population censuses. This type of information covers the
      occupational and industrial attachment—and it is such data that were utilized above; but it can tell us little
      about other important aspects of economic structure and life—size and distribution of wealth, size and
      distribution of income, the earnings and savings patterns of minorities and majorities, and the like. No such
      information is available, barring some exceptional cases (e.g. the religious tax returns in Germany which are of
      doubtful value even for the small group covered—let alone for the study of the economics of world Jewry) and none
      is likely to be collected in the future, with the single exception of that case sui generis, the Jewish
      majority in Israel.
    


    
      If one then asks what the distinctive economic structure of Jews with respect to their industrial, occupational,
      and employment status means for their overall economic performance—in absolute levels and compared with that of
      the total population of their country of residence, no unequivocal answer can be given. But some implications can
      be explored and we conclude the section by commenting briefly on three general aspects
      of the economic characteristics of Jews that have been discussed so far: (a) the connection with concentration of
      Jews in urban communities; (b) the implications for the general level and distribution of income among Jews,
      compared with the general level and the distribution of income of the majority; (c) the meaning of “dominance” by
      Jews within selected sectors of a country’s economy.
    


    
      Table 7  Percentage Shares of Jews to Total, by Employment Status Within Major Sectors
      Outside of Agriculture, Six Countries
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      Sources:
    


    
      (a)Column 7: lines 1-4 for sum of the three sectors below (see source in Table 6).
    


    
      Columns 2–6: based on Jakob Lestschinsky, The Jewish People, Past and Present, (New York: Jewish
      Encyclopedic Handbooks for the Central Yiddish Culture Organization, 1946), Vol. I, pp. 379-381 and p. 389.
    


    
      (a) That Jews are largely city dwellers is a common and familiar fact. But the extent to which Jews have
      concentrated in the larger urban communities, and the links between this process and the specialization in the
      various branches of the industrial, occupational, and economic status system of the country are not generally
      realized.
    


    
      The evidence on extent of urbanization, important for the question of the level of income and to some extent even
      of its size distribution, can be effectively presented by two brief citations. Both are from a paper by Dr.
      Lestschinsky published in 1930, and the data refer to the early or middle 1920’s:
    


    
      In the whole world there are 19 cities, each with over a million inhabitants. Five of these—two in China, two in
      Japan, and one in India—are omitted from the analysis because there are almost no Jews in the respective
      countries. We are left with 14 great, million-population, cities in Europe and the Americas. These largest
      centers of the civilized world were inhabited in 1925 by about 38 million people; among them about 3.5 million or
      9.2 percent were Jews, whereas the proportion of Jews in the total population of Europe and the Americas was
      about 2 percent. Europe and the Americas are inhabited presently by about 665 million persons. Hence, the 38
      million inhabitants of the great cities form about 5.7 percent of the total population. On these great continents
      there lived some 13.7 million Jews, of whom 25.4 percent were settled in the great cities, while the
      corresponding percentage for non-Jews was less than 4½ times as small (5.3 percent). If we calculate the
      proportion of Jews living in these great cities to the total of Jews in the whole world, the resulting share is
      23 percent. (see Weltwirtschaftliches Archiv, 1929, vol. 30, pp. 147* and 150*).
    


    
      The concentration of world Jewry in the giant cities may have increased since the mid-1920’s since there is a
      strong tendency in this direction in the United States and the relative weight of U.S. Jewry in the world total
      has increased appreciably. No elaborate proof is needed to conclude that a very high proportion of Jews lives not
      merely in urban communities, but in urban agglomerations—the giant cities or metropolitan areas, with
      multi-million total population.
    


    
      Moreover, the Jewish population is concentrated in large communities—not merely in large urban centers. In the
      same paper, Dr. Lestschinsky shows that of total world Jewry (at that time close to 15 million), well over a
      third lived in 34 Jewish communities, each of which comprised 50,000 Jews or more. And over half of all world
      Jews (55.3 percent) were estimated to live in places with Jewish communities of 10,000 or more.
    


    
      Like many other links within complex social problems, the relation between the distinctive economic structure of
      the Jews and their concentration in large cities, runs both ways. Short of an elaborate investigation, it is
      impossible to say whether the Jews are impelled to the large cities because only there can they practice the
      economic pursuits in which they specialize; whether they concentrate on the latter because they wish to live in
      large cities; or whether there are some common forces of which the economic structure and high degree of
      urbanization are a joint product. Perhaps it is not as important to know the precise cause as to recognize the
      close association that exists between these two aspects of the life of Jews. Clearly, if the community of feeling
      and cohesion among Jews impels them to live in groups of a minimum size and if they concentrate in certain
      branches of trade, consumer goods industries, and independent professions, this minimum group so engaged means
      necessarily a fairly sizable urban community. For no community (except an artificially set up capital city) can
      sustain more than a small proportion of its members engaged in highly specialized pursuits. In other words, a
      combination of desire on the part of Jews to live in close proximity to a sizable Jewish community, combined with
      the specialization by Jews in consumer-oriented economic pursuits—favored by large consumer
      aggregations—inevitably produces intensive urbanization among Jews. The usual proviso holds, of course, that no
      legal restraints exist and that therefore desires and strivings, both non-economic and economic, can be given
      relatively free rein. (There are also other non-economic causes, e.g. the greater anonymity and tolerance of
      large cities compared with small; but we are concerned here with economic arguments.)
    


    
      But the relation also runs the other way: concentration in large cities affects the economic structure of the
      Jews. Given some concentration of Jews in the cities, the younger generations will be born there; and immigration
      will tend to gravitate there. The effect on the younger generation is particularly important. Its horizon and
      outlook will be influenced by its environment; and those born in large cities will tend to remain within the
      range of economic and social opportunities offered by large cities, and not move to smaller communities or the
      countryside (except perhaps to suburbs of metropolitan communities). Those born in smaller cities, with their
      drive toward pursuits at economic levels higher than those of their parents—may well enter the more specialized
      trade or professional pursuits, which will induce movement to the larger urban centers.
      To repeat, concentration in larger cities, once attained, can in turn be a cause of continuation and acceleration
      of concentration by setting the patterns of life of the younger generations.
    


    
      (b) Since, in general, the per capita incomes of urban groups are higher than those of rural groups—and there is
      some tendency to gradation by size of city—the average income among Jews, with their concentration in the larger
      cities, should, for that reason, be higher than the countrywide average.
    


    
      But this differential is only one of many forces that determine the level of income among Jews. Unfortunately, in
      considering these additional determinants, we get little help from the findings concerning the distinctive
      economic structure by industry, occupation, employment status, or urbanization, if only because they may have
      such different meanings in terms of income yields, particularly for a relatively small minority, such as Jews.
    


    
      For example, let us assume that per capita income in trade is 20 percent higher than the countrywide per capita
      income and that Jews account for 50 percent of the gainfully occupied in trade. Can we assume that the Jews
      engaged in trade have a per capita income 20 percent higher than the countrywide level? Definitely not, since we
      also can assume that Jews are likely to be concentrated in some branches of trade or that they may be
      preponderantly owners of small establishments. It is conceivable that the per capita income of Jews in trade is
      40 percent above the countrywide average (and that of non-Jews, therefore, equals the countrywide average); or
      conversely, that the per capita income of Jews in trade is equal to the countrywide average, and that of non-Jews
      in trade is 40 percent above it. The point is that there is no way of passing from the industrial and employment
      status of Jews to the relation between their income level and that of the rest of the population, unless we knew
      the specific levels in all branches in which Jews are close to 100 percent of total occupied and these branches
      employ close to 100 percent of the Jewish population. No such data are available and no such conditions exist in
      any country with a sizable proportion of world Jewry.
    


    
      This argument also bears, of course, upon any inference from the greater urbanization among Jews. Granted that
      the per capita income of urban population is higher than that of rural population, or of total, yet in no country
      do the Jews even approach 100% of urban population; they constitute a much smaller fraction—no matter how
      narrowly one may limit the definition of urban population, or for that matter of large cities. Hence it is
      possible for total urban or large city population to have a per capita income above the
      country-wide, but for the Jews in the cities to have an income still higher or appreciably lower. And the
      likelihood that the per capita income of Jews would be different from that of the total urban, or even large
      city, population is strengthened by the fact that the economic structure of Jews is specific and different.
    


    
      We can, therefore, only speculate about the income (and corresponding wealth) position of the Jewish minority
      relative to that of majorities in the countries of residence. These speculations, which are useful only for
      channeling our thinking and further exploration, may be summarized as follows:
    


    
      (i) The per capita income of the Jewish minority could be above that of the majority and the total population
      under two conditions: legal limitations upon the economic activity of Jews must be relatively minor and the
      proportion of recent Jewish immigrants must be relatively moderate. Under such conditions, the skills and
      specialization of Jews in the pursuit of trade, industry, and the professions, with concentration in the larger
      cities, may well produce a per capita income above the countrywide average. If this situation prevails for some
      time, the well known middle class virtues of the Jews could produce a level of wealth holding that is on a per
      capita basis, also above average.
    


    
      The underlying assumption that in the majority, and in total population, the shares of the agricultural producers
      and of wage earners, both relatively low per capita income groups, are appreciably higher than among the Jews is
      true in practically all countries for which we have data. But the difficulty is that we have no hard and fast
      criteria for judging the conditions under which the inference was drawn. Whether legal discrimination is minor or
      major is a matter of judgment, which may easily vary from one observer to the next; and whether a given
      proportion of recent immigrants is moderate or not, is a question to which there is no unequivocal answer. By
      dint of study of experience we can in many cases conclude where the per capita income and wealth levels of the
      Jews can be inferred to be higher than those of total population. This situation may have prevailed during the
      first decade of this century, and perhaps later, in France, Germany, Italy, and the Scandinavian countries and
      perhaps even in England. But, until further data can be brought to bear on the question, we cannot be sure that
      at the end of the 19th century in Russia because of the legal limitations the per capita income of Jews might not
      have been at best equal or perhaps below the per capita income of total population; nor can we guess at the
      comparative levels of per capita income in the United States at the end of the last century or in the first
      decade of the 20th century when a large flow of new immigrants added sizable proportions to the resident body of
      Jews.
    


    
      (ii) The size distribution structure of income among Jews compared with that of the
      majority or total population, is subject to three different influences. First, since there is practically no
      agriculture and only a relatively small proportion of wage earners among Jews, the distribution of income among
      them should for that reason be less unequal than that of the majority. Second, since a greater proportion among
      Jews are entrepreneurs and self-employed, the distribution of income among Jews should be more unequal
      than among non-Jews. For the annual returns of “independents” are subject to sizable variations; and also the
      range of differences, on a longer term basis, is much wider for people pursuing economic activity independently
      than for employees whose compensation varies within the narrower range of fixed salaries or wage rates. Finally,
      where Jewish populations are subject to large additions by immigration, the differentiation between the more
      prosperous older residents and the poorer newcomers is likely to be greater for Jews than for the majority since
      the proportional additions of immigrants to the latter are likely to be far smaller; and the distribution of the
      income of Jews should be more unequal.12
    


    
      What is the balance of these influences working in opposite directions? It may well be that income and wealth
      inequality among Jews is wider than that of the urban population and perhaps even than that of total population.
      This is more likely for countries and periods where continued large immigration or legal restrictions operate to
      keep the mass of Jews at low economic levels. In other conditions, however, for an established and relatively
      stable Jewish minority, operating in conditions of economic freedom, the distribution of income is likely to be
      less unequal than for the majority.
    


    
      When and if wide inequality in distribution of income and wealth prevails, comparisons of per capita income and
      wealth levels of Jews with those of the majority or total population lose their significance. Finally, whenever
      it exists, wide divergence in economic fortunes among the Jews would add to their conspicuous and distinctive
      characteristics—forcing the attention of observers, hostile or sympathetic, to the presence of Jews both at the
      peak levels of economic attainment, few as they are, and at the poverty and social problem level where many more
      Jews would be.
    


    
      (c) Our last comment related to the meaning of “dominance” by Jews of certain branches of an economy, a subject
      which, for obvious reasons has attracted much emotion-charged discussion. If by dominance we mean high, say, over
      50 percent, proportion of Jews to the total engaged in a given economic field in a given area, then, assuming a
      desire for cohesion and specialization among the Jews, “dominance” must exist in some small and narrowly defined
      economic cells.
    


    
      But a high proportion of Jews to the total engaged in a specific field, in and of itself, represents no special
      advantage to the Jews, or to any minority similarly placed. The specialization is partly a result of lack of
      antecedent experience, partly a result of restrictions. Relatively complete domination of an industry means that
      the minority occupies both the high and the low positions within that industry, i.e. both profits from the better
      managed and successful units within that industry and loses from the worse managed and economically less
      productive opportunities. Consequently, unless the industry as a whole represents a highly advantageous
      sector of the economy, relatively to others, no particular economic advantage attaches to the minority in
      its “dominance” of an industry. Obviously, it would be better to occupy only the most profitable positions in an
      industry and move on to the most profitable positions in a variety of other industries. To repeat, the numerical
      “dominance” of Jews in a few narrowly defined segments would constitute an economic advantage only if these
      segments occupy a relatively high average position in the country’s economy and if within these segments the Jews
      occupy only the most profitable positions.
    


    
      That the particular segments of the economy in which Jews tend to be numerically dominant are economically the
      most advantageous is to be doubted in the recent century, trade, light consumer goods industries, and even the
      independent professions can hardly be put in that category. Nor is it clear that, despite the preponderance among
      them of employers and self-employed, Jews occupy the most advantageous positions economically within those
      segments in which they are dominant numerically. Granted the generally higher income levels of owners of large
      establishments, it must be stressed that the numerical basis for the greater shares of “independent” among Jews
      are the masses of poor artisans and petty traders. The specialization of Jews in the latter types of pursuit is
      more a matter of compulsion than of presumptive economic advantage—as the associations discussed in the preceding
      sections clearly indicate. The fact that with improving economic position and greater assimilation into the
      economy of their country of residence, the share of salaried employees among Jews rises—often at the expense of
      the share of employers and self-employed—is an indication that no lasting economic advantage can be attached to
      this aspect of “dominance.”
    


    
      In fact, where the high proportion of Jews is a matter of numbers, the result could best be interpreted as an
      economic disadvantage—an overcrowding into all the nooks and corners of one economic field, either because of
      restriction elsewhere or because of a desire to keep close to other members of the minority.
    


    
      None of the argument bars the possibility of economic dominance of another kind, not
      revealed by statistics on numbers, e.g. the control of assets or of wealth that may affect a large share of an
      economy or of some important branches. No data are available to provide a reliable picture of the share of Jews
      in the wealth of the countries of their residence. Nor is it clear that such data would shed much light. What
      would it mean if we found that Jews as a body hold say 10 percent of the stocks in the steel industry? Or for
      that matter, what would it mean, except for some propaganda purposes, if we found that a few members of the
      Jewish minority have large holdings in copper or aluminum—to the point of a major interest group?
    


    
      The reason for the questions is twofold. First, Jews may be a distinctive and cohesive minority in the community
      of their religious beliefs or historical heritage and in the patterns of their life and of work. But it is
      difficult to view their investments and financial activities (when the latter are their work) as an integral part
      of their functioning as members of a minority. Indeed, it can be argued that the financial investment activity of
      Jews as a whole, aside from that involved in their work, is neither distinguishable from that of the rest of the
      population, nor affected by their membership in the minority. This would be particularly the case in countries
      where legal conditions are not such as to compel them to act as permanent would-be refugees.
    


    
      The second reason is that exceptional individual cases among a minority hardly matter. That Mr. X, a Jew by some
      definition, is a wealthy individual with an imposing stock of financial claims on the copper industry has little
      significance in the economic life of the Jewish minority as a cohesive social group. For it is the functioning of
      the group as a whole that is decisive; whereas the attachment and the functioning of an individual or a small
      group is subject to the caprices of fortune and can never be strong enough to have much weight in the life of the
      minority—unless it enlists the latter through successful leadership. The bearing of this argument can be seen
      clearly by asking: assume that Mr. X separates himself from the minority, as is likely to happen, and in the next
      one or two generations merges into the majority? Would we then say that the Jewish minority, which at one time,
      through Mr. X, exercised claim on the copper industry, in a decade or two no longer does it?
    


    
      If this argument is at all valid, the burden of emphasis in the economic structure of the Jews must be on the
      basic patterns of life and work of the larger masses, and not on such peripheral matters as their behavior
      as investors, or on the conspicuous successes of some small group of individuals who
      may have attained high positions in the world of wealth. Any consideration of “dominance” of Jews must be related
      to the proportions of their numbers in the economic activities that absorb the masses of mankind; and in that
      sense “dominance”’ can be achieved only in narrow segments where it is an inevitable result of cohesion and
      specialization—and carries with it not only economic advantages but also disadvantages. The economic balance is
      uncertain, but it is likely to be negative since non-economic factors produce an allocation of Jews among
      pursuits different from those that would normally follow from a purely economic calculation of potential returns
      to given ability and resources.
    


    
      III. Trends and Displacement during the Last Century
    


    
      In the preceding section we dealt with the economic characteristics of Jews in the Diaspora at a recent point of
      time before World War II and reaching back only to fill out the picture. The cross-section analysis has
      undertaken to establish some common distinctive feature of the economic structure of at least the major Jewish
      communities in the world.
    


    
      Little attention was paid to trends in the structure, to the evolution that it might have undergone. Nor did we
      consider, in viewing world Jewry as a unit, the shifts in the relative importance of various communities and the
      corresponding changes in the level and structure of the economic functions and product of world Jewry. Yet both
      these aspects are of obvious importance. It seems most likely that the long term changes in level and structure
      of the economic life of Jews within a country, while following to some extent those characterizing the economic
      life of the majority, would still differ from them—as we already suggested above in dealing with economics of
      small minorities in general. At any rate, it is of interest to see what these changes are within some relatively
      recent period, long enough to give us some perspective.
    


    
      Such a review of trends in numbers and in volume of economic performance, of long term changes in the economic
      structure of all or at least the largest Jewish communities should yield two valuable results. First, we could
      ascertain whether a common pattern of growth is followed by Jewish communities in different parts of the world;
      and how this pattern compares with that in the economic growth of the majorities in the countries in which large
      groups of Jews reside. Second, with the data available over a long period in all countries in which, at any time
      during the period the Jewish groups were substantial proportions of world Jewry, we
      could see the long term shifts in the distribution of the latter among the various countries and among the
      several levels and patterns of growth. In a sense, then, we could study the economic evolution of world Jewry as
      an amalgam of trends in level and structure within the major Jewish communities with the shifting weights of
      these several communities in the total Jewish population of the world.
    


    
      While there are approximate estimates of the numbers of Jews in several countries extending back over a century,
      the data on the economic life and structure are exceedingly scanty—especially on a comparable and comprehensive
      basis over a period long enough to permit an adequate view of trends, However, the changes and displacements in
      numbers alone have been sufficiently striking to determine in an important way the economic evolution of World
      Jewry; and there are some scattered data relating directly to economic structure that should shed some light on
      the trends at least since the end of the 19th century. It is, therefore, possible, if only in a sketchy way and
      by some heroic manipulation of data, to study the broad lines of economic dynamics—at least for the major groups
      of Jews. The questions which even such a sketchy review raises are sufficiently important and clearly enough
      suggested by the data to justify the attempt.
    


    
      This attempt comprises a review of trends in three Jewish communities (or complexes of such): Eastern European
      Jews, with primary emphasis on those that used to reside within the Tsarist Russian Empire; Jews in the United
      States; and the Palestine-Israel Jewish community.
    


    
      1. Russian and Eastern—European Jews
    


    
      a. Growth and Decline in Numbers
    


    
      We begin with this group for two reasons: until about 1880 it accounted for well over two-thirds of world Jewry,
      and from the first quarter of the 19th century, it fed, through migration, the Jewish communities in other
      countries—in particular the two major Jewish communities of today in United States and in Israel.
    


    
      In 1825, the Eastern European Jews, numbering some 2.4 million, accounted for over 70 percent of all Jews in the
      world (Table 8, Part A). The precise reasons why such a large proportion concentrated in a
      relatively narrow area on the western boundary of the Russian Empire and on the eastern boundary of West and
      Central Europe cannot be reviewed here; and yet they have some bearing upon the
      subsequent economic evaluation of Eastern European Jews and hence also of the major Jewish communities that are
      their offshoots. The long historical process by which the Jews were carried from the Mediterranean, and largely
      through Western and Central Europe to this Eastern European area and were hemmed in, as it were, between the
      hostile Western rear and the hostile eastern front can hardly be recounted here, and
      will be assumed. We also have to assume knowledge that in these areas of concentration, long standing limitations
      on pursuits open to Jews resulted in specialization in trade and certain types of handicrafts. But two aspects of
      this result of long history must be stressed. First, while the extent of legal restriction and freedom varied
      from country to country within the Eastern European area, the dominant proportion of Eastern European Jewry—that
      within the Russian Empire and in Romania among others—was under control of a government that was both hostile to
      Jews as a distinctive minority and none too capable of pursuing an intelligent policy. In consequence, there was
      an ever present pressure upon the life and economic opportunities of Eastern European Jews that could easily have
      increased as time went on. Second, despite this hostility, the majority power, particularly in Russia, exercised
      sway over a vast empire and, granted the misery produced by some of its discriminative legislation, protected
      even the Jewish minority from extensive physical dangers and gave them some chance to grow—without being
      decimated by massacres of the Chmielnicki or Hitler type.
    


    
      Table 8A  Growth of Russian and East European Jewry, Compared with that of World Jewry Part
      A – 1825-1925
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      Sources: Based on Jakob Lestschinsky in Weltwirtschaftliches Archiv, vol. 50, 1929, p. 132.
    


    
      This latter circumstance, in association with the economic and other conditions, explains the remarkable growth
      in numbers of Eastern European Jews from 1825 to 1880. The rate was appreciably greater than that for Jews in the
      rest of the world (or among Western European Jews); and it was greater than that for the total populations of
      many European countries of the period. On the demographic side it was largely the result of a fairly high birth
      rate combined with a gradually declining death rate, resulting from the spread of some of the modern medical and
      health measures; and on the economic side it was largely sustained by the fact that this rapidly growing group
      was a small minority in a large country with a wide potential of growth—even though one that was hemmed in within
      the Western provinces which constituted the Jewish Pale.
    


    
      It is this rise, which added 3.6 million Jews of some 4.3 total additions to world Jewry in 1825-1880, that
      provided the base for further growth and the reservoir from which, through migration, the major Jewish
      communities elsewhere were either created or strengthened. This migration either westward within Europe or
      overseas rose from a trickle before the 1880’s to a wide stream before World War I, to continue with
      interruptions and at a greatly reduced rate up to World War II.
    


    
      The increase in emigration to a sizable volume largely accounts for the decline in the rate of increase of
      Eastern European Jews from 1880 to 1900 as compared with the earlier decades.
      Emigration during these 20 years was about 700 thousand.13 To add them all to the
      recorded population for Eastern Europe in 1900 is an exaggeration, since only the survivors of the
      migrating body should be included. On the other hand, if these migrants had remained at home they would have
      contributed to the natural increase. If then 700,000 is the rough adjustment, the total Jewish population in
      Eastern Europe in 1900 would have been 8.372 million; and the rate of increase per decade for 1880-1900 becomes
      18.4 percent, practically identical with the 15.8 percent for 1850-80.
    


    
      It may well be that up to World War I a similar adjustment for emigration, which was at a much higher rate in
      1899-1914 than during the 1880’s and 1890’s, would remove practically the entire decline in the rate of growth of
      Eastern European Jewry. This supposition cannot be tested, since no estimates of Jews in Eastern Europe in 1910
      or 1914 are available except for some small communities. But whatever the case, for the period 1900-1925 the
      almost complete stoppage in the growth of Eastern European Jews is only partly accounted for by emigration.
      Hersch’s estimate of Jewish emigration for 1899-1925, largely Eastern European, is somewhat short of 2.5 million.
      Even if we add this total to the number of Eastern European Jews in 1925, the resulting 10.5 million yields a
      decade rate of increase for the period (1900-1925) of only 13.4 percent. Clearly, the ravages of war and
      revolution have begun to take their toll of the numbers of East European Jewry.
    


    
      The catastrophic acceleration of the destructive effects on Eastern European Jews of war, revolution and reaction
      is too well known to warrant stressing (Table 8, Part B). By 1954, as far as numbers were
      concerned, the growth of more than a century was wiped out; and the only consoling aspect is that within that
      period a sufficient number of Eastern European Jews succeeded in settling elsewhere and grew rapidly.
    


    
      The rate of growth in the number of Jews in areas other than Eastern Europe, about two thirds of that for Eastern
      European Jewry in 1825-50, increased first gradually, then much more rapidly as the influx of emigrant Jews from
      Eastern Europe increased (Table 8, Part A, line 16). This acceleration lasted through 1925;
      and even from 1925 to 1954, there was a continued substantial increase despite the massacres of Jews even in
      Eastern Europe. It is this past migration and continued rise in areas other than Europe that assured the survival
      by 1954 of a world Jewish population of some 12 million—which, while about a quarter below its peak in 1939, was
      still almost four times the 1825 level.
    


    
      Table 8B  Growth of Russian and East European Jewry, Compared with that of World Jewry Part
      B – 1925-1954
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              16,648
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              13. 11 as % of 12
            

          

          	
            
                  53.3
            

          

          	
            
                  48.8
            

          

          	
            
                  21.1
            

          
        

      
    


    
      Notes to Table 8, Part B:
    


    
      (a) Includes Bulgaria, Yugoslavia, European Turkey.
    


    
      (b) Total for Soviet Union including Asiatic Russia. Jews in the latter were estimated at
      190 thousand in 1925 and 235 thousand in 1939.
    


    
      (c) Includes Albania, Bulgaria, Yugoslavia, and total Turkey (including Asiatic).
    


    
      Sources:
    


    
      Column 2: Jakob Lestschinsky in Zeitschrift für Demographie und Statistik der Juden, Berlin: Bureau für
      statistik der Juden, 1925, Keft 1, pp. 2-3.
    


    
      Column 3: Arthur Ruppin in The Jewish People: Past and Present, vol. I, (New York: Jewish Encyclopedic
      Handbooks for the Central Yiddish Culture Organization, 1946), pp. 350-1.
    


    
      Column 4: Leon Shapiro in American Jewish Year Book, 1955, pp. 281-3.
    


    
      b. Trends in Economic Structure – to World War II
    


    
      The phases of rapid growth in numbers and, somewhat beyond the 1880’s, of slower but still substantial growth,
      accompanied by large and increasing emigration and then of war and catastrophic massacres must surely have been
      partly the result of substantial shifts in the structure of economic life of both the
      Jews and the majority populations of Eastern Europe and, of course, must also have affected these economic
      structures. But here information is much scantier than on numbers and there is far more room for conjecture.
    


    
      Table 9 illustrates the already familiar economic structure of Jewry in Russia and in
      Austria proper (excluding Hungary)—largely dominated by Galicia. We find the large shares of industry (mostly
      handicrafts) and trade; and within the vast Russian empire we find the negative correlation of the proportion of
      Jews to urban population with the proportion among Jews of those engaged in trade and the positive correlation
      with the proportion among Jews engaged in industry, i.e. largely artisans. This association, which could be
      demonstrated in greater detail with the available data for the several provinces, is apparent even in Table 9 where Lithuania and White Russia, with the highest proportion of Jews in total urban
      population, has the highest proportion among Jews in industry and the lowest in trade. We stress this point
      because it was in the provinces with the highest proportions of Jews among the urban population that the pressure
      to emigrate was the greatest. The Lithuanian-White Russian provinces were the most heavily represented among the
      Jewish emigrants from Russia to the United States.
    


    
      The turn of the century falls within the second phase of the long period under discussion with economic pressure
      resulting in substantial emigration. It is significant, therefore, that the few data that exist suggest that the
      economic structure shown in Table 9, with its heavy emphasis on industry, is observed early
      in the 19th century. Data for over half a million gainfully occupied Jews in the Ukraine, Lithuania, and White
      Russia in 1818 show the share accounted for by trade to be over 86%; that of artisans 11.6%; and of agriculture,
      2%.14 Granted the approximate character of such data, the great dominance of
      trade and the much smaller share of industry and handicraft compared with 1897 cannot be gainsaid. A somewhat
      similar trend can be observed in Galicia. Lestschinsky in the same paper cites some data for Galicia in 1820,
      which show that trade accounted for 55% of all Jews, and industry and handicrafts for 39%, free professions for
      4%, and agriculture for 2½% (ibid., p. 574). In commenting on this evidence, Lestschinsky remarks that the data
      cover only 60% of the estimated gainfully occupied and must be quite short of complete coverage of elusive
      occupations which belong mostly to trade (i.e. agents, brokers, etc.); and that therefore the share of trade must
      be underestimated, and that of industry overestimated. Yet in the Census of 1900 for Galicia the share of trade
      in the total of gainfully occupied Jews is roughly 32 percent, and that of about 29
      percent.15 Both shares are lower than in 1820, but here again the proportion of
      industry rises substantially relative to the proportion of trade.
    


    
      Table 9  Industrial Distribution of Jews in Russia and Austria, 1897 and 1900
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      Notes:
    


    
      (a) Hotel, restaurant and saloon keepers are included with personal services. If they were shifted to trades the
      shares—for Russia as a whole—would become: personal services—17.8; trade—33.2.
    


    
      (b) Total population including military, non-gainfully occupied and occupations unknown (together about 118
      thousand).
    


    
      (c) Including unknown occupations (see note b) this would be almost double (with offsetting decreases in other
      shares).
    


    
      Columns 2–6: From I. M. Rubinow, in source quoted in footnote 7.
    


    
      Column 7: Zeitschrift für Demographie und Statistik der Juden, August 1905, pp. 1-6.
    


    
      There is consequently ground for concluding that the economic structure of East European Jews shifted during the
      19th century from a predominant engagement in trade (including country inns and pubs)
      toward proportionately heavier engagement in industry (largely artisans) with some, numerically minor, diversion
      to the professions, and in some areas, as in Galicia, even to agriculture. The full estimation and analysis of
      this trend would require more data than we now have. Yet plausible explanations can be suggested. For Tsarist
      Russia there is some evidence that, within the Pale, the proportion of Jews to total population rose somewhat
      during the 19th century;16 and this increase, in and of itself, might have
      created a satiation of opportunities within the trade sector that would have channeled a greater proportion of
      Jews into the handicrafts. And to the increasingly severe legislation in the Russian Empire restricting the
      opportunities for Jews in the countryside—where they functioned primarily within the trade sector—and the
      resulting greater concentration in cities within the Pale must have limited even further the opportunities for
      Jews to engage in trade. The shift of larger proportions to handicrafts, which has been hailed by some observers
      as a favorable change toward more “productive” occupations, was more a response to undesirable pressures and
      limitations than a drive toward truly more efficient economic activities.17
    


    
      The view that this economic structure reflects, in the large share of industry, the pressures under which the
      economy of Eastern European Jews operated, and hence is an indirect indication of the low level of product and
      income, is re-enforced by some direct data on the extent of poverty. The proportion of Jewish families receiving
      assistance during Passover, according to a survey for 1898 of some 1,200 cities (but excluding some larger
      cities) was close to 19 percent, and ranged from 14 percent in the Central provinces of Poland to 22 percent in
      the Lithuanian provinces. Similarly striking figures can be cited on the proportion of families that needed
      charitable assistance with fuel during the winter.18
    


    
      One can conclude that while a substantial proportion of Eastern European Jewry at the end of the century belonged
      to the petty and middle bourgeoisie with an economic level probably above the average for the country, large
      groups within this numerous Jewish population were at extremely low levels of income and productivity—among the
      artisans in industry, among the secure occupations within trade, and among the unskilled labor usually classified
      under personal services or “other.” And the population at all levels had also to face the precariousness in the
      legal regulations: at least in Russia, there was always the danger of some tightening of restrictions, of
      withdrawal of some earlier permitted exemptions. This combination of circumstances produced a pressure for
      emigration that gathered momentum with the establishment of a migration pattern and as
      the dislocations in the country of origin, which gave the initial impetus, continued and grew apace.
    


    
      This emigration, as well as the war and revolution, should have affected the economic structure of Eastern
      European Jews in the country of origin after World War I; yet no such effects become apparent at first (Table 10). Except for the sharply reduced proportion of the trade sector and the increased proportion
      of the public service and professions sector among Jews under the new regime in Russia, the changes in the
      industrial composition are so minor as to be within the margin of error of the estimates (compare Tables 9 and 10). If we combine the shares in Table 9,
      weighting Russia and Austria by the numbers of Jews in each, the share of agriculture around the turn of the
      century becomes 4.7 percent compared with 6.4 percent in Table 10; of industry—37 percent
      compared with 40 percent; of trade—33 percent compared with 35.5 percent; of public service and professions—5.5
      percent as compared with 10 percent; and personal services (largely skilled labor)—17 percent compared with 5
      percent. Allowing for the shifts associated with the revolutionary changes in Russia, and for some elements of
      incomparability (particularly in the classification of professions in Poland), one is forced to the conclusion
      that no significant shifts took place in the economic structure of Eastern European Jewry between the turn of the
      century and the beginning of the intensive and destructive persecution in the late 1930’s.
    


    
      While this lack of change may be partly explained by the broad categories used, it is still significant because
      it is found over a period of three to four decades and during which the over-all percentage of Jews to the total
      population declined. Table B indicates that the number of Jews in Eastern Europe barely rose between 1900 and
      1925, or for that matter between 1900 and the 1930s (Despite wars and revolution, total population grew. Thus the
      population of the Russian Empire in 1897 was about 126 million (see I. M. Rubinow, op cit., p. 490.)) By
      1926, the population of the reduced area then in the U.S.S.R. was reported to be about 148 million (see
      Arthur Ruppin, Die Soziologie der Juden, vol. I, Berlin, 1930, pp. 91-92, sum of European and Asiatic). In
      other areas of Eastern Europe there were also substantial increases, certainly exceeding the rise of only about 7
      percent from 1900 to 1939 in the Jewish population. The significant point is that despite the diminution in the
      proportion of Jews and despite the passage of time which presumably should have brought about an improvement in
      their economic position that would be reflected in a reduction of the share of industry, no such shift occurred.
    


    
      If in addition we take into account other evidence concerning the hostility and
      restrictions under which Jews continued to operate in the newly formed states of Eastern Europe (with some
      exceptions, such as Czechoslovakia), we may infer that the unfavorable pressures on the economic position and
      opportunities of Jews continued. In the U.S.S.R. the Pale was abolished and the policy of nondiscrimination
      instituted; but these changes were accompanied by a drastic redirection of economic activity, which had
      disastrous effects on the privately managed units in trade and industry, this bearing upon Jews far more heavily
      than on other groups in the population. It can hardly be doubted that the impact of
      violent political shifts, uncertainties and of other problems that were the heritage of World War I in Eastern
      Europe, and which, with few exceptions, made economic progress only a halting and limited possibility, weighed
      particularly heavily on the economic fortunes of the Jews.
    


    
      Table 10  Industrial Distribution of Jews in Eastern Europe, After World War I
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      Notes to Table 10:
    


    
      (a) Excludes non-service income recipients
    


    
      Based largely on Jakob Lestschinsky, The Jewish People, Past and Present, (New York: Jewish Encyclopedic
      Handbooks for the Central Yiddish Culture Organization, 1946), pp. 377-79.
    


    
      c. The Situation Since the 1930’s
    


    
      The destruction of a major proportion of Eastern European Jews during World War II is the fact that overwhelms
      every other condition in the postwar situation. Table 8 shows that as of today, substantial
      groups of Jews exist only within the U.S.S.R., and a much smaller remnant in Romania. The post World War II
      situation is, therefore, largely that of Jews in the U.S.S.R., with others in the satellite countries probably
      following the same pattern.
    


    
      Solomon M. Schwartz in The Jews in the Soviet Union (Syracuse, 1951) gives some data on the trends in
      Soviet Jewry after 1926 and up to the late 1930’s. The main feature of these trends is the reduction to
      insignificant proportions of groups other than wage or salaried employees. In 1926, the proportion among Jews of
      the wage and salary earners was less than 40 percent. The other big groups were: artisans—19 percent; traders—12
      percent; other employers, self-employed, and people without specified occupation—21 percent (see Table IX,
      p. 20). In 1926, the total number of Jewish wage and
      salary earners was given as 394 thousand, implying that the total number of gainfully occupied was close to a
      million. By 1931, the total number of Jewish wage and salary earners was estimated to be 787 thousand, almost
      double the number in 1926 (see p. 265). Obviously as industrialization and the reduction of private enterprise
      proceeded under the plan, the overwhelming proportion of Jews actively engaged in economic pursuits shifted to
      wage and salary earning status. While no direct evidence is available, there are no grounds for assuming that the
      process has not continued; and hence, except for insignificant fractions, Jews in the Soviet area must be wage or
      salary employees.
    


    
      However, some of the specific characteristics of the economic structure of Jews persisted, at least until through
      the late 1930’s. Jewish wage earners in 1939 still constituted somewhat less than 43 percent of Jewish workers,
      the majority being salaried employees, i.e. non-manual workers (see ibid., p. 267). In 1937 in the Ukraine and
      White Russia almost half (48.3 percent) of non-farm Jewish wage and salary employees were in administration,
      public service, commerce and communications—a far higher share than that of total population. The greater
      urbanization and the previous concentration of Jews in certain pursuits still
      influenced the industrial-occupational selection among Jews even under the drastically changed conditions of a
      Soviet state. In these satellite countries in which a perceptible remnant of the Jewish minority managed to
      remain alive, conditions are probably the same.
    


    
      This is about as far as our present meager evidence reaches. No information on the economic position of
      Jews after World War II is known to me, although Dr. Schwartz does discuss at length the shifts in government
      policy and in the attitudes of the population to the Jewish minority.
    


    
      What of the future of Eastern European Jewry, now all behind the Iron Curtain? As far as their economic future is
      concerned, it will necessarily be governed by the demands of the authoritarian states, and may continue to
      reflect for a while its earlier historical characteristics. The real question is much wider: can we still
      consider the individuals identified as Jews behind the Iron Curtain a lasting cohesive minority and part of world
      Jewry?
    


    
      At the outset we defined a Jewish minority as a cohesive group with a common historical past and with a minimum
      freedom to seek contacts with other members of the group and to keep alive the feeling of belonging. This is
      hardly the place to review the shifts in attitudes of the Soviet state to the Jewish minority; but it is at
      present, and has been for some time, the policy to discourage and rigidly limit any opportunities for the Jewish
      minority in the Soviet lands to act cohesively within the country or to maintain contacts with other
      countries.19 If this policy continues for any length of time the Jewish minority
      may well disappear as a distinctive group within the population.
    


    
      There is little question that a major factor in its survival so far been the persistence and occasional flare-up
      of antisemitism in the Soviet Union. Such persistence is not surprising, since the Soviet state has had to rely
      heavily upon the nationalist feelings of its subjects and imposed strains upon the population for which internal
      scapegoats, in addition to external, were needed. Nor has the Soviet state been immune to the propaganda that for
      years issued from its neighbors in the West. Thus, even in the Soviet countries, persistence of discrimination of
      this kind, though temporarily prohibited by law and discouraged officially, would keep Jews from pursuits in
      which the majority can demonstrate its hostility. The underrepresentation of Jews in the large scale productive
      units, i.e. the factories of modern industries, has for a long time been partly due to the difficulties which the
      Jewish minority faced in working with the hostile majority; and this factor has been operating in Soviet Russia
      also. In other words, the continuation of hostility is reason enough for the persistence of consciousness and
      cohesion on the part of the Jewish minority for the resultant selectivity of economic
      opportunities which make for a distinctive economic structure.
    


    
      But there is little comfort in this consideration—given the nature of the Soviet state. For it implies the choice
      between a combination of discouragement of cultural minority activities with tolerance, which would result, if
      pursued steadily and for a long time, in the extinction of the Jewish minority as a separate group on the one
      hand; and, on the other, continuation of hostility which, where it exists can be used by the authoritarian state
      to canalize discontent and strain, and may be used without restraint and respect for human life. This is a
      precarious choice between complete assimilation and the danger of physical extinction, the examples of which are
      too recent to warrant rejection in disbelief. As these lines are written, the newspapers are full of recent
      efforts in the Soviet Union to discredit Stalin and the regime of personal dictatorship. But it remains to be
      seen whether collective leadership will pan a basic change in the character of the Soviet State. Short of an
      unpredictable basic change there is little ground for assuming a viable long term future for the Jewish
      populations behind the Iron Curtain as distinct cohesive minorities and as integral parts of world Jewry.
    


    
      I. Jews in the United States
    


    
      a. Growth in Numbers
    


    
      The Jewish community of over 5 million people in the United States is the largest in the world today, and
      accounts for over four-tenths of the world total. The process by which this community grew to its present size
      has direct bearing upon its economic structure, past and present, and must, therefore, be reviewed before the
      economic aspects are discussed.
    


    
      Table 11 has been devised to bring out some features of this process. Column 1 is the
      estimated total number of Jews in the United States at five-year intervals. For 1880 we entered the commonly used
      estimate of about 250 thousand. For 1885, we applied to the number in 1880 the rate of natural increase for
      native born whites, relating the number of total native born in 1881-1885 to the sum of native born white and
      foreign born whites in 1880; and then added the cumulative gross immigration of Jews for the fiscal years
      1881-1885, reducing the latter by 5 percent to allow for emigration. The sum gave us the estimated number of Jews
      in 1885. By repeating this calculation for the successive quinquennia, except that after 1930 we allowed for
      emigration, we obtained the series shown. By this procedure are also calculated the proportions at the successive years, at 5 year intervals, of the numbers of immigrants and their descendants in the
      preceding 5, 10, 20, and 30 years.
    


    
      The calculation is approximate and subject to several qualifications. On the one hand, the rate of natural
      increase for all whites in the country is too high since it includes the rural population and gives too much
      weight to the more fertile population groups to be truly representative of the highly urbanized Jews. On the
      other hand, the Jewish population, because of age selection in immigration, was through
      most of the period covered, characterized by a larger proportion of people in the childbearing ages than was
      total white population. Further, we did not allow for any natural increase of the immigrant groups for the
      quinquennium in which they entered the country. Finally, our adjustment for emigration may be too low in some
      quinquennia and too high in others. Yet the general cast of the estimates is fairly reasonable; and the total
      number of Jews in 1950 derived from the calculation is only slightly larger than the generally accepted estimates
      in independent sources. There is little doubt that the major conclusions suggested by the table are acceptable.
    


    
      Table 11  Distribution of Jews in the United States by Period Since Their Arrival
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      Sources:
    


    
      Column 1: Derived from the original estimate of 0.25 in 1880 by application of rate of natural increase for
      native born whites, and cumulative immigration.
    


    
      Columns 2–6: Cumulative immigration from: Samuel Joseph, Jewish Immigration to the United States, Columbia
      U., N.Y., 1914 (for 1881-1910); L. Hersch, for 1911-43, in Jewish People: Past and Present, vol. I, (New
      York: Jewish Encyclopedic Handbooks for the Central Yiddish Culture Organization, 1946) p. 409; and American
      Jewish Yearbook, several issues (for 1944 to date).
    


    
      These and other conclusions derived from generally available sources can now be listed.
    


    
      i. The growth in numbers of Jews has been spectacularly large and rapid. From a group accounting for only a
      quarter of a million in 1880, or about 0.5 percent of the total population of the United States, the Jewish
      community has grown to over 5 million in 1950 or about 3.3 percent of total population. The rise was also greater
      than that of total urban population—in 1880, Jews accounted for somewhat less than 2 percent; in 1950, for about
      5.2 percent.
    


    
      ii. However, despite such rapid growth, Jews remain a small minority of total or urban population. Also, the
      increase in their numbers constituted a small fraction of the total additions to the population of the
      United States. In the earlier decades, from 1880 to 1920, when growth proceeded at most rapid rates, the total
      additions to the numbers of Jews of some 2.7 million, constituted less than 5 percent of the additions to total
      population and less than 7 percent of the additions to urban population, In other words, the spectacular growth
      of the Jewish community added only small fractions to the growth of the countrywide population.
    


    
      iii. The growth of the Jewish community was largely a matter of immigration. If we assumed that after 1880 net
      Jewish migration balance was zero, and that the original body of some 250 thousand grew at the rate
      characterizing the white population resident in the country, the number by 1950 would have been slightly over 700
      thousand—instead of more than 5 million. Roughly speaking, we could argue that over eight-tenths of the Jewish
      population today derive from immigrants since 1880.
    


    
      iv. The immigration of Jews between 1880 and 1915 was an ever increasing stream, increasing so much that the
      immigrant additions formed a constant and rather high proportion of the rapidly growing number of Jews already
      resident in the country. Thus, from 1885 to 1915, the proportion of the total number of Jews in the country who
      came in during the preceding five years never dropped below a seventh, and at some
      points well over a quarter. Similarly, from 1900 to 1915 the proportion of those who came in during the preceding
      two decades was more than six-tenths of the total resident in the country.
    


    
      v. World War I and its aftermath—increasingly severe immigration restrictions and later isolation of those Jews
      who were the reservoir of immigration—produced a sharp break. By 1930, the proportion of Jews resident in the
      country who came in during the preceding five years dwindled to a few percentage points. And by 1945, the
      proportion of Jews in the country who themselves, or whose ancestors, came in more than 30 years before, i.e.
      before 1915, was well over eight-tenths of the total.
    


    
      vi. The estimates of total population of Jews in Table 11 are too crude to permit us to tell
      exactly whether during the very recent decades the proportion of Jews to the total population of the country was
      increasing or decreasing. To measure this proportion accurately one would need direct data on recent birth and
      death rates of Jews, as well as on the rates of secession from the Jewish community—if the latter is at all
      important; in addition to precise rates of immigration. The question is of some relevance. Immigration of Jews
      has continued in recent years, but it may have been more than offset by the possibly lower rate of natural
      increase of Jews than of total population—lower because of greater urbanization and greater proportions among
      Jews of economic groups that have lower birth rates.
    


    
      Without being able to answer the latter question, it is reasonable to argue that substantial rises in the
      proportion of Jews to total population are not to be expected. From 1920 to 1950, despite continued immigration,
      the proportion of Jews to total population (using the rough figures of Table 11) increased
      only from 2.8 to 3.3 percent. The proportions were 3.0 percent in 1930 and 3.2 percent in 1940. The suggested
      slowing down of the rise in proportions may well continue, and be succeeded by a decline.
    


    
      b. Trends in Occupational Structure
    


    
      Study of the occupational structure of Jews in the United States is impeded by absence of comprehensive data and
      by the heterogeneity in economic structure in the early phases of the period. The large proportion of relatively
      recent immigrants meant that from 1880 until after World War I, the Jewish community in this country consisted of
      two somewhat distinct elements: the older residents and the descendants of earlier immigrants, who followed one
      pattern of adaptation to economic life in this country; and the recent immigrants who
      came largely from Russia and Eastern Europe20 and whose skills, background, and
      recent entry spelled a different pattern of economic adjustment.
    


    
      This dichotomy in the late 19th and early 20th century is clearly illustrated in the two studies quoted by Nathan
      Goldberg in his valuable analysis of occupational patterns of American Jews.21
      One study, by Dr. John S. Billings of the Bureau of the Census, deals with some 18 thousand gainfully occupied
      Jews in 1889, four-fifths of whom were immigrants from German-speaking countries and their descendants. The
      occupational structure of this sample is heavily weighted toward trade—bankers, brokers, wholesalers, retail
      dealers, collectors, agents, etc. accounting for 62 percent, to which should be added some share of the 17
      percent accounted for by bookkeepers, clerks, etc. Professional service claims another 5 percent, so that a
      residual of only 16 percent is left for all other sectors, including manufacturing and mechanical pursuits.
      Another study in 1890 of some 22.4 thousand gainfully employed Jews in three New York City Jewish districts shows
      that 60 percent were needle workers, and 15 percent were in other industrial pursuits, peddlers accounted for 11
      percent, and retail dealers for almost 13 percent. The contrast between the concentration of the first group in
      trade, and at the upper economic levels, and that of the second group in the clothing and other consumer goods
      industries, and at the lowest economic levels of trade, could not be sharper. It is especially significant since
      according to Table 11, of some half a million Jews in the country at the time, close to 40
      percent were immigrants who came in during the preceding 10 years, mostly from Russia and Austria-Hungary.
      Because of their age structure recent immigrants are an even larger percentage of the labor force; and it is
      therefore not unreasonable to assume that these recent immigrants accounted for at least 50 percent and perhaps a
      higher proportion of all gainfully employed Jews at that time.
    


    
      We have no data on the occupational structure of the earlier Jewish settlers in this country at the turn of the
      century except rather biased samples of the type cited above. We can infer, however, that they were largely in
      commerce and finance, with only moderate fractions in industry, and a sprinkling in the professions. We would
      guess that the share of trade and finance would run well over 50 percent, and that of industry would certainly
      not be higher than 30 percent; and perhaps 60 and 20 percent would be more likely levels.
    


    
      We do have data on the immigrants, largely because their arrival aroused much attention—and the public agencies
      bestirred themselves in the collection of official statistics. The information of most
      interest in the present connection is summarized in Table 12. It relates partly to the
      occupational structure of those Jewish immigrants who at the time of entry indicated some occupational
      affiliation; and partly to foreign born in this country who can be identified largely as Jews because of their
      country of origin. Neither type of data is really precise. Questions addressed to immigrants about their
      occupation will not always elicit accurate answers. And not all foreign born whites identified in 1900 as having
      come from Russia were Jews, even if we limit the coverage to cities of over 250,000 population or to the state of
      New York. However, since the Poles and Finns, i.e. those who spoke Polish or Finnish, were eliminated from the
      figures for foreign born from Russia (and also from Austria-Hungary), there is little question that the
      overwhelming proportion of persons covered in lines 5 to 10 were Russian Jews, and were so identified in the
      Immigration Commission analysis. At any rate, despite the limitations of the data, the broad conclusions
      suggested by Table 12 are beyond reasonable doubt.
    


    
      We can compare the occupational distribution of the Jewish immigrants (largely from Russia) with the occupational
      distribution of Jews in Russia, and with the distribution upon settlement in the United States. While the data in
      line 1 relate to 1899-1914, there is little question that they were typical of the two earlier decades also. They
      show that the structure of immigrants was heavily dominated by industry and mechanical pursuits, and in fact the
      Jewish immigrants were among those with the highest proportion of skilled labor. The share of trade and
      transportation is, however, moderate. This distribution is quite different from those for Russia in 1897, with
      manufacturing and mechanical pursuits accounting for 38 percent and trade and transportation for about 35 percent
      and for Austria in 1900 (largely Galicia), with over 40 percent in trade and transportation and only 32 percent
      in manufacture and mechanical pursuits (see Table 9). Two reasons may be suggested: the
      pressure toward immigration was greatest in those areas (e.g. White Russia and Lithuania) where both the
      proportion of Jews in the cities and the share among Jews of workers in industry and handicrafts were the
      highest; and, in general, since it was easier for an artisan than for a trader to transfer his skill to a new
      country, the former may have had a higher emigration propensity.
    


    
      On the other hand, the occupational structure of the Russian Jews even as early as 1900 began to show a shift
      away from that recorded at entry. The share of mechanical pursuits, largely clothing manufactures, remains high—almost as high as upon entry, but the share of unskilled labor and domestic service
      drops sharply; that of trade increases; that of professions rises slightly. While the movement away from industry
      has not begun as yet, the movement toward trade and related activities is already apparent. This trend will be
      further confirmed by additional data for 1900 and particularly for later years.
    


    
      Table 12  Occupational Distribution of Jewish Immigrants and of Russian Jews in the United
      States
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      Sources:
    


    
      Lines 1-4: from L. Hersch in International Migrations, vol. II, (New York: National Bureau of Economic
      Research, 1931), particularly p. 495, and The Jewish People: Past and Present, vol. I, N.Y., 1946, p. 427.
    


    
      Lines 5-7: Nathan Goldberg in The Jewish Review, April 1945, p. 11, clerical category fully included in trade; public service added to professions.
    


    
      Lines 9-10: see sources in Table 13.
    


    
      The occupational structure of Jewish immigrants changed over time (lines 1-4). The
      shift in structure after World War I was largely due to changes in the country of origin with the isolation of
      Jews in Russia after the 1917 revolution. The shares of commerce and transportation and of the professions
      increased, and the share of manufacturing and mechanical pursuits declined markedly. After 1932 with Germany and
      countries well west of Russia the sources of immigrants, the occupational composition changed even further in
      favor of commerce and the professions.
    


    
      Recalling the dichotomy at the turn of the century of the old Jewish residents with their heavy concentration in
      commerce and relatively low share in industry, and the new largely Eastern European immigrants, with their large
      share in industry and much lower shares in commerce, we can see that the trend over time is in the direction of
      the “old resident” pattern. By and large, the drift is toward lower shares of industry and of domestic and
      personal service and higher shares of commerce and the professions (including public service). This trend is a
      composite of various movements that can only be surmised, not measured. The first and most important is the
      choice by the second generation: the sons and daughters of the Eastern European Jews, who were so predominantly
      workers in the needle and other crafts, chose to work in different capacities and in other sectors of the
      economy. Second, the foreign born immigrants themselves—when opportunity arose—probably moved out of the industry
      sector and into trade or even professions. Third, there was the change in the occupational structure of the
      successive waves of immigration in favor of the trade and professions sector.
    


    
      Table 13 contains data that reveal the occupational characteristics of both the foreign born
      and the second generation (i.e. native born with one or both parents foreign born) in 1900, and by country of
      origin. These data do not distinguish Jews. But we can reasonably assume that they were the overwhelming
      proportion of the Russian-born residing in the state of New York in 1900. While this assumption concerning those
      born in Austria and Hungary is not as warranted, the occupational distribution of the first generation is quite
      similar to that of the Russian immigrants and bears all the earmarks of a Jewish occupational structure. But even
      if we assume that the groups from Austria and Hungary are mixed, the contrast between the structure of the first
      and second generations is still illuminating for our subject.
    


    
      The first generation of males, whether of Russian or Austro-Hungarian origin (Poles have been excluded), is
      preponderantly in manufacturing and mechanical pursuits, and within that category, the share of tailors is most
      substantial (over a quarter of the total for Russia and Austria). The same is true of
      the female foreign born of Russian origin, with over 72 percent in manufacturing, and over 50 percent
      concentrated in the needle and related trades. While the shares for female workers of Austrian and Hungarian
      origin are not as great, they are substantial, and the needle trades account for from a quarter to a third of all
      workers. The shares of trade and transportation are lower among the males and particularly among the females. The
      shares of agriculture are minute, and those of professional service are also small.
    


    
      The second generation workers are naturally a relatively small group since immigration from Russia, Austria, and
      Hungary began to be substantial only in the 1880’s. For this reason the second generation is only 6 to 7 percent
      of the first for males and slightly over 10 percent for females, whereas for the older immigrant group in the
      United States (e.g. the British or German), the same sources indicate ratios of 150 to over 200 percent. Also,
      this second generation is naturally relatively young. We can assume that the occupational structure of the
      immigrant parents of the second generation of 1900 was not too different from that of the first generation of
      1900 especially since we are dealing largely with Jewish immigrants from Russia and Austro-Hungary. Hence, we can
      view the differences between the occupational structures of the two generations as a shift away from that of the
      first generation. And such shifts are unmistakable. Uniformly, the shares of manufacturing and mechanical pursuit
      and of tailors in particular, among the males from the three countries of origin, decline quite sharply. The same
      is true of the second as compared with the first generation among the female workers from Russia with a sharp
      drop in the share of the needle trades; but among the female workers from Austria and Hungary the sharp drop
      comes in the shares of servants and waitresses, the shares in industry rising slightly. Uniformly, for all groups
      in Table 13 the shares of trade and transportation among the second generation workers are
      appreciably higher than among the first; and within this sector the shares of clerks and salespeople rise whereas
      those of hucksters, peddlers, and retail dealers decline. These latter movements may, however, be associated with
      differences in age composition. Uniformly, the shares of domestic and personal service, and particularly of
      unskilled labor among men and servants and waitresses among women, drop and the shares in the professional
      pursuits rise from the first to the second generation.
    


    
      The cumulative effect of the trend is, of course, manifest in the occupational structure of Jews in this country
      in recent years. It seems fairly clear, although no countrywide data are available, that the occupational
      structure is not unlike that which must have prevailed among
      the older Jewish residents in the 1880’s before the large immigration began: the trade sector being dominant and
      the manufacturing and mechanical pursuits sector being distinctly smaller, perhaps only a half of the former
      (Table 14). The important change has been, of course, the reduction of the industry sector
      from the temporarily high level to which it was brought at the beginning of the century by the large immigration
      from Eastern Europe. There was also a reduction in the share of domestic and personal service, which also was
      temporarily raised by the influx of unskilled labor, male and female. And last, but not unimportant, there has
      been a rise in the share of professional services to a level which it probably never reached before.
    


    
      Table 13  Occupational Distribution of Foreign Born and 2nd Generation, Russia, Austria,
      Hungary, New York State, 1900
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      Source: Reports of the Immigration Commission, volume 28, Senate Document no. 282, 61st Congress, 2nd
      Session, Washington 1911, pp. 272, 277, 280.
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      Source: Ibid. pp. 362, 367, 370. Group 3a includes in addition to needle trades, hat and cap makers and
      shirt, collar and cuff makers.
    


    
      It need not be repeated that the recent occupational structure of Jews is distinctly different from that for the
      country at large. The shares of trade and of the professional sector are higher and those of agriculture and
      domestic and personal service are lower. The share of industry is not too different from that for the population
      at large, but the specialization of the Jews in the consumer goods industries (clothing, food, and the like)
      should be kept in mind. Finally, if only because of this distinctive structure by industrial attachment, the
      proportion of employers and self-employed among the Jews must be larger, and that of wage earners smaller, then
      among the urban and perhaps even total population at large. In short, the occupational and employment status
      structure of Jews in the United States in recent years has, after the temporary effect of large Eastern European
      immigration, evolved the features of an established small minority unhindered by legal restrictions.
    


    
      c. Trends in Income
    


    
      Since the 1880’s the national income per capita in the United States had almost tripled.22 There are no grounds for assuming that the Jews did not share in this rise; and this
      participation in a large and rapidly growing economy is the major consideration in any analysis of trends in
      income of the Jews in the United States.
    


    
      But there were other circumstances, peculiar to Jews and perhaps to other small minorities. The first is
      suggested by the origin of the majority of Jews in this country in Eastern Europe. At the time of the large flow
      of migration, the per capita income levels in these Eastern European countries were appreciably lower than those
      in the United States. This statement needs little elaboration, and one illustration will suffice: in units
      specially prepared to facilitate international comparisons, real product per man-hour
      in Russia in 1913 was 0.166; in the United States it was 0.506 in 1904 and 0.549 in 1914.23
    


    
      Table 14  Summary of Recent Data (1930’s) on Occupational Structure of Jews in the United
      States
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      (a) Includes amusements. Transfer of latter to trade would shift 2.8% from col. 5 to col. 4
    


    
      Sources:
    


    
      Line 1: Nathan Goldberg in The Jewish Review, October-December 1943, p. 172, Other and Unknown included in domestic and personal services.
    


    
      Line 2, 4: Jakob Lestschinsky, The Jewish People, Past and Present, (New York: Jewish Encyclopedic
      Handbooks for the Central Yiddish Culture Organization, 1946), vol. I, pp. 388-99.
    


    
      Line 3: Nathan Reich, The Jews, vol. II, New York, 1949, p. 1244.
    


    
      There is little doubt that the per capita income level in the United States, throughout the period from 1850 and
      through World War I was about three and four times larger than the level in Russia; and its excess over the per
      capita levels in other Eastern European areas must have been almost as large. True, the per capita income of Jews
      in these areas may have been somewhat higher than those for the total populations; but it is clear that the
      Eastern European Jews, in migrating to the United States, were shifting to a country that not only promised large
      prospective growth in the future but also already afforded opportunity for a
      substantial rise in earning and income standards.
    


    
      An illustration of the difference can be cited. In Lithuania and White Russia, the sources of heaviest migration
      to the United States, annual earnings of Jewish artisans around the turn of the century were estimated to range
      up to the fairly high level of 250 rubles. At the rate of exchange prevailing then this is about $125, although
      in terms of purchasing power it may have been substantially more. A study by the Immigration Commission of
      earnings in the first decade of the 20th century of males 18 years and over, for a sample of about a thousand
      Russian born Jewish wage earners, shows an annual average of 461, equivalent then to over 900 rubles.24 While the contrast of 1 to 4 may be an exaggeration, it certainly was large.
    


    
      Furthermore, the immigrant Jews, and particularly their next generation, could rise on a relative scale within
      the United States. This probable trend is not only a matter of simple inference from the economic benefits of
      increasing assimilation within the social and cultural milieu of the country. It can be supported by reference to
      the occupational structure: the shifts in the occupational distribution of the Jewish community in United States,
      taken as a whole, were more marked than those for total population. From 1900 to 1950 the proportion of total
      labor force engaged in manufacturing rose from somewhat over 20 to about 26 percent, and that in trade and
      transportation rose from about 14 to about 27 percent (see Income and Wealth, Series II, p. 107). Among the Jews the proportion in manufacturing and
      mechanical pursuits must have dropped from about 50 to about 30, and that in trade and transportation must have
      risen from below 30 to above 50. It is, as already suggested, dangerous to make inferences as to income trends
      from shifts in broad occupational categories; yet these shifts are so much more pronounced among the Jews, if
      only because of the pressure for adjustment of large recently immigrated proportions that they must have caused
      the per capita income of the Jewish community to rise more appreciably than that of total population.
    


    
      This surmise is based on the assumption of a relatively rapid adjustment and hence upward mobility of a group in
      which large proportions are recent arrivals from areas with much lower economic standards. By dint of some
      illustrative but not unreasonable figures, we can actually calculate the effect of this assumption on the
      differential upward movement of the per capita income of the Jewish community; as well as on differential
      effects on income dispersion (Table 15).
    


    
      Table 15  Illustrative Calculations of the Effect of “Recency of Entry Mix” on Movement of
      Average Income and Income Dispersion, Jews in the U.S.A., 1900-1950
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      Assumption I – Ratio of average income of groups by years of residence:
    


    
      0-5—1; 6-10—1.5; 11-20—2.0; over 20—3.0.
    


    
      Assumption II – Ratio of average income of groups by years of residence:
    


    
      0-5—1; 6-10—2.0; 11-20—3.0; over 20—5.0.
    


    
      From Table 11 we know, beginning with 1900, what proportion of the
      Jewish community arrived during the preceding 5 years, preceding 6 to 10 years, 11 to 20 years, and over 20
      years—each group including its descendents. In assumption I we set the average income of the first of these
      groups, i.e., the most recent arrivals, at 1; and then assume that the average income of the second group, if
      only because of its longer stay in the country, is higher, say 1.5. We then assign an income of 2.0 to the group
      that arrived in the country 10 to 20 years before the date of calculation, and an income of 3.0 to the group that
      arrived even earlier. This range from 1 to 3 in per capita income of groups whose average stay in the country
      ranges from 2 ½ to well over 20 years is not extreme—for a rise in income is not only a matter of increasing
      earnings within the same pursuit but also of shift toward higher income occupations. Assumption II, which sets
      the range from 1 to 5, is perhaps extreme but we wanted to see the quantitative effects of such an extreme
      assumption.
    


    
      With per capita income differentials assigned to four groups within the total Jewish
      community, and with the proportional weights of these groups known from Table 11, we
      calculated an index of average income, and an index of dispersion, i.e. departure from equality. Changes in these
      indexes are due exclusively to the changing weights within the Jewish community of the “mix” by length of
      residence. Since this mix has much less, probably minor, effect on total population of the country, the
      indexes reflect only the difference between the trends in level and dispersion of per capita income of
      Jews and the trends in level and dispersion of per capita income of population at large. But to repeat, these
      differential effects are only those associated with the “mix,” and do not reflect any other possible
      sources of differences.
    


    
      While of limited value, the results are of interest. First, the average level of per capita income rises some 40
      percent under the more moderate assumption I and some 50 percent under the more extreme assumption II. This rise
      of income occurs only after the large inflow ceases—in this case after 1915. Second, dispersion, both absolutely
      and relatively, narrows appreciably. This decline in inequality in income distribution among the Jews,
      also becomes substantial only after 1915. By 1935, any inequality attributable to the mix is a very small
      proportion of average income.
    


    
      No data are at hand for testing the assumptions; and the magnitudes attached may well be questioned. But the
      directions of the differential trends—upward for income level and downward for income dispersion—cannot be
      doubted. These differential effects may, of course, have been offset by other factors not associated with the
      “mix.” But since there is no evidence of such possibly offsetting effects, we may tentatively conclude that per
      capita income of the Jewish community, at least since 1915, has risen more than for total population, and that
      inequality in the distribution of income among Jews has become narrower.
    


    
      If these inferences are valid, many corollaries must follow with respect to patterns of consumption, savings,
      property holdings, and the like. In particular, the rapid rise in level of income of Eastern European Jews—who in
      bridging two such different economies have gone through an unusual process of economic and social adjustment—must
      have led to numerous distinctive consequences. Unfortunately, it is impossible even to speculate about the
      economic corollaries without detailed exploration of whatever sample data are available. Such a task is
      beyond the scope of this paper.
    


    
      3. Jews in Palestine and Israel
    


    
      a. Growth in Numbers
    


    
      The large Jewish community, formerly in Palestine and now in the independent state of Israel, is of quite recent
      origin. In the early 1880’s the number of Jews in Palestine was estimated to be between 24 and 25 thousand, and
      even this small group was the result of a relatively recent influx since the estimate for 1855 is barely over 10
      thousand.25 The migration of Jews into Palestine before that time was dominated
      by religious motives and the desire to establish a working center of economic and social life was of little
      effect.
    


    
      The Jewish population in Palestine increased rapidly after 1880, as a result of successive waves of immigration
      or ‘Aliyas.’ The first, from 1882 to 1903, brought in between 20 and 30 thousand immigrants, largely from Russia
      and Romania, who suffered from the pogroms in South Russia in 1881 and migrated to Palestine in fulfillment of
      Zionist hopes and ideals. By 1900, the number of Jews in Palestine was roughly 50,000. The second Aliya, from
      1904 to 1914, brought in between 35 and 40 thousand immigrants. This group also originated largely in Russia; and
      while workers active in the revolutionary movement and disappointed by the pogroms that accompanied the
      Revolution of 1905 were in the minority, their participation lent a distinctive character to the second Aliya. By
      1914, the number of Jews in Palestine was 85 thousand, of whom 70 percent were Eastern European by origin. World
      War I not only halted immigration but resulted in a reduction in numbers so that by the time of the third Aliya,
      from 1919 to 1923, the number was well below 80,000. The third Aliya, which began during the war, was the first
      response to the Balfour Declaration and brought a large number of Halutzim prepared to build a new state. It
      involved about 35,000 immigrants, and by 1923 the number of Jews in Palestine had recovered to levels somewhat
      above those of 1914. The fourth Aliya, from 1924 through 1931, was due partly to the attraction of Palestine,
      partly to economic pressures upon Jews in Poland and other Eastern European countries outside of Russia. Gross
      immigration was quite substantial, 82 thousand from 1924 through 1931; but there was also substantial emigration,
      amounting to over a quarter of the immigration. By the end of 1931, Jewish population in Palestine was about 175
      thousand.
    


    
      It is at this point that Table 16 picks up the story. The first
      period covered is dominated by the fifth Aliya, usually dated from 1932 to the end of World War II, and
      characterized by the influx of Jews from Germany and other areas of central Europe, which previously accounted
      for only small groups of Jewish immigrants to Palestine. But the much larger reservoirs in Poland and Romania
      still account for the dominant proportion of immigrants, not only of those from the ‘Western’ countries but of
      total immigration.
    


    
      For the period beginning with 1931, and particularly since independence, the wealth of demographic and other data
      is greatly augmented by the work of the statistical agencies of the new state of Israel. Within the limits of the
      present paper, we can only sketch the main points that are suggested by a summary of the evidence.
    


    
      (i) The rate of increase of the Jewish population from 1931 onward, and in fact from a temporarily low point
      immediately after World War I, has been spectacularly large. From 1922 to 1931, the Jewish population more than
      doubled. From 1931 to 1948 it more than quadrupled. From 1948 to 1954 it more than doubled, this increase
      occurring practically entirely in three years, from 1948 to 1951. Whether such rates of increase are
      unprecedented is of little importance. The important point is that such changes in numbers put their stamp on the
      character of economic activities that the community could develop.
    


    
      (ii) These striking rates of increase were associated with migration waves that brought to Palestine and then to
      Israel, Jews from countries and areas in the world that differed widely in economic and social structure. And
      even within one and the same country of origin, the successive waves of emigration represented groups with
      different economic composition and different motivation. As a result, Palestine, and particularly Israel, faced
      the “melting pot” problems in all their complexity, aggravated by the rapidity with which the volume and
      composition of the “mix” were changing.
    


    
      (iii) Over the period that elapsed between 1931 and independence, the proportion of foreign born Jews increased
      because of heavy immigration. And while the groups born in Eastern Europe still predominated (USSR, Poland, and
      Romania still accounted in 1948 for over 60 percent of those born abroad), communities from other countries in
      Europe (Germany, Austria, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary), rose to significant dimensions.
    


    
      (iv) The three years from 1948 to 1951 saw even more major changes in composition by country of origin. Of the
      total immigration during this period, close to a half still
      came from the “Western” areas of the world, large groups originating in Romania, Poland, and Bulgaria. But the
      other half, from Asia and Africa, meant a huge proportional addition to the oriental Jewish community already
      settled in Israel. As a result, by 1951 the proportions among the foreign born residing in Israel shifted
      markedly; and the shares of those born in the “western” areas in the total population of Israel dropped from 55
      to 47 percent, whereas the shares of those born in the “oriental” areas increased from about 10 to about 28
      percent.
    


    
      Table 16  The Structure of the Jewish Population of Palestine-Israel, by Country of Birth,
      1931-1954
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      Source: Jewish Population by Sex, Age, and Country of Birth, 1931-1954, by M. Sicron and B. Gil,
      Central Bureau of Statistics, Special Series no. 37, Jerusalem, November 1955, Table 6,
      pp. 14-15.
    


    
      (v) The three years from 1951 to 1954, with their relatively small volume of immigration, suggest the changes
      likely to characterize Israel’s population in the future—provided that immigration will continue to be a fairly
      small fraction of the resident population and that most of it will come from the “oriental” areas, as is likely
      to be the case. The proportion of Israeli born in total population has increased from 25 percent in 1951 to 31
      percent in 1954 and is presumably likely to rise further. The number of “old” immigration, largely from the
      “Western” continents, not having been sufficient augmented by recent immigrants, has declined, both
      proportionately to total population and absolutely. This decline in proportion (from 47 percent in 1951 to 42
      percent in 1954) will presumably continue unless there is some revival of immigration from Europe or America.
      Among the “oriental” communities, the oldest and most complete immigrant body (from Iraq) declined in absolute
      numbers, and will continue to do so in the immediate future, as will other communities of Jews from Asia since
      further immigration is unlikely to be sufficient to offset the deaths among the aging groups of the original
      immigrants to Israel. It is the communities of Jews born in Africa that have increased both absolutely and
      proportionately from 1951 to 1954; and the process may continue for a while, with continuing immigration from
      North Africa under the pressure of Arab nationalism in these areas.
    


    
      (vi) In view of the possible importance of the combination in Israel of Jews of “Western” and “oriental” areas of
      origin, it may be well to consider the “mix” by age groups, since it is the adult groups that bring with them
      established economic and social patterns. At the end of 1954, of the total group 15 to 29 years old, about a
      quarter were Israeli born; somewhat over a third were born in “Western” areas; and about two-fifths were born in
      “oriental” areas. If we can assume that the preponderant proportion of the Israeli born of that age group was
      “Western” by parentage and training, the “mix” would be roughly half and half. In the groups over 30 years of
      age, the composition is more heavily “Western”: those born in “Western” areas account
      for over two-thirds, the Israeli born for a few percentages, and those born in Asia and Africa for only a
      quarter.
    


    
      There is no intention here to exaggerate the heterogeneity in country of origin or in social and economic status
      of the successive waves of Jewish immigrants to Palestine and to Israel. But we stress it in order to draw
      attention to the implication that there were continuously strong integrating elements that helped to overcome
      heterogeneity of origin and to produce a unified community whose cohesion withstood the test of the war for
      independence. What were those integrating elements?
    


    
      A reasonably full answer to the question can hardly be given here. But some parts of the answer are again
      indispensable if the economic aspects are to be understood.
    


    
      (vii) One obvious element is the selective character of the immigration, particularly in the earlier periods
      before independence. Before World War I, and even through much of the 1920’s, when migration to the more
      prosperous communities in the Americas and elsewhere was possible, only the Jewish groups interested in the long
      term future of Palestine as the locus of a distinctive Zionist-envisaged community migrated to the area. This
      selection continued as long as there were alternative destinations for Jewish migrants that afforded the prospect
      of greater economic opportunities than Palestine or Israel. From the early 1880’s to World War II there was a
      continuous settling in Palestine of Jewish groups whose major motivation was the building of a home and in
      essence a new economic society in that area; and when this motivation was not strong enough to cope with the
      difficulties, these new residents emigrated again.
    


    
      (viii) A somewhat associated element was community of area of origin of most of the early migration to Palestine.
      It came largely from those areas in Eastern Europe that it accounted for the greatest concentration of world
      Jewry, where the exacerbation of economic and political pressures provided the impetus beginning in the 1800’s
      and continuing for over half a century. Granted that only a selected small part of the total stream flowed to
      Palestine, nevertheless, that small part came for decades from areas in Eastern Europe. Much of the economic and
      social structure of Palestine, particularly in the blend of social and cultural idealism with economic
      radicalism, bears the unifying imprint of the origin of early Jewish migration in Russia and contiguous areas. To
      put it differently—within World Jewry from the 1890’s to the 1930’s, it was only in Eastern Europe that the
      elements compelling migration were prominent; and it was only in Eastern Europe that sizable groups could be
      found who, given the push, would for idealistic reasons migrate to Palestine rather
      than elsewhere. And the pattern of thought and ideals of this group could not but be affected both by this
      process of pre-selection and by the intellectual and social milieu of the area of origin. Since these were the
      earliest and, in a sense, most continuous currents of immigration, they determined the patterns of the Jewish
      community in Palestine, into which the much larger numbers of more recent arrivals settled, and thus limited the
      extent of modification that the latter could effectuate.
    


    
      (ix) Throughout its life in Palestine before independence, the Jewish community was a minority amidst a hostile
      Arab majority that lived at a much lower economic and social level than the Jews were willing to share. This
      situation continued after independence, with the Jews surrounded by Arab countries whose endemic hostility was
      intensified by their loss of the war. In a sense, unity was imposed on the Jewish community in Palestine and
      Israel from the outside. Whatever the differences in country of origin, social and economic views, or any other
      characteristics that might have divided the Jews in Palestine and later on in Israel, there was constantly the
      need for unified action—in the struggle with the hostile or indifferent Mandate power, and in the attempt to ward
      off the threats, overt or covert, of neighboring Arab majorities.
    


    
      (x) Finally, a strong element of unity was provided by the relations between the Jewish community in Palestine
      and Israel and world Jewry in the Diaspora. If Zionist idealism was a strong selective force in determining the
      migration to Palestine and Israel during the early and crucial decades from 1880 to World War II, there was also
      a source of strength in the active World Zionist movement and in the general interest in the Jewish settlement in
      Palestine of Jews the world over—even those that took no part in organized Zionist activities. This is not to
      deny the divisive elements in the organized Zionist activities or among world Jewry in the Diaspora that may also
      have contributed to the divisive elements among the Jewish community in Palestine or Israel proper. But it is
      reasonable to suggest that the elements of unity and strength were far more important; and served to reduce the
      effects of the heterogeneity of country of origin or of social and economic antecedents and views on the life of
      the Jewish community in Palestine and Israel.
    


    
      b. Industrial Structure of the Labor Force
    


    
      The influences on immigration to and life in Palestine and Israel also affect economic structure. The motivation
      by Zionist ideals is reflected not only in the selection of the immigrant groups, but
      also their occupational preparation before coming to Palestine; as well as the organizational forms, some of them
      quite new, that they developed upon settlement in Palestine. The origin in Eastern Europe carried with it some of
      the influences of the occupational and industrial pattern of the economy in that area. The coexistence with the
      Arab majority naturally influenced the economic structure of the Jews in Palestine, and subsequently in Israel.
      Finally, the economic relations of Palestine and Israel Jews with those in the Diaspora necessarily created
      distinctive conditions for the economic life of the former—to an extent and of a kind that cannot be paralleled
      in any other community of Jews. All these effects become apparent when we consider the industrial structure of
      the Jewish population in Palestine and Israel and the levels and structure of their income.
    


    
      Since the working population of Palestine and Israel was largely determined by the successive waves of
      immigration, the industrial structure of the immigrants during the successive periods must be considered first
      (Table 17). There are elements of incomparability in the data for the several dates but the
      major distinctive features can be accepted.
    


    
      (i) There is a sharp break between 1919-31 and the later decades in the economic characteristics of migrants.
      Before the l930’s, immigration was heavily dominated by people in working ages, a substantial proportion of whom
      came with special training and desire to work on the land—work that was deemed essential for a viable and
      independent Jewish economic community in the country. In 1919-23 and 1924-31 the ratio of gainfully occupied to
      total immigration was high, close to a half; and the proportion of the labor force reported under agriculture and
      training (i.e. trained to work on the land) was also high. By contrast, the ratios of workers to total
      immigration and of the share of agriculture dropped sharply as immigration became less selective—when all ages
      and both sexes were fully represented in the movement and the compelling force was the rescue of total Jewish
      communities in the area of emigration. After 1939 and through 1954, the proportion of gainfully occupied to total
      immigration remained at the relatively low level of 30 percent, and the share of gainfully occupied in
      agriculture dropped to between 4 and 5 percent.
    


    
      (ii) The high share of agriculture (including those trained for it, but not engaged in it previously) in striking
      contrast with the low share among Jewish immigrants to other countries, e.g. the United States, was significant.
      While the difference was more in intention than in past experience, it had a marked influence upon the structure
      of the settlement.
    


    
      (iii) In other respects, the industrial structure of immigrants into Palestine and
      Israel is not too dissimilar from that of Jewish immigration into the United States. The proportion of industry,
      including building construction, is highest—averaging between 35 and 45 percent but not as high as in the early
      immigration to the United States. There are substantial proportions of unskilled labor, although the variations
      in Table 17 suggest elements of incomparability in the classification during the successive
      periods. The share of commerce and transport is rather limited; but increases with this upward trend paralleling
      that observed in the share of commerce and transportation in the Jewish immigration to the United States.
      Finally, the share of the professional-religious groups in the immigration to Palestine and Israel is on the high
      side—particularly in the early periods—compared with that in the Jewish immigration to the United States. Perhaps
      because of the much smaller absolute volume of the immigration to Palestine and because of the idealistic
      elements involved, it was possible to attract a group of professionally trained persons that, while absolutely
      small, accounted for a substantial fraction of total immigration.
    


    
      The occupational-industrial structure of immigration is important only in its effect upon the economic adjustment
      of the population after it settled in the new country of residence. And the levels and trends in Table 17 do suggest several questions. Was the high share of agriculture among the immigrants
      followed by a comparatively high share of agriculture in the Jewish labor force in Palestine and Israel? Was the
      decline in the share of agriculture among the immigrants followed by a decline in the share of agriculture among
      the resident Jewish labor force? Was the increase in the share of commerce and transportation among the
      immigrants followed by an increase in the share of commerce and transportation among the resident Jewish labor
      force?
    


    
      There are elements of incomparability in the data for the successive years, and even at best one would encounter
      difficulties in using the standard industrial classification under Palestine-Israeli conditions (e.g. the variety
      of kibbutzim and moshavim activities affect the division between agriculture and other pursuits). Yet Table 18 does provide fairly clear and roughly reliable answers to some of the above questions.
    


    
      (iv) The share of the Jewish labor force in agriculture was and remains, on the average, at much higher levels in
      Palestine and Israel than in other countries. Except for the disturbed year 1948, the level is at the lowest
      about a seventh of the total labor force. Nor, taking seasonal considerations into account, is there any
      significant decline. In November 1931, the share of
      agriculture in a labor force of about 67 thousand was 18.5 percent; in November 1955, the Jewish labor force was
      over a half a million, i.e. 8 times as large, and yet the share of agriculture was over 15 percent. The
      difference in the two percentages, given the margin of error in the figures, is not significant. In other words,
      while the share of agriculture among immigrants declined perceptibly, the share of agriculture among the settled
      labor force remained practically constant.
    


    
      Table 17  Industrial Distribution of Jewish Immigrants to Palestine: Successive Periods,
      1919-1954
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      Sources:
    


    
      Lines 1-5: Statistical Handbook of Jewish Palestine, A. Gertz, editor, Jerusalem 1947, p. 101.
    


    
      Line 4a: Ibid, p. 111.
    


    
      Lines 6-7: M. Sikron, Immigration Since the Establishment of the State of Israel, Chapter X. Table 1: Falk Project for Economic Research in Israel (manuscript).
    


    
      Line 6: Statistical Abstract of Israel, 1954/5, Jerusalem 1955, Table 12, p. 37.
    


    
      a. Includes administrative and service workers. In line 8 also a small group of unclassified.
    


    
      (v) Nor was there any rise in the share of commerce and finance, or in the share of that sector combined with
      transportation and communication—despite the relative increase in the latter after independence—due to the
      employment of Jews by public utilities which, in the Mandate days, was not common practice.
    


    
      (vi) The only other significant change in the industrial distribution suggested by Table 18
      is the rise in the share of the government and public service sector. The increasing need for Jews in these
      services after independence is obvious.
    


    
      Whatever the industrial distribution of immigrants, the structure of the labor force was adjusted to the needs of
      a diversified Jewish economy with emphasis on all sectors of activity indispensable for an economy geared to
      Western standards and not conceived as that of a minority dependent upon a neighboring majority. Indeed, such
      dependence was impossible, since the Jewish minority was willing to sink to lower levels of economic life, or to
      specialize in ways that would conflict with Zionist ideals.
    


    
      This shift from the industrial distribution of the immigrants to that of the settled labor force obviously meant
      the conversion of large groups from activities in which they had been engaged before migrating to new types of
      activity for which they may not have had previous training. This conversion is illustrated by some recent data
      made available in a sample survey of the labor force taken in June 1954 (Table 19).
    


    
      Interestingly, it is the recent immigrant groups that show a larger proportion of the labor force in agricultural
      and related pursuits—over 19 percent in the industrial classification and over 18 percent in the occupational
      distribution, compared with 11 or 9 percent for the arrivals before 1949 and the Israeli born. Yet, as Table 17 indicated, the proportion of the recent immigrant groups in agriculture was fairly low—about
      5 percent; and, on the whole, lower than the proportions of the agriculture and training sector among the earlier
      immigrant groups. A double process was obviously in force. On the one hand, a substantial proportion of the new
      immigrants was settled on the land and a smaller proportion was directed to clerical, administrative, white collar jobs, and the highly skilled pursuits in
      transport and public utilities. On the other hand, the earlier and older immigration groups had apparently begun
      to shift from activities on the land toward other pursuits in the secondary and tertiary sectors of the economy.
    


    
      Table 18  Industrial Distribution of the Jewish Labor Force, Palestine and Israel, Selected
      Years, 1931-1955
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      a. Including in 1948 and 1954 mining and quarries, amounting to 0.8% (1948), 0.4% (1954), and 0.2% (1955) of
      total labor force.
    


    
      b. In the 1931 Census this included “Physicians, Engineers, Lawyers, Teachers, Religion, Misc.” This
      classification not used in 1948. Accordingly, for 1948 we have placed under this heading items under “Medical
      service, education and judiciary,” and “Religion, Culture, and Art”; and for 1954, “Health, education and social
      culture, etc.”
    


    
      c. Including “Electricity, Gas, Water, and Sanitary Services.”
    


    
      Sources: 1931 and 1939—D. Burevich, “The Jewish Population,” The Palestine Year Book, v. 2
      (1945-46), New York, 1946, p. 135. The 1931 data are
      based on a census taken by the Palestine Mandatory Government; and the 1939 data on a sample study of the Jewish
      Agency. For more detailed presentation of the 1931 census, see Statistical Handbook of Jewish Palestine:
      1947, Jerusalem, 1947, Dept. of Statistics, Jewish Agency, pp.
      66-69.
    


    
      1948—“Registration of Population” 8.XI-48. Statistical Abstract of Israel: 1952/53, No. 4, p. 29.
    


    
      1954—“Labor Force Survey.” Mr. Hovne’s manuscript for Falk Project for Economic Research in Israel.
    


    
      1955—Labor Force Survey, Israel Central Bureau of Statistics, Bulletin, Part B, February 1956.
    


    
      In contrast to the industrial structure of Jews in the Diaspora, the industrial structure of the Jewish labor
      force even in Palestine, and more so in Israel, shows a full sweep of economic activities. The range is from a
      substantial proportion in agriculture, to an even larger proportion in industry, and to substantial shares in all
      service activities—trade and finance, professions, and government. The pattern is similar to that prevalent among
      the economically developed countries of the world.
    


    
      This greater diversity in the industrial structure of Jews in Palestine and Israel can be further illustrated by
      the distribution within manufacturing among the various industries (Table 20). We observed
      earlier the heavy concentration in the countries of the Diaspora, of Jews in manufacturing (and handicrafts) in
      the apparel industries, and to a lesser extent in the food and other light consumer goods industries. The
      structure within manufacturing in Palestine and Israel is quite different. Even in Palestine in 1931, the
      proportion of the “heavy” producer goods industries (metals and machinery, chemicals, stone and cement, and
      partly woodwork) was substantial, accounting for between a fifth and a third of all Jewish workers in industry.
      This proportion is even larger in Israel in 1952, accounting for between 30 and 40 percent of the total Jewish
      labor force in the industrial sector.
    


    
      c. Level and Structure of Income
    


    
      The Jewish community in Palestine and Israel is the only one, as far as I know, for which the total net product
      of economic activity can be measured. Not that such measures of national income or product for Palestine and
      Israel are completely reliable. Since the estimates are comprehensive in scope, i.e. include the products of all
      economic activities, and are fairly articulated as to significant components, i.e., show the product by
      industrial sectors, types of use, etc., they are never accurate—not even in countries with rich bodies of
      statistical data and long experience in the procedures involved. The supply of basic data for Palestine and even
      for Israel is not that rich; and, moreover, the variety of new institutional forms renders the application of
      standard concepts difficult. Nevertheless, such measures do exist and they do reflect the level and structure
      of economic activity of the Jewish community in Palestine and
      Israel. Here we deal with: (i) the level of income, particularly per capita; (ii) its industrial structure; and
      (iii) the distribution between consumption and savings.
    


    
      Table 19  Occupational and Industrial Structure of Employed Jews, by Length of Residence,
      Israel, 1954
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      Source: Unpublished study for labor force survey of 1954 by Mr. A. Hovne, Falk Project for Economic
      Research in Israel.
    


    
      (i) The first estimate of total income of Jews in Palestine is for 1936, when the community totaled some 370,000
      people (average of end of 1935 and 1936). The total net income produced by Palestine Jewry during that
      year was estimated to be about 17.8 million Palestine Ł, or about PŁ 48 per capita.26
    


    
      By means of the analysis by P. F. Loftus, government statistician for Palestine, we can estimate that in terms of
      comparable purchasing power this per capita equals 47 pounds sterling, at the 1936 price level.27 In 1936, the per capita income of the United Kingdom was about Ł 96, or over twice that
      of the Jewish community in Palestine; and the per capita income in the United States in 1939 was almost 20
      percent higher than that in the United Kingdom.28 If we use the latter ratio (in
      preference to that for 1936, a relatively depressed year) for purposes of rough approximation, the per capita
      income of the Jewish community in Palestine works out to $225 in 1936, or about four-tenths of per capita income
      in the United States. (The figures throughout relate to national income at factor cost).
    


    
      This is a fairly high level on the international scale. In relation to the 53 countries whose per capita incomes
      are ranked in Point Four, the Jewish community in Palestine in 1936 would be at the bottom of the first
      major group, i.e. the upper income group (15 countries, most of them in Western and Northern Europe, and in their
      overseas offshoots, e.g. Canada, United States, Australia, New Zealand, etc.). Its income is higher than that for
      most countries in Southern and Eastern Europe, and for almost all countries (except possibly Argentina) in Latin
      America, Asia, and Africa. And it was much larger than the per capita income for the non-Jews in Palestine,
      estimated to be about PŁ 17 in that year. It must be emphasized that this is a measure of production, net
      of capital imports and of payments due abroad.
    


    
      In 1954, the last year for which relatively complete estimates of national income in Israel are available, the
      Jewish population was 1.5 million, and total population (including the Arab minority), 1.69 million. The national
      income, again at factor cost, was estimated to be 1.461 billion Israeli pounds in current prices.29 It is not clear to what extent the basic data include the product of the Arab
      minorities, although agricultural product estimates certainly include it. If the total is related to the Jewish
      population alone, the per capita income is exaggerated; on the other hand, if total income is divided by total
      population, the comparison with the per capita for the Jewish community in 1936 is affected. Perhaps, the
      best procedure for the present purposes is to relate total income to the Jewish population, but keep in mind the
      element of exaggeration in per capita income—which, however, cannot be large. National income produced per head
      of Jewish population in Israel in 1954 is then 974 Israeli pounds. We wish to convert this to U. S. dollars, and
      then compare with the per capita income in 1936. If we use the formal conversion rate of 1.6 Israeli pounds to
      the dollar, the result is a per capita income for Israel of $541. This is an underestimate if the conversion rate
      underestimates the purchasing power of the Israeli pound relative to that of a U.S. dollar. But the underestimate
      is perhaps not so large as to be inadmissible, particularly in view of the possible overestimate suggested in the
      preceding paragraph.
    


    
      This per capita of $541 is, however, in 1954 prices, while that of $225 for 1936 was in 1936 prices. The price
      indexes implicit in national product estimates for the United States, which have to be used since the
      Palestine-Israeli figures were translated into dollars, were at a level of 206 in 1954 compared with 100 in 1936.
      Hence in 1936 prices, the per capita income of the Israeli Jewish population in 1954 was about $263; or about 15
      percent above the $225 per capita of 1936. Since the estimates are rough, it is perhaps safest to conclude that
      the real income produced per head of the Jewish community did not change significantly from 1936 to 1954.
    


    
      Whether constancy or a moderate increase is the correct conclusion, the calculations suggest a remarkable
      economic performance. Despite the war for independence and political perturbations, despite the striking increase
      in population, and despite the fact that most of the large immigration after the late 1930’s came from
      economically low and depressed areas in the world, the Jewish community in Israel managed to maintain (and
      perhaps even raise somewhat) the high per capita level of output that it had in 1936. And that it was a matter of
      sizable effort is indicated clearly by the available estimates relating to some intervening dates. Loftus’
      estimates for 1944 suggest that per capita income produced by the Jewish population rose some 20% from the 1936;
      and hence at best the 1954 per capita income is either equal to or lower than that for 1944. Creamer’s estimates,
      in constant prices, go back to 1950; and the total rise in per capita income from 1950 to 1954 was about 16%
      (using total population figures). This means that in 1950, real per capita income of the Jewish community in Israel was about 85 percent of the 1954 level; and, therefore, at least
      15 percent below the 1944 level, and perhaps below the 1936 level. The per capita income level in 1949 may have
      been even lower than in 1950. In other words, a per capita product in 1954 equal to or slightly exceeding that in
      1936 was attained after the war and other disturbances and unprecedented immigration had reduced real per capita
      product to levels that were a seventh to a fifth below the 1936 level.
    


    
      Table 20  Distribution of Jewish Labor Force within Industry, by Industrial Divisions,
      Palestine and Israel, 1931 and 1952
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      (a) “Metalworks & Electricity”
    


    
      (b) “Building materials”
    


    
      (c) Includes power stations
    


    
      Sources:
    


    
      Column 1: Statistical Handbook of Jewish Palestine, ed. by A. Gertz, 1947, p. 66.
    


    
      Column 2: Statistical Abstract of Israel 1953/54, pp.
      102-4.
    


    
      Even with this impressive performance, the disparity between the per capita income of
      the Jewish community in Israel and those in other countries which could, and did, achieve more continuous and
      uninterrupted growth, increased. In 1954, the per capita income of Israel was less than a third of that of the
      United States. But it was still at a high level on the international scale: several times above those in the
      neighboring Arab countries, and significantly above the levels in the underdeveloped countries.30
    


    
      (ii) The industrial structure of the national income of the Jewish community in Palestine and Israel is to some
      extent predetermined by the industrial distribution of the Jewish labor force already discussed in connection
      with Table 18. Yet there are some interesting interrelations between the industrial origin
      of income and the distribution of workers (Table 21).
    


    
      In 1936, income originating per worker in agriculture was distinctly lower than the income per worker for the
      community as a whole. For Jews, income per worker in agriculture was only half that for the total labor force;
      whereas income per worker in industry was a quarter above the total community average, and that in commerce,
      finance, and transportation over a third above the latter. For the larger non-Jewish labor force in Palestine in
      1936 the inter-industry differences were much wider—the range being from somewhat over 40 percent of the
      community average in agriculture to over 200 percent in “others,” dominated by government and similar services.
      These wider inter-industry differentials among non-Jews were due partly to the greater heterogeneity of the
      group, comprising Arabs on the one hand, and the Westernized groups closely connected with the Mandate government
      or foreign enterprises on the other; partly to the very low status of Arab agriculture.
    


    
      The interrelations in 1953-54 in Israel were distinctly different. While the share of labor force in agriculture
      among the Jews was lower than in 1936, the share of income originating in agriculture was distinctly higher. As a
      result, income originating per worker in agriculture was only about 10 percent below the countrywide average.
      Income per worker in industry was also about 10 percent below the countrywide average. The reason for this
      disappearance of the differential income originating per worker between agriculture and industry is an
      interesting problem. Perhaps, income in agriculture, even for the Jewish labor force, was kept relatively low in
      1936 by the competition of Arab agriculture within Palestine. Perhaps, continuous capital investment in
      agriculture produced a much greater rise in real productivity per worker than in the industry sector. Perhaps, the prices of agricultural products rose
      much more between 1936 and 1953-54 than those of industrial products, with the internal terms of trade and rates
      of compensation of productive factors shifting in favor of agriculture. A test of these hypotheses would require
      special analysis beyond the scope of this paper; but the problem merits further investigation.
    


    
      Table 21  Industrial Distribution of National Income, Palestine, 1936 and Israel, 1953
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      a. Mining shifted from col. 2 to 3.
    


    
      b. For the labor force the category is “building construction and public works.”
    


    
      Sources:
    


    
      Lines 1-6: Robert R. Nathan, Oscar Gass, and Daniel Creamer, Palestine: Problems and Promise, Washington
      Public Affairs Press, 1946, p. 150.
    


    
      Line 7: see Table 18, col. 4.
    


    
      Line 8: Daniel Creamer, Provisional Estimates of Israel’s National Income, 1952-1953, Central Bureau of
      Statistics and Falk Project for Economic Research in Israel, Jerusalem, Mar. 1955, Special Series no. 29.
    


    
      Another change in relative income per worker between 1936 and 1953-54 occurred in construction: the relative (to
      the total community average) drops from 107 to 52. The estimate for 1953-54 may be too low since we have matched
      income in the contract construction sector with labor force engaged in “building construction and public works.”
      Yet this change may be real; in 1936 Jews engaged in that sector may have been at relatively skilled levels, the
      lower levels having been occupied largely by Arabs (note the relatively low level of per capita income in that
      sector in 1936 among the non-Jews). In 1953-54 Jews provided both the skilled and unskilled labor, with the
      majority of the latter recruited from the recent immigrants. Here again a test of the finding would require
      further analysis.
    


    
      One other aspect of the findings for 1953-54 deserves comment. The inter-industry differentials in income per
      worker are rather narrow, taking into account the size of the various groups within the total labor force. The
      sum of positive and negative deviations from 100 (i.e. from equality to the countrywide average), weighted by
      percentages in the labor force is 1,602 (signs disregarded), or, divided by 100, 16.0. The corresponding figure
      for 1936 (the Jewish community) is 23.6, which shows that inter-industry differences in income per worker have
      narrowed over the period. More important, in many other countries in the world the inter- industry differentials,
      particularly between agriculture and other pursuits, are much wider than in Israel in 1953-54. These narrow
      inter-industry differentials are probably a major factor contributing to the marked equality in the distribution
      of income by size within Israel, an observation repeatedly made by visitors. Direct sample data on size
      distribution, that will become available in the near future, should provide a basis for measuring this
      “equality.”
    


    
      (iii) We come now to the last, and perhaps most intriguing, aspect of the income estimates for the Jewish
      community in Palestine and Israel: the use of the income and of other resources made available from the outside.
      Table 22 presents a condensed picture of the allocation of domestic income and other
      resources in two years: 1936 in Palestine and 1953 in Israel. It would have been desirable to prepare such
      estimates for a whole series of years, before and after
      independence; but it is not possible to do so, except for 1952 and at a later date for 1954 (the latter to be
      inserted when the figures become available).
    


    
      Table 22  Allocation of Income Produced and Other Resources Between Consumption and Capital
      Formation, Jewish Community in Palestine, 1935 and Israel, 1953
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      Sources:
    


    
      Part A – Nathan, Gass, and Creamer, op. cit., pp.
      151 ff, and p. 317.
    


    
      Part B – Estimates by Dr. Harold Lubell, for the Falk Project for Economic Research in Israel (see 2nd Annual
      Report).
    


    
      The broad conclusions, however, stand out clearly, and probably were not much different for other years (except
      during World War II when contact with other countries was difficult and conditions within Palestine were affected
      by military procurement and mobilization). First, both in 1936 and in 1953, ultimate consumption by the Jewish
      community, private only in 1936 but including government consumption in 1953, absorbed all income produced. In
      fact, ultimate consumption was slightly above income produced in both years—the excess being 0.36 million
      PŁ in 1936 and 97 million IŁ in 1953. This meant that none of the income produced was available for capital
      formation, i.e. for additions to the stock of capital to be used as tools for further production. Second, both in
      1936 and in 1953 substantial additions to the stock of capital were nevertheless made. Gross capital formation
      was about 30 percent of all available resources in 1936 and about 20 percent in 1953. Third, these additions to
      capital stock in the country were provided from the outside, i.e. represented capital imports. In 1936 the
      substantial sources were capital of immigrants (to which a large part of net currency imports should probably be
      added) and the various national and religious funds.31 In 1953 the substantial
      sources were unrequited transfers (grants, donations etc.) and also net capital borrowing.
    


    
      That the Jewish community in Palestine, and subsequently in Israel, consumed slightly more than the total income
      it produced may at first seem puzzling, considering the high level of per capital income and, at least in 1953,
      the origin of the bulk of immigration in areas with rather low living standards. One would expect that under such
      circumstances consumption would be kept at levels sufficiently below the income produced to leave a margin for
      internal financing of domestic capital formation. Yet the puzzle is more apparent than real. In 1936 recent
      immigration was from fairly well developed economic areas, and the substantial imports of immigrant capital
      testify to it. Perhaps in earlier years the situation was different. But even in 1953, given the Western cast of
      the Israeli economy, it would have been impossible, and certainly was undesirable, to gear the living standards
      of recent immigrants to the low levels of their countries of origin. It would have widened the social and
      economic gap between the newcomers and the settled population and, more important, it would have prevented the
      integration of the recent arrivals in the country’s productive system. For if high levels of product were to be expected from the Jewish labor force, regardless of the country of origin
      and the standards prevailing in the latter, the recent immigrants had to be accorded the opportunity of adequate
      living standards, regardless of whether for their specific productivity yielded an income for a time that did not
      cover such standards.
    


    
      This point can be formulated in more general terms. Given the intent and desire to develop in Palestine and
      Israel an economy that would yield a relatively high product per capita, a fairly high standard of consumption
      had to be established to assure such productivity—in the way of food, clothing, housing, education, and other
      services. Recent immigrants would, by and large, probably not reach a level of productivity that would yield
      income above such a standard and sufficient to provide for savings, until after some years in the
      country—a period varying from group to group, and even person to person, depending upon previous training and
      other factors. Hence, at any given time the Jewish community in Palestine and Israel comprised settled groups
      whose product was above their consumption, and recent groups whose product was below their consumption. The
      positive balance for the former just about offset the negative balance for the latter; and this in itself was
      quite an attainment when the proportional weight of the recent group was strikingly raised by large immigration.
    


    
      To the extent that maintenance of this high consumption standard assures a highly productive labor force, it is
      as much a capital investment as additions to the stock of material capital. In that sense, it is fair to say that
      the capital formation or investment problem connected with the rapid growth of Palestine’s or Israel’s Jewish
      population largely by immigration was a double one: that of investing in human capital by maintaining higher
      standards of consumption and investing in material capital to provide a sufficient amount of capital per worker.
      The investment in human capital was just about offset by domestic savings; the investment in material capital was
      just about offset by capital imports with the several sources (immigrant capital, private capital investment,
      public grants, donations, etc, government borrowing) varying in importance from period to period.32
    


    
      Next, it is clear that, given the large and continuous immigration to Palestine and later to Israel, the high
      levels of production could not have been maintained without capital imports. If they had not been available
      domestic consumption would have had to be reduced in order to secure a minimum amount of financing for additions
      to material capital; or if it had been maintained for a while it would have been at the expense of additions to material capital in the area. In either case per capita levels of income produced
      in the country could not have been maintained: in the former because of the deterioration in the labor force, in
      the latter because of shortages of material capital.
    


    
      No tested data are available for a more direct analysis of the interplay between savings of some groups, and the
      dissavings of others within the country, the imports of capital, the additions to the labor force and the
      population by immigration, and the changes in per capita national income. But the major point is clear enough
      without elaborate analysis: the combination of high levels of product per capita with immigration of the
      proportional magnitudes shown for Palestine and Israel would have been impossible without substantial capital
      imports.
    


    
      Against this broad background, the sources of capital imports are not crucial—important as they may be in the
      year-to-year policy relations between the Jewish community in Palestine and Israel, Jews in the Diaspora, and the
      world at large. In some periods immigrants’ capital was a major source but it is not likely to be important in
      the future unless immigration of Jews from the economically advanced countries becomes substantial. In recent
      years, the important sources were donations and grants, and partly reparations—although borrowing was also of
      some magnitude. Whatever the source, it is obvious that an important factor in the past of the Jewish community
      in Palestine and Israel was the large economic potential of the Jewish communities in the Diaspora. The
      quantitative relations are particularly relevant here. Capital imports to the extent of say 30 percent of total
      available resources (in 1936 and in the high level years after independence) are about 43 percent of the national
      income or product of Palestine or Israel (total available resources being 130, of which 39 is capital imports and
      91 is national income or product of the area). But the total income of Israel, say in 1954 when its Jewish
      population was at its highest, was only a small fraction of the total income of Jews in the Diaspora. In the
      United States alone, the Jewish community was about 3.3 times as large as that in Israel in 1954; and if the
      income of Jews in the United States is set at the countrywide average, their total income must have been well
      over 10 times that of Israel. The ratio is probably appreciably higher. But on that basis, even if all capital
      imports to Israel were financed by United States Jewry, it would amount to barely over 4 percent of their income,
      and probably not much more than 3 percent. Considering also the Jewish communities in the other advanced
      countries, one must conclude that the economic potential of the Jews in the Diaspora, added to their interest in
      Palestine and Israel, was an important factor in contributing to the capital formation
      of the Jewish community in that area.
    


    
      These calculations are only suggestive; and it is not intended to argue here the desirability or feasibility of
      continuously tapping this potential. The important point in the present connection is simply that the economic
      growth and levels of activity of the Jewish community first in Palestine and then in Israel cannot be understood
      until and unless they are viewed as a cooperative venture of the Jewish groups in that area and in the Diaspora;
      and that without such cooperation, past and present, the emergence and maintenance of a full-fledged
      “Western”economic community in that area would most likely have been impossible.
    


    
      IV. Concluding Comments
    


    
      A summary of the preceding discussion is neither possible nor desirable, in view of the brevity of the treatment
      of many topics. But, in concluding this paper, it may be of interest to advance some reflections suggested by the
      whole sweep of recent changes in the economic structure of the Jews.
    


    
      1. The Economic and Non-Economic Elements
    


    
      One broad reflection is that in the economics of Jews the non-economic elements are important, to the point of
      dominance. The very existence and continuance of Jews as a distinctive and cohesive minority is in essence
      non-economic—which is true also of many other minorities and even of many communities organized into independent
      sovereign states. Economic calculations guided by some rational principles, e.g. maximization of long term
      economic returns, would argue against rather than for the perpetuation of such a cohesive and distinct
      minority, and would affect the attitudes of both the minority and the majority which in one way or another
      impose unity and cohesion on the minority.
    


    
      Such economic calculations on principles of maximization of long term net yields cannot be made with precision
      and reliability. But it can be argued that a group of X individuals, who are comprised in the Jewish minority,
      would, given their personal and material economic assets, most likely attain (for themselves and their
      descendants) a higher level of returns were they to act freely in response to perceived economic opportunities.
      “Freely” means without regard for other motives and considerations which intervene when they act as members of a
      Jewish minority, in fulfillment of a desire for cohesiveness and retention of identity
      as members of that minority.
    


    
      Much of the analysis in the body of the paper lends emphasis to the point that no such “pure” response to
      economic opportunities is in fact exercised by the Jewish minority; and that in reality a high economic price, in
      the way of opportunity cost, has been paid for the sake of preserving the cohesion and identity of the minority.
      This was certainly true of the Jewish immigrants who went to Palestine when greater economic opportunities were
      available elsewhere; as well as of the sizable Jewish minorities anywhere in the Diaspora, where proximity to
      other members of the group and other conditions of social life affected economic decisions.
    


    
      This is obvious enough. What is perhaps less obvious is that the hostile or discriminatory policies of the
      majorities, whenever manifest, are even more irrational economically. Given the kind of human capital that the
      Jews represent, the majority in any country, if it wished to maximize long term economic returns, should have not
      only permitted the Jewish minority the utmost freedom—but in fact subsidized heavily any movement of the
      promising individual Jews to the upper levels of economic and social performance. Such help in developing more
      contributors to the stock of human knowledge and hence to the economic capacity of the country (which rests after
      all on tested scientific knowledge) would have been one of the highest yield investments. If only for this
      obvious reason, the discriminatory policies of many majorities—often directed specifically at retarding the usual
      dynamics of a Jewish minority, from trade into intellectual and professional pursuits—constitute extreme economic
      irrationality. And the same can be said of limitations on movement within business corporations and the like.
    


    
      Of course, people do not act on purely rational economic calculations; and the preceding paragraphs are
      belaboring the obvious. Yet an implication for the analysis of the economics of the Jews follows from this
      platitude that has not been clearly recognized. The implication is double-edged. First, in explaining why and how
      the economics of the Jews came to be what it is, these non-economic elements must be explicitly formulated and
      considered. And this has to be done in greater detail and specificity than was, or could be done, in the
      preceding pages. Only in this fashion will the connection between motivation as members of the minority and
      economic choices and results become clear—a comment which also applies to the connection between the motivation
      of the majority and its actions on economic and social opportunities made accessible to the Jews. The
      second, and more elusive connotation, is that in any appraisal of the economic
      structure of the Jews, in any references to it as “normal” or more frequently “abnormal,” desirable or
      undesirable, the utmost clarity must be sought in formulating the bases for such appraisal. Since these bases
      often include, explicitly and implicitly, a mixture of economic and non-economic elements, a combination of
      criteria of minimum economic attainment in the way of level, stability, and “respectability” of income and of
      continued life of the Jewish minority, a clear differentiation of these elements will prevent misleading shallow
      judgments. For what is “abnormal” or “undesirable” from the standpoint of one criterion may turn out to be
      desirable or indispensable from the standpoint of another. All this, applied to the economics of the Jewish
      minority, could also apply to the policy of the majority. This means that firm and defensible appraisals and
      judgment can be reached only if the bases on which they are made are clearly stated and accepted.
    


    
      2. Historical Continuity
    


    
      Since my own interest is in explanation rather than appraisal, my second reflection mirrors the impression of the
      pervasiveness of historical continuity in any analysis of economic changes among Jews in the recent century.
    


    
      In a sense this is both obvious and inevitable—since we deal with a minority whose historical heritage stretches
      over centuries and the changes in whose conditions can hardly be understood except as links in a chain that
      extends far back into the past. But it is the major scenes in this historical drama, and the close connection
      between them, which strike the eye of an observer who attempts to stand, as it were, on the outside.
    


    
      The main point in much of the discussion in Section III, the dominance of Eastern European Jewry as the major
      reservoir of growth during the recent century, and the source from which the two largest communities in the world
      today—the United States and Israel—have been recruited, is clearly a link in a long chain of historical
      continuity. The reasons for the concentration of world Jewry at the beginning of the 19th century in Eastern
      Europe certainly lie in centuries of earlier history, when the Jews were expelled successively from the several
      countries of Western Europe, and were attracted to Poland and neighboring areas by the favorable conditions
      offered them.
    


    
      But there is even more to this historical interconnection. The favorable position of Jews in Poland and Lithuania
      during several centuries meant their occupation of certain economic links in the
      structure of the countries impeded the formation of a native middle class. In turn, the weakness of the naive
      urban middle classes may have been an important factor in the weakness of the Polish-Lithuanian states and may
      have delayed their evolution to the stronger and more effective national state—which in other countries was
      attained originally by a combination of leading units in the feudal nobility with the economically strong middle
      classes in the cities. It seems ironic that, having flourished and grown within the framework of these weaker,
      nobility dominated states, the Jewish communities in Poland and Lithuania have paid the price of partition and
      ended up under the domination of one of the most centralized and authoritarian powers in the world.
    


    
      The observations above may be superficial reflections of the surface of history writ large—and misleading at
      that, but even if inaccurate, they illustrate the kinds of historical continuity that may be perceived in the
      changing economics of the Jews. And some of the connecting links have been suggested in the preceding
      discussions—as we analyzed the shift in the industrial structure and income levels of the Eastern European Jewish
      community, first in its original area, and then in the United States and Israel, where they and their descendants
      account for the majority of the Jews.
    


    
      The changing economics of the Jews is at the same time part of world history and of the responses of the Jewish
      groups themselves, acting as distinctive and cohesive minorities. And each of these—the history of the countries
      whose actions affect the fate of Jews (whether the latter are or are not resident in them), and the responses of
      the Jews themselves—has long roots in the historical past of both the world at large and the Jewish world
      community. The interplay of the variety of historical forces affecting the economic and other conditions of Jews
      in the immediate past, and likely to affect them in the foreseeable future, is almost overwhelming. Certainly,
      only the very broad lines can be marked out; and one must always be aware the depth of the antecedents and the
      shallowness of the explanations that can be offered and tested.
    


    
      This applies to the position today. Of some 11 million Jews in the world, about 6 million are in the countries of
      the Western Hemisphere, and another million are in the relatively free countries of Eastern Europe. The economic
      and social fate of news in North America and Western Europe is a function of the economic and social fate of
      their countries and will be governed largely by the possibilities of preserving peace and avoiding a major world
      war. Another sizable group of Jews, about 2.5 million, is behind the Iron Curtain and
      its future is partly a function of the internal changes within these authoritarian states, any relaxation in the
      dictatorship meaning a relief of hostile pressure on the Jewish minorities; and partly a function again of the
      major course of international relations. The third sizable group of Jews, 1.5 million, is in Israel, and
      embattled bastion facing Arab hostility and still a potential refuge for the half million Jews in the disturbed
      areas of North Africa. Here the lines of historical continuity from the not so distant past of 19th century
      relations between the Western powers and the underdeveloped countries of the Arab belt are being played out to
      ends that can only be dimly perceived. Against this background, the characteristics of and changes in economic
      structure dwindle to mere details on a canvas in which other, non-economic factors, are clearly more important.
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      4.  This is apparent in the very methods used for statistical study of Jews. In countries
      that do not require specification of religious affiliation in their governmental statistics, e.g., the United
      States, the so-called Yom Kippur and burial methods of estimating Jewish population, will by their nature, yield
      estimates including only persons who acknowledge their belonging either by having their children not attend
      school on Yom Kippur or by burying their deceased in accordance with Jewish law. Even in states requiring
      religious affiliation data, it may be relatively easy for persons so desiring to conceal their belonging to a
      Jewish group (even under Nazi conditions such concealment, while difficult, was not impossible). Our basic
      information is therefore by the nature of the case limited to individuals who share, even if in a minimal way,
      the feeling of belonging to a distinctive group with a common religion and history.
    


    
      5.  Even in a country like India, with a relatively small Jewish community of less than
      30,000, the proportion in agriculture is only 6.5%, whereas that of total population is about 70%. The data on
      the Jewish population are for 1941, from H.G. Reissner, “Indian-Jewish Statistics (1837-1941),” Jewish Social
      Studies, October 1950, particularly pp. 362-3.
    


    
      6.  The proportion of Jews to total gainfully occupied population (nonagricultural) for the
      several countries ranked from highest to the lowest, are: Poland—22.4; Slovakia-Carpatho-Ruthenia—12.0;
      Hungary—10.93; Romania—10.90; Latvia—10.0; U.S.S.R.—7.2; U.S.A.—4.4; Bulgaria—2.76; Canada—2.26;
      Bohemia-Moravia-Silesia—1.5; Germany—1.03. The data are for the years shown in Table 2 and
      from sources cited there. In this calculation we assumed that in United States and Bulgaria the ratio of Jewish
      gainfully occupied workers to total gainfully occupied is the same as the ratio of Jewish population to total
      population.
    


    
      7.  Such association between the proportion of Jews in total and
      non-agricultural population and the shares among Jews of the trade and industry sectors was also noted within
      Russia when the data of the 1897 census became available. I. M. Rubinow observes in “Economic Condition of the
      Jews in Russia” (Bulletin of the Bureau of Labor, Department of Commerce and Labor, no. 72, September
      1907) that in Lithuania and White Russia, where the proportions of Jews to total population are among the
      highest, “the industrial occupations claim a much greater proportion of the employed than commerce” and adds that
      “this difference is significant in view of the greater congestion of the Jews in the northwest and their lower
      economic condition (p. 502). The Rubinow study, the best on the subject in English, gives the impression that it
      was the combination of large numbers with legal limitations that drove the Jews into the “industry” sector; that
      participation in the latter was largely in the handicrafts; and that this “industry” was a less desirable and
      economically less rewarding pursuit than “trade.”
    


    
      8.  Even if a given sector accounts for a large proportion of the total Jewish population,
      the proportion of Jews to all engaged within this sector is not necessarily high. In general, with Jews a small
      minority, they can form a dominant proportion in any given sector only under one of two conditions, and usually
      only if both conditions are met: this sector must account for a large proportion of the Jewish population,
      and it must account for a small proportion of total population.
    


    
      9.  In addition to the sources quoted in Table 1, I have used here
      Jakob Lestschinsky’s paper in Weltwirtschaftliches Archiv, 1930, vol. 32, pp. 563-599, and Arthur Ruppin,
      Soziologie der Juden, vol. 1, (Berlin: Judischer Verlag, 1930), particularly Chapters 21, 22, and 23.
    


    
      10.  In this connection the data on distribution within trade of Jews in Russia in 1897,
      merit specific reference because they partly confirm, and partly differ from the generalization suggested (see
      the detailed breakdown reported in Zeitschrift für Demographie und Statistik der Juden, February and March
      1906, pp. 19-21 and 43). Credit institutions and
      restaurants, hotels, and clubs accounted for only 3 percent of total Jews in trade (whether only gainfully
      occupied or also including dependents), and the remainder, commodity trade, accounted for almost all Jews engaged
      in the sector of trade and finance. Also, of the total sector, as much as 44 percent was in trade in agricultural
      products with perhaps more to be added from the vague category of general trade (which accounted for another 20
      percent of the total sector). Producers’ goods, such as construction materials and metals, accounted for only 7
      to 8 percent of total Jews engaged in trade (whether gainfully occupied or including dependents). In this sense,
      the data confirm the generalizations suggested. However, proportionately to total population engaged in trade,
      Jews were important in almost branches of commodity trade, including trade in producer goods. Thus while the
      ratio of Jews to total (both including dependents) was 54.7 percent for all commodity trade, it was 60 percent in
      construction materials and fuels, and 47 percent in metals, machinery, and weapons. It may be that the high
      ratios by Jews in these producer goods branches of trade were associated with the dominance in these sectors of
      the economy of small scale enterprises; and yet, as will be seen below, even in Russia in 1897, Jews were
      under-represented, in comparison with non-Jewish and total population, in the producer goods industries
      themselves.
    


    
      11.  The data in Table 6 and in lines 1-4 of Table
      7 should have been based, like the entries in Table 2, on the totals of gainfully
      occupied excluding recipients of nonservice income (given for two or three countries). But this adjustment could
      not be made with the data at hand. However, the effect on the differences in employment status structure between
      Jews and non-Jews, would be slight.
    


    
      12.  Migration of poor Jews, while increasing income inequality
      among Jews in the country of immigration, presumably decreases it in the country of emigration. There is a
      tendency, however, for immigration to a single country, such as the United States, to account fairly fully for
      emigration of Jews from several countries. This may result in a net balance, if one may speak of balance here, in
      which the inclining effect upon inequality in the country of immigration is greater than the reducing effect in
      the countries of emigration.
    


    
      13.  This is total Jewish migration set by L. Hersch for 1881-1898 (See his paper in The
      Jewish People: Past and Present, N.Y. 1946, V. I; p. 415). The period is two years short of that from 1880 to
      1900, but the figure includes some emigration from areas other than Eastern Europe.
    


    
      14.  See Jakob Lestschinsky, in Weltwirtschaftliches Archiv, 1930, p. 573.
    


    
      15.  See Zeitschrift für Demographie und Statistik der Juden, August-Sept. 1907, pp.
      114-155.
    


    
      16.  In his System of Geography (London, 1853, vol. I, p. 23) James Bell reports the
      population of Russia for 1843 (taken from the Almanack do Gotha), by provinces. The total population for the
      provinces that comprise the Pale, including Poland, is approximated at 20.8 million, and allowing a 10 percent
      rise to 1850, yields a total of about 23 million. The number of Jews for this area (see Table
      8) estimated at 2.3 million and the proportion of Jews in the total was 10%. For the population of the Pale,
      including Poland, of 42.34 million in 1897, the Census reported 4.90 million Jews, or 11.6% (see I.M. Rubinow,
      Economic Conditions of the Jews in Russia, Bulletin of the Bureau of Labor Statistics, no. 72, September
      1907, Washington, p. 491). This increase in the percentage is all the more significant since it covers a period
      during which substantial emigration of Jews from the Russian Pale had been under way for some time.
    


    
      17.  That trade was saturated with Jews, offering practically no further opportunities of
      any magnitude, is clearly suggested by the fact that in the Pale, the proportion of Jews to the total
      engaged in commerce was as high as 72.5%; and in Lithuania and White Russia, the areas with the highest
      proportions of Jews, it was 88.2 and 89.3 percent respectively. Indeed, in some of the individual provinces
      within these regions, e.g. Grodno and Hinsk, the proportion was well over 90 percent. (See Rubinow, op.
      cit., p. 554).
    


    
      18.  See M. Lawin, in Zeitschrift für Demographie und Statistik der Juden, January
      1906, pp. 10 ff. Compared with the 19% of families receiving assistance during Passover in Russia, the
      percentages in the 1890’s for other countries range from less than 1% in the U.S.A. to 5½% in Holland and Sweden
      (See the Jewish Encyclopedia, vol. I, New York, 1905, p. 538.)
    


    
      19.  A striking illustration of this recent policy, in addition to the variety of evidence
      presented by Dr. Schwartz, is a comparison of the articles appearing under the Jews heading, in two editions of
      the Great Soviet Encyclopedia, the first published in 1932 and the second in 1952. In the first edition
      (volume 24) there are several articles covering over 150 pages, and while naturally reflecting the biases of the
      authors, implicitly and sometimes directly recognizing the reality of Jews as a cohesive minority with a raison
      d’etre of their own. In the second edition (volume 15) all Jews and Jewish culture and problems are dismissed in
      one article just 2½ pages long (supplemented by 2 more pages on Brobiyan) with a prominent reference to a
      statement by Stalin that Jews are not a cohesive minority but were splinters held together by an ossified
      religion and some desiccated sentimentalities; and clearly conveying the idea that the faster the world gets rid
      of this historical anachronism the better.
    


    
      20.  Of the 1.6 million Jews who immigrated during 1881-1910, 72
      percent came from Russia, 18 percent from Austria-Hungary, and 4 percent from Romania (see Samuel Joseph,
      Jewish Immigration to the United States, Columbia University Press, New York 1914, pp. 93-94).
    


    
      21.  See The Jewish Review, April 1945, pp. 1 ff.
    


    
      22.  The per capita in 1874-83 was $281 in 1929 prices; in 1939-48 it was $790 also in 1929
      prices, and it rose further from 1939-48 to 1944-53. For the figures cited see “Income and Wealth of the United
      States, Trend and Structure,” Income and Wealth, Series II, International Association for Research in
      Income and Wealth (Cambridge, England, 1953), 55.
    


    
      23.  Colin Clark, Conditions of Economic Progress, 2nd Edition (London: Macmillan,
      1951) 46-7 and 191.
    


    
      24.  For the earnings in Russia see “Economic Condition of the Jews in Russia” by I. M.
      Rubinow, Bulletin of the Bureau of Labor, no. 72, Dept. of Commerce and Labor, Sept. 1907, pp.
      528-9. For the data on the United States, Immigration
      Commission Reports, vol. I. Abstracts, Senate Document no. 747, 61st Congress, 3rd session, Washington
      1911, p. 764.
    


    
      25.  These and other figures, relating largely to the period before 1948 are from Arthur
      Ruppin, Sociologie der Juden, Berlin 1930, vol. 1, pp. 145-148; and Statistical Handbook of Jewish Palestine, 1947, edited by A. Gertz, Dept. of
      Statistics, The Jewish Agency for Palestine, Jerusalem 1947, particularly the sections on population and
      immigration.
    


    
      26.  The income estimates were prepared by Dr. Ludwig Gruenbaum, for the Economic Research
      Institute of the Jewish Agency for Palestine, and published in Jerusalem in 1941. I am following here the
      adjustment in Robert R. Nathan, Oscar Gaas, and Daniel Creamer, Palestine: Problem and Promise, Public
      Affairs Press, Washington 1946, particularly Chapter 12.
    


    
      27.  See P.J. Loftus, National Income of Palestine. 1944, Government Printer,
      Jerusalem, no. 5 of 1946, in particular pp. 36-40. Loftus’
      comparison is for 1939, in which he concludes that the value of the Palestine pound was roughly that of the U. K.
      pound in that year. The comparison for 1936 can be extrapolated from 1939 by the movements of the cost of living
      indexes in Palestine and the United Kingdom respectively.
    


    
      28.  For the U.K. figures for 1936 see James B. Jefferys and Dorothy Walters, National
      Income and Expenditure of the United Kingdom, 1870-1952, Income and Wealth, Series V, edited by Simon
      Kuznets, printed for the International Association for Research in Income and Wealth by Bowes and Bowes,
      Cambridge, England, 1956. For per capita income in 1939, in U.S. dollars, see Point Four, Department of
      State, Publication 3719, January 1950, Washington, D.C., pp. 113-4.
    


    
      29.  This is an estimate prepared by Dr. Daniel Creamer, of the Falk Project for Economic
      Research in Israel, in cooperation with the Central Bureau of Statistics (manuscript in press).
    


    
      30.  For 1949, the United Nations set the per capita income of Israel at $389 (see
      National and Per Capita Incomes, Seventy Countries, 1949, United Nations, Statistical Papers, Series E,
      no. 1, New York, October 1950). In comparison, per capita income of the neighboring Arab countries were set as
      follows: Egypt—$100; Syria—$100; Iraq—$85; Lebanon—$125. For practically all countries in Asia and Africa per
      capita incomes were set well below $300; for many of them below $100.
    


    
        The estimates, and particularly the conversions to U.S. dollars, are subject to wide margins of error. The
      figure for Israel seems too high. The data used in the text suggest a level closer to
      $300 than to $400: a reduction of some 20% from the 1936 levels (a likely result of war and huge immigration)
      would mean a per capita of $175 in 1936 prices, and the price index (about 184 in 1949 on a 1936 base) would
      yield a rough estimate of $315. But even at this lower level, the per capita income in Israel was more than three
      times that of most Arab countries; and the disparity must have widened significantly after 1949.
    


    
      31.  For 1936 I assumed that the net capital imports shown in the balance of international
      payments for Palestine should be attributed completely to the Jewish community. On the other hand, to avoid
      duplication I omitted from Jewish capital formation a small item of payment for purchases of land. Also in 1936 a
      part of government capital formation could be and was credited to the Jewish community, as part of resources made
      available to it.
    


    
      32.  The statements in the text do not mean that savings of some groups within Palestine or
      Israel were used directly to finance the “dissavings,” i.e. the excess of consumption over income of other groups
      within the country. On the contrary, domestic savings were probably used to finance domestic capital formation;
      and funds coming from outside were used to finance “dissavings” of recent immigrants. The references in the text
      apply to the matching of aggregates of the type involved in Table 22, not of specific
      sources of savings with specific channels of investment. The latter type of matching is, in general, difficult,
      since funds circulate freely, and once shifted from point of origin to point of use become merged in a common
      pool that can be employed for all uses. However, in Palestine and Israel the links could perhaps be more clearly
      traced than elsewhere. It is obvious, e.g. that the Jewish Agency and related organizations channeled funds from
      the outside at least partly to sustain consumption levels of recent immigrants during the early periods when
      their production would inevitably fall short of their consumption requirements.
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      I. Introduction
    


    
      The economics of U.S. Jewry is that of a small minority with a relatively short history in the country—for most
      somewhat over half a century. This minority is distinguished, for demographic and economic study, on the basis of
      answers to a direct question about religion or ethnic origin, of actions demonstrating an interest in Jewish
      communal or religious affairs, of absence from school by children on major Jewish holidays, of distinctively
      “Jewish” family names. One may summarize these bases as self-identification. Such self-identification may be
      pronounced and active in deeply religious or communally oriented Jews, or it may be quite passive, amounting
      merely to neglecting to conceal affiliation by a change of name if it is distinctly Jewish, by answering “Jewish”
      to a direct question, and the like. It is important to recognize that the group studied is limited, with some
      unavoidable errors, to Jews distinguished by these forms of self-identification; and excludes Jewish blood
      descendants who have not so identified themselves. The proportion of the latter may vary over time and among
      countries; and we shall come back to this question, in considering some implications of the recent trends in the
      economic structure of U.S. Jewry.
    


    
      We concentrate on the topic because, as defined, U.S. Jewry is by far the largest Jewish community at present,
      both in the Diaspora and in the world, and is the largest within recent history; because it is resident in an
      economically advanced and highly developed democracy, with multiple national origins, providing perhaps the most
      favorable conditions for the economic and social development of the Jewish community; and because the trends in
      the economic structure of U.S. Jewry, since 1930 and particularly since 1950, have
      been rapid and marked—and deserve careful study for better orientation and understanding.
    


    
      Unfortunately, the discussion that follows is based on a limited study of the available data for U.S. Jewry, and
      on only a partial analysis of these data in comparison with the much richer materials available for the
      population at large and its economic and social subgroups. Thus, the summary of findings, which constitutes the
      first part of the presentation here, is not based on as thorough a statistical study as it should have been (and,
      for obvious practical reasons, is too brief). This may affect the second part of this paper, which presents the
      analytical hypotheses, and also the third final part, which deals with some implications, social and ideological,
      of the recent trends in the economic structure of U.S. Jewry. But tentative as the statistical findings,
      explanatory hypotheses, and conjectural implications may be, I trust that they have some validity and relevance
      and will serve to suggest the importance of a more sustained and tested study.
    


    
      II. The Findings
    


    
      Our statistical findings relate primarily to the occupational structure of Jews, particularly males, with limited
      reference to structure by industry of engagement, income level, and the like—a matter largely of availability of
      data. Two sources have been utilized here. The first is a sample study by the U.S. Bureau of the Census, made in
      March 1957, of the demographic, occupational, and economic characteristics of the population, by religion—and the
      scrutiny of the results of this one nationwide sample available, inspires confidence in its reliability and
      consistency.2 The second source is a paper by Yisrael Ellman which summarizes the
      results of Jewish community studies and the city samples, carried through between the middle 1950’s and early
      1960’s.3 It was not feasible to go back to the original reports and compare them
      in detail with the available data for the total population of these urban centers, although such a comparison
      would yield better estimates and greater understanding.
    


    
      Let me begin the statistical summary with the findings for 1957, based on the nationwide sample.
    


    
      (1)  In 1957 much higher proportions of Jewish males, 18 years of age and older than of all males 18 or more,
      were attached to three major occupational groups: the professional and technical groups—with the share for Jews
      of over 20 percent and that for total population about 10 percent; the managers, officials, and proprietors
      group—with the share for Jews 35 percent and that for total population slightly over 13 percent; and sales
      workers—14 percent for Jews and 5 ½ percent for total population. In general, the
      white collar occupations accounted for 77 ½ percent of Jewish males 18 or more and for only 35 ½ percent of all
      males 18 or more. In contrast, blue collar industrial occupations accounted for 22 ½ percent of Jewish males and
      almost 55 percent of all males; and while the farm component was negligible among Jewish males, it accounted for
      10 percent of all males.
    


    
      (2)  The major source of the larger proportions of Jews in the professional and manager-proprietor groups than of
      total population was the self-employed component of these two groups (23 of the total excess of 32 percentage
      points were due to larger proportions among Jews of self-employed professionals and proprietors). As a result,
      the proportion of self-employed in the non-farm male labor force was 32 percent for Jews, and less than 10 for
      total population.
    


    
      (3)  The Jewish male labor force, 18 or more, was on the whole older than the similar group for total population
      (on the average by over four years, or over 10 percent: the weighted average was 45.2 and 60.8 years
      respectively). This difference reflects, in part, the lower Jewish birth rate; in part, the higher educational
      levels of the Jews, and hence lower labor force participation rates for the younger age groups above 18; and in
      part, the continued participation in the labor force by older Jews, given their occupational structure.
    


    
      (4)  The higher educational level of the Jewish male labor force is particularly striking: 28 percent of the Jews
      and 10 percent of the total labor force had completed four years of college or more (for the female labor force
      18 or more, the corresponding percentages were 16 ½ for Jews and 8 ½ for total population). It can be shown that
      college graduates were a significantly greater proportion within each major occupational group: e.g. for
      both males and females within the professional-technical group, it was 76 percent for Jews and 52 percent for
      total population; within the employed officials and managers group it was 33 percent for Jews and 18 percent for
      total population; and so on.
    


    
      (5)  In 1956, the median money income of Jewish males, this time 14 years old and over, was about 35
      percent above that of all males, including the farm group. With a rough adjustment to eliminate the farm
      component (which receives much income in kind) and the 14-17 year age group, the excess drops to about 22
      percent. When this urban population is standardized for major occupational groups, the median income for Jews
      declines and that for total population rises, and the excess for Jews is reduced to between 5 and 7 percent.
      Despite standardization for shares of occupational groups, Jews were still distinguished by higher educational
      levels, greater concentration in the metropolitan cities, and a more experienced age structure; and it may well
      be that further standardization would reduce the Jewish median income to a lower level than that for total
      population. In other words, for comparable occupation, education, age, and size-of-city levels, Jewish incomes
      may have been below those for total population, and certainly below those of the total
      white population. But this conjecture requires detailed testing. Besides, higher incomes are higher
      incomes; and are perceived as such, no matter how explicable in terms of education, experience, location, and the
      like.
    


    
      (6)  In 1956, the median money income per Jewish urban family was more than 20 percent higher than that of all
      urban families. But since the average number of persons per Jewish family was about a tenth lower, Jewish per
      capita income was about 35 percent higher. This excess appears to have been particularly marked for the group
      with heads 35 through 54 years old; and much less marked for families with older heads (55+). The analysis should
      be extended to arithmetic mean income, skewness, and other aspects of the family income distributions.
    


    
      (7)  This summary for 1956-57 might be supplemented by a specific reference to the concentration of Jewish male
      workers, and of total Jewish population in the large cities. The same sample shows that percent of Jewish males
      18 or more resided in cities of over a quarter of a million, compared with 36.5 percent for all males 18 or more
      and slightly over 40 percent if the farm component is excluded. The contrast would be even greater if the
      dividing line were drawn at 1 million city-size, or higher.
    


    
      Given this picture for 1956-57, what about the trends in economic structure since 1930, with emphasis on the
      period since 1950? Here our data are much weaker, and we must rely on community surveys as they relate to several
      dates for the same city; or as they show occupational structure by age of male worker or head of household. The
      following trends may be suggested.
    


    
      (8)  The share of the professional and technical group among the Jewish male workers must have risen
      substantially, at a moderate rate between 1930 and 1950 and much more rapidly between 1950 and 1970. To put it
      approximately, the share may have been about 10 percent in 1930; about 15 in 1950; and close to 30 percent in
      1970. The proportion of this occupational group in the total male labor force, excluding the farm component, rose
      from 6 ½ percent in 1930 to 8 ½ percent in 1950 to close to 15 percent in 1970.
    


    
      (9)  The share of blue-collar industrial labor among the Jewish male workers must have declined, continuing the
      decline that began almost immediately after the cessation of mass immigration of Eastern European Jews by World
      War I and the subsequent restrictive legislation. The share may have been as high as 30 percent in 1930, may have
      declined to somewhat over 20 in 1950, and then further to between 15 and 20 percent by 1970. The share of blue
      collar labor in the total non-farm male labor force moved from 66 ½ percent in 1930 to 64 percent in 1950,
      and down to 58 percent by 1970.
    


    
      (10)  The trends in the other occupational groups among the Jewish males—managers and proprietors, clerical and
      sales workers—are more conjectural. The proportion of the combined clerical-sales groups, 22 percent for Jews
      and 13 percent for all non-farm males in 1956-57, may have remained the same over the
      period (for the total it was about 15 percent in 1930 and 1950, and over 13 percent in 1970)—with the share of
      clerical workers increasing somewhat at the expense of sales workers. If so, the share of managers and
      proprietors among Jewish males—about 40 percent in 1930 and 1950—may have declined to about 30 percent or less by
      1970. This contrasts with the rise in the share of this group among all non-farm males—from less than 12 percent
      in 1930 to over 14 percent in 1970; but the difference may be due to the drop in the share of small proprietors,
      particularly in trade, among the Jewish males.
    


    
      (11)  To put it broadly, the major shift among Jews (and, to a smaller extent, among total population) was toward
      the professional and technical occupations. This was partly at the expense of blue collar industrial labor, and
      partly at the expense of the manager and proprietor group, probably of the self-employed component of the latter.
      It follows that the proportion of the self-employed component among the Jewish male workers must have declined,
      perhaps from well above 40 percent in 1930 and even 1950 to below 30 percent in 1970. A less clear picture
      emerges for structure by production sector. But one may suggest a decline in the share of manufacturing and
      related industries among Jewish services since the 1930’s; a decline in the share of trade, particularly since
      the 1950’s; and a rise in the share of various services, particularly of employees in services, and at a greater
      rate since 1950.
    


    
      (12)  The trends in the shares of occupational groups among the Jewish male labor force are too conjectural to
      warrant their use to approximate trends in their incomes for comparison with the trends in the incomes of total
      population. This must wait for more elaborate statistical study and more tested conclusions regarding the
      movements in the shares of occupational and industry groups. Even then some allowance will have to be made for
      effects of a more rapid integration of the Jewish minority, a more rapid rise in the economic and social scale
      with cessation of mass Jewish immigration, and reduction in the weight of the first generation immigrants. I
      would not be surprised if further study were to indicate that the per capita or per worker income of the Jews
      rose somewhat more rapidly than that of the total population, particularly after the mid-1940’s or early 1950’s;
      but I doubt that the widening of income differentials would be substantial. Still, these are only reasonable
      guesses, and should not be given too much weight.
    


    
      III. Explanatory Hypotheses
    


    
      The finding that the Jews, like all minorities, are characterized, at a given time, by an occupational structure
      distinctly narrower than that of total population and the majority (e.g. completely lack certain occupational
      groups and are more heavily concentrated in others) indicates that some specific constraints keep the minority
      out of (or draw it away from) some types of economic activity engaged in by the
      majority. The finding that the trends over a given period in the economic structure of a minority arc
      different from those of total population or the majority implies that the constraints have changed; in other
      words that there are also trends in these constraints (in addition to the trends similar for the majority and the
      minority). Any explanatory hypotheses must, therefore, identify the constraints, or the specific factors, or the
      biases, or whatever name we wish to attach to the underlying factors; and then consider trends in them.
    


    
      In discussing the case of a small, recent minority like U.S. Jewry (and perhaps for all minority cases), I find
      it helpful to group the constraints under five broad heads. The first three relate to the characteristics and
      propensities of the minority itself. (a) Constraints imposed by the desire of the members to retain affiliation
      with the minority, or at least not to reject it by affiliating with another minority or with the religious-ethnic
      majority. We may call this the affiliation-constraint. (b) Constraints imposed by the minority’s historical
      heritage and distinctive equipment in the way of training and experience. This is the heritage-equipment
      constraint, which we shall assume to be distinctively different from that of the majority. (c) Constraints
      imposed by the recency of arrival, which may mean a long period of acclimatization to the country’s social
      institutions and culture, partly depending upon adaptability of the heritage-equipment of the minority. Let us
      call this the recent-entry constraint (a colloquial term would be the “greenhorn” constraint). Two additional
      constraints are associated with the host country or the majority. (d) One is obviously the attitude of the
      majority toward the minority, which may range from outright hostility and legal restriction to benevolent
      neutrality to most favored treatment. We may designate this the majority-bias-constraint. (e) Finally, at any
      given time, only some occupations, some sectors of the economy, are expanding at a more vigorous rate than
      others—and thus provide employment opportunities to a recently arrived minority and their first generation
      descendants who represent an addition to the existing labor supply. This may be called the economic-growth
      constraint.
    


    
      Without claiming that these five types of constraint constitute a complete classification of the major factors in
      the analytical framework, I shall illustrate them briefly for U.S. Jewry—first viewing them broadly as they
      prevailed over most of the period since the mass immigration from Eastern Europe, and then considering trends in
      the recent decades since the 1930’s or the 1950’s. In these illustrations it will become evident that the
      relative weight and sectoral focus of each constraint changes over time; and would obviously vary among different
      minorities and majorities.
    


    
      (a)  The affiliation constraint in the case of U.S. Jewry, was reflected in a double
      reluctance: to work as an employee in a large economic unit, where the rigid rules imposed by the dominant
      majority would make it difficult for a Jew, if religious, to remain observant; and, if secularized, to advance to
      high levels; and to pursue his occupation in a small- or even middle-size city where the protective anonymity of
      the large cities was non-existent, and where clustering with other Jews was restricted by the narrow base for
      ‘Jewish’ occupations. Because of this double reluctance Jews preferred large-city occupations; and among the
      latter those in which a man could be on his own, and rely on a wide range of rewards correlated with his
      individual abilities and the magnitude of his efforts. Small proprietorships, particularly in trade, finance, and
      services (but less so in commodity production), and self-employed professional pursuits were favored and
      attempted. The blue collar jobs taken initially persisted for sometime only because the massive flood of
      immigrants from Eastern Europe saturated the labor market in trade and non-professional services.
    


    
        One should note that the double reluctance just indicated is, in itself, flexible. With growth in educational
      level and greater opportunity for government and academic employment, the reluctance to accept employee status
      lessened rapidly. Also, unlike some sectarian minorities, the Jews did not let religion completely dominate
      economic choices. The contrast with a more rigidly religious minority like the Mennonites or Mush, who were
      willing to isolate themselves in agriculture in order to preserve their identity, is obvious. The affiliation
      constraint did narrow the occupational choices of Jews; but became less binding with the weakening of religious
      observance without loss of self-identification, and allowed for occupational selections that, over the few
      decades, covered a fairly long sequence—from blue collar jobs to trade to professional pursuits.
    


    
      (b)  It is difficult for an economist to discuss the broader heritage of the Jewish minority, as distinct from
      their economic equipment. As to the latter, the data are revealing—considering that even by the late 1930’s about
      80 percent of U.S. Jewry were immigrants from Russia and Eastern Europe, or their direct descendants. These data
      show the preponderance of experience in industrial and mechanical crafts, which dominated for a while the
      occupational structure of total U.S. Jewry. Yet in the longer run it was not this equipment, but the wider
      heritage which made Jews so predisposed to educational advancement, that was more important. Let me quote from
      the illuminating study by Nathan Glazer. Speaking of the mass immigration from Russia and Eastern Europe, which
      was shut off by legal restrictions in the 1920’s (after a temporary halt by World War I), Glazer writes:
    


    
      But all Jews, even workers, showed the effects of a two-thousand-year-old experience as merchants and scholars.
      The Jewish working class had a broader horizon than the working class of other groups. They tended to form
      powerful unions, which helped improve their conditions. And they made sure their children would not also be
      workers. As early as 1900, so authoritative a historian of the American working classes as John R. Commons observed that ‘Jewish women are employed (in factories) to a much
      less extent than the women of other nationalities; and their children are kept in school until 15 or 16 years of
      age. It is quite unusual for Jewish tailors to teach their children their own trade’ (Report of the U.S.
      Industrial Commission, Washington, 1901, vol. XV, pp. 325-27). With the Jewish mother at home, the Jewish child received a better education and better care, as
      shown in lower delinquency and death rates. The Jewish child, strongly urged on by his working-class parents, was
      a prodigy in school. Another authoritative observer in 1900 wrote, in the report of the Industrial Commission of
      that year, ‘In the lower schools, the Jewish children are the delight of their teachers for cleverness at their
      books, obedience, and general good conduct’ (ibid., p. 478). Never were teachers in slum schools happier than
      when they had Jewish pupils; never were settlement-house workers more delighted with the results of their work
      than when the Jews filled the slums of the large cities.
    


    
      By 1908 a government report showed that 8.5 percent of the male student body of seventy-seven major institutions
      of higher learning were composed of first- and second-generation Jews (Jews at this time made up about 2 percent
      of the population). And in that year the same report showed that one-third of the Jewish immigrants were already
      in trade (mostly small, retail businesses). Of course most of the immigrants remained workers. Their children,
      however, were being prepared by the intensive education that was characteristic of the Jewish immigrants for a
      phenomenal advance in their social position. During the period between 1920 and 1940 a great social change was
      under way which would transform a community that was largely made up of workers into one that is today largely
      made up of middle-class people: white collar workers, businessmen, and professionals. Initially masked by the
      arrival of large, new working-class elements, the change was further delayed by the great depression of the
      thirties. But it was being prepared by intense education and by significant shifts in occupations.4
    


    
      One may ask whether this proclivity for intensive education was the heritage of Western Jews, particularly
      those from Russia, or whether it was common to all Jewish communities including those in the Near and Middle
      East. It may well be that this drive for education was in response to the secularization that began in the
      European Jewish communities in the nineteenth century, but could not have been expected from Jews settled for a
      long time in countries where secular education was unknown. Still, the question, while of general interest, does
      not bear directly on the heritage-equipment constraint applicable to U.S. Jewry.
    


    
      (c)  That recent entry into a country bars the newcomers from some occupations is hardly a contestable
      observation. It applies with particular force to the massive Jewish immigration. Most Jewish immigrants were at a
      low economic level; they came from what was a relatively backward economic area with social patterns very
      different from the modern ones; and they had, in addition, to learn a new language and acquire some familiarity
      with a different historical and cultural heritage. The problem is how long such a constraint continues; and, in
      particular, how long it might be said to have operated for the bulk of U.S. Jewry.
    


    
      It is interesting to note that while one of the legal requirements for citizenship is
      residence of a relatively short period of five years, the official U.S. population statistics carry the
      distinction for a much longer period. They distinguish not only foreign born from native born; but also among the
      latter native born of native parentage from native born of foreign (or mixed) parentage. They do not, however,
      carry the distinction further by classifying native born by the nativity of their grandparents. This
      classification implies a relatively complete disappearance of the effects of recent entry in about two
      generations—i.e. between the foreign born immigrant, the first generation (most of it in the early working ages),
      and the third generation, i.e. the children of the second generation—of the ones with foreign born or
      mixed parentage—a period of roughly 40 to 50 years. Needless to say, this is a rough calculation; and in many
      subtler aspects of economic and social activity and choices, the effects of foreign roots may last much longer.
    


    
      The matter is complicated by the connection between the strains of initial adjustment upon recent entry and the
      tendency to cluster with other members of the minority who can provide help as well as temporary transitional
      surroundings. Such heavy reliance on affiliation and clustering with one’s landsmen was typical of all recent
      minorities in the United States—of the Swedes in Minnesota, the Irish in Boston, and the Jews in New York City.
      While adjustment was made easier, acculturation was delayed; the minority’s common heritage was retained for a
      longer period; and in the case of U.S. Jewry, large city concentration followed, which tended to be maintained by
      the general metropolitanization of total population. This persistence is itself an indication that the initial
      effects of recent entry have not fully worn of; and one can trace these entry effects in the details of
      occupational choice.
    


    
      (d)  As we turn now to the constraint imposed by majority-attitude toward the minority, it must be recognized
      that while the United States has no legal restraints on Jews, and indeed does not recognize affiliation with the
      Jewish or any other religion as legally meaningful, there were and are elements of restriction and
      discrimination. In a sense the latter are an inevitable consequence of the distinctiveness of a minority: if the
      minority represents something different in the way of heritage, equipment, and proclivities, there are likely to
      be, alongside positive reactions or indifference, some negative reactions among the majority. Furthermore, such
      negative reactions, while not translatable into legal discrimination, can become a basis for economically
      motivated restriction: intensive economic competition can induce the transformation of a latent negative reaction
      into discrimination. The Jewish minority may have suffered from it both as a distinctive minority and as recent
      immigrants, but the weakening of the recent-entry-constraint did not completely
      eliminate the adverse bias among at least some groups in the majority, and at some occupational levels within the
      economy. One need hardly note that the majority in the United States is Christian; and that despite the
      separation between church and state, the anti-Jewish elements in Christian theology and education can readily be
      translated into constraints on the occupational choices of the self-identified Jewish minority.
    


    
      The close interrelation with recency-of-entry should be noted. As part of the acculturation of the immigrant
      minority, its religious members became less observant and less insistent on a religion-imposed isolation; and its
      radical component, which was quite substantial, lost its illusions and merged more easily into the liberalism (or
      conservatism) of the majority. It is difficult to disentangle in the attitude of the majority to the Jewish
      minority in the United States those changes that were in reaction to the trends in the distinctiveness of the
      minority in the process of growing away from conditions of entry, from those that were reflections of their
      attitude toward all religious, or ethnic, or otherwise distinguishable groups.
    


    
      (e)  The economic-growth constraint applicable to entrants into the labor force, whether by immigration or by
      birth (i.e. the native new members), is imposed by the rapidity of growth of the different occupations,
      industries, and regions. All other conditions or constraints being the same, a minority entering the economic
      growth of a country in Phase A will tend to concentrate in occupations different from those open to a minority
      with the same heritage and equipment entering the country in Phase B. Likewise, the second generation immigrant
      minority, whose timing coincides with a given phase of the country’s growth, will have a different occupational
      pattern from the second generation immigrant minority with a different timing relative to the country’s economic
      growth phase. In application to U.S. Jewry this observation, if pursued, would lead us to a comparison of the
      economic structure of the small inflow from Central Europe as early as the second quarter of the nineteenth
      century, when the United States still had an extensive agricultural and land frontier and the 1890’s when the
      massive immigration of Jews from Eastern Europe coincided with the closing of these frontiers. But this is a bit
      far from our theme; and the complex of factors involved is clear and does not warrant more discussion.
    


    
      As we turn now to the trends since 1930 and particularly World War II in these constraints on the occupational
      choices and economic structure of U.S. Jewry, it is evident that they contributed to the changes that followed:
      toward greater concentration in professional and technical pursuits; toward an increase in employee status among
      officials and managers and within the professional-technical group proper; toward a
      continued decline in the share in industrial blue collar jobs; and since 1950 toward a lesser concentration in
      trade, particularly of small proprietorships. The virtual cessation of Jewish immigration meant even further
      loosening of the constraints of recent entry—which originally barred many Jews from high level professional,
      technical, official, and managerial jobs. The reduction in bias and discrimination of the majority against
      employment of Jews in academic, semi-governmental, governmental institutions and even large corporations, at high
      skill levels, was marked. If there was a change in the equipment brought in by the much reduced inflow of Jewish
      immigrants, it was in the direction of extremely high skill and educational levels; and the significant
      contribution that refugees from Hitler’s Germany made to science and the arts in the United States soon after
      their arrival is familiar to most of us. The economic growth phase of the U.S. economy, once it overcame the drag
      of the depression of the 1930’s and the special task of World War II, was in the same direction as that of the
      Jewish occupational structure: toward a marked rise in the share of professional and technical pursuits,
      reduction of the self-employed component even in the urban labor force, and decline in the shares of both the, by
      1950, relatively small farm component, and blue-collar industrial labor in the urban total. Finally, while
      self-identification continues, its constraint on occupational choices weakened; and whereas originally it might
      have impeded the movement of the Jewish minority into employee status and into occupations in which religious
      observance or clustering with other members of the minority was difficult, the decline in religious observance or
      proximity to large groups of other Jews as a basis or affiliation and self-identification permitted wider choices
      of occupations. And, of course, relaxation of discrimination by the majority helped.
    


    
      To be sure, more detailed study might reveal that this congruence of analytical hypotheses with statistical
      findings is not as close as suggested. I mention it to stress once again the importance of a more intensive study
      of both the statistical and qualitative evidence relating to the trends in structure and constraints. But let me
      turn now to some implications of these trends.
    


    
      IV. Some Implications
    


    
      The first, and the most easily testable, implication of changing occupational structure of U.S. Jewry, relates to
      the natural increase of the Jewish population. High level professional and technical jobs, high level positions within the managerial and official ranks, as well as residence in large urban
      communities, are all associated with low birth rates—for reasons we need not go into here. Insofar as the
      occupational structure of Jews has shifted toward the low fertility occupations, the lag in the Jewish rate of
      natural increase may have become wider; and unless offset by favorable immigration which did not occur, should
      have reduced the proportion of the already small Jewish minority in total population.
    


    
      We cannot measure the full magnitude of the trend effects suggested. Nor can I test, with the data available to
      me now, the validity of the assertion of some scholars that the Jewish fertility rate is even lower than it would
      be because of the occupational-large-city residence structure.5 But with the data
      provided in the sample for 1956-57, I can suggest the difference between the rates of natural increase of Jews
      and total population—on the premise that much of the difference is associated with occupational and economic
      structure, and might have been accentuated by recent trends.
    


    
      The ratios of children ever born to all or married women in the sample data indicate that the Jewish birth rate
      ranged between 70 and 79 percent of that of total population. If we set that ratio at 0.75, apply it to the
      annual crude birth rate of total population, and subtract the annual crude death rate (assuming it is the same
      for Jewish and total population), the average crude rate of natural increase for 1946-1969 for the Jewish
      population is somewhat below 0.6 of that for total population (the aggregate increase over that period is 29.0
      percent for total and 17.1 percent for Jewish population). If we neglect immigration (both total and Jewish) and
      use the 3.0 percent ratio of Jewish to total population in the United States in March 1957, the difference in the
      crude RNI meant a decline in the share of Jewish population in the total from about 3.2 percent in 1946 to about
      2.7 percent in 1970. Although the estimates are approximate, it seems highly probable that the slowly growing
      numbers of Jews constituted a rapidly diminishing proportion of the total population, and the decline may have
      accelerated in recent years.
    


    
      The trends in the occupational and economic structure may also have an effect on the growth of the Jewish
      minority through outmarriages and withdrawals—movements whose long-term significance for the size and position of
      the Jewish minority is difficult to estimate. Disregarding conversions preceding marriage, which are not
      reflected in the data on couples with only one Jewish spouse, the 1956-57 sample data indicate only a minor
      degree of out-marriage—about 5 percent for Jewish husbands and 3 percent for Jewish wives. But these data
      underestimate the incidence if only in not reflecting conversions; and, more important, they give indication of the trend over the 14 years since that date. However,
      official data for Canada are of some help. They show a steady rise in out-marriage: the proportion for Jewish
      grooms climbs from 7 percent in 1946-1950 to 12 percent in 1961-64; and for Jewish brides from 3 percent in
      1946-1950 to 6 percent in 1961-64.6
    


    
      Three considerations suggest that a rising trend might have occurred also in the United States. First, the
      growing secularization, and the greater distance from Jewish religious and ethnic traditions associated with the
      higher educational and professional levels, made out-marriage easier. Second, the greater engagement as employees
      in larger organizations increased contact with non-Jews. Third, the movement of Jews out of the major cities into
      the suburbs and the very decline in their proportion, also meant multiplication of personal contacts (in
      proportion to the small Jewish minority) that might have eventuated in a higher rate of outmarriage. (Studies
      have shown that the rates are particularly high for small Jewish communities in the midst of large non-Jewish
      populations.)7
    


    
      A more complex data problem emerges with respect to withdrawals, which we take to mean abandonment of any
      affiliation with the Jewish community. This separation is likely to occur not through conversion to another
      faith, but through opposition to any religion associated with an orientation toward the left, and either a
      negative or indifferent attitude to the Jewish community and its unifying historical and cultural bonds. If
      continued for long and not reversed by changes in circumstances that would modify the underlying political and
      ideological position, such withdrawals would mean a reduction of the self-identified Jewish minority and a loss
      also of the descendants. Have the recent trends in the occupational and economic structure of U.S. Jewry
      contributed to a greater withdrawal movement?
    


    
      The question is difficult to answer, because the underlying process is so intangible, and not easily
      distinguished from the more general loss of interest in Jewishness, of many who are Jews by self-identification.
      It is significant that the 1956-57 sample suggests that withdrawals, reflected in a negative answer to the
      question of religion, were proportionately quite small. The number estimated as Jews in the sample agrees with
      estimates produced by Jewish agencies using various identification criteria; and, even more important, shows
      consilience with estimates derived by cumulating net Jewish immigration from the 1880’s, adding it to the initial
      small Jewish population, and allowing for some realistic birth and death rates.8
      It is also revealed by the fact that the “no religion” group amounting to some 3 percent of total population 14
      years old or over is of a race, region of location, and city-size structure that
      strongly suggest that the relative proportion of Jews in it must have been smaller even than that total
      population; and by the fact that the “religion not reported” group, which is less than 1 percent of total
      population 14 or more, also shows a structure suggesting no undue concentration of Jews.9
    


    
      But this relates to a date 14 years ago, and the question is whether the greatly increased professionalization of
      the Jewish minority and radicalization of the Jewish younger generation contributed to a rapid weakening of
      affiliation to the Jewish continuity and acceleration in the withdrawal rate.
    


    
      This question obviously cannot be answered now, since we have neither the data nor sufficient perspective. But it
      bears upon very important trends, associated with the recent changes in the occupational and economic structure
      of U.S. Jewry; and I cannot refrain from stating them explicitly if only to arouse our interest and concern.
    


    
      If, as apparently has happened, the educational system ceases to satisfy the aspirations of a substantial part of
      the younger generation and if, in consequence, there is substantial disruption in the flow of the younger
      generation through the educational system to the relevant positions in economic (and general) society, the Jewish
      minority, with its extraordinarily heavy engagement in the educational process, is likely to be affected
      proportionately more. If as the sample data indicated, over 28 percent of Jewish males, or almost three times the
      percentage for total population, were college graduates in 1957, any breakdown in the functioning of this (and
      related) institution would have a greater proportionate impact on the Jewish minority than on the non-Jewish
      majority. More specifically, if a large proportion of the Jewish younger generation are drop-outs from the
      educational process, two changes might be effected. The first is greater withdrawal from the Jewish community,
      and indeed from the “normal” structure of the total community. The second is a break in the occupational trends
      of the Jewish minority, insofar as it may retain the allegiance of some of the disaffected; and insofar as the
      valuation put on education by the Jewish community may be reduced. But other, perhaps weightier, factors may be
      involved.
    


    
      Another source of increased withdrawals—temporary as they may prove to be—is the radicalization of the Jewish
      minority, as a result of its higher professional standing and larger proportion of professional occupations. For
      various reasons, the political and ideological position of Jewish intellectuals and professionals tends to be
      more liberal and radical than that of the intellectuals and professionals of the majority—just as the latter tends to be more liberal and radical than that of the bulk of the population of
      the majority. These broad statements require more specificity and evidence than can be provided here; but a
      variety of such evidence, not yet well organized and not thoroughly analyzed, is available, If we accept them as
      working hypotheses, the immediately relevant implication is that in addition to the decreasing affiliation with
      the Jewish community of the younger generation, there would be a similar decline among the current Jewish
      generation of intellectuals and professionals, the withdrawal clearly associated with increased radicalization.
      To put it schematically, if the radicalization propensity of Jewish professional, technical, etc. groups is 0.5,
      and that of all other Jewish workers is only 0.2, then the radicalization shift when the professional group rises
      from 10 percent to 30 percent, is from 0.23 to 0.29; and if there is a connection between the latter and
      withdrawals, there would be a corresponding rise in the proportion of withdrawals.
    


    
      We come now to the last, and perhaps most important, implication of the recent trends in occupational structure
      of U.S. Jewry—its possible effect on the attitude of the majority. The concentration of a minority in certain
      occupations rarely means its numerical domination in any wide occupational group, particularly when the minority
      is proportionately as small as U.S. Jewry. After all, even though the 30 percent share of professional and
      technical occupations among Jews is double the share for total population, the share of Jews among all
      professionals, etc. is still only about 6 percent. But as I indicated in the earlier paper,10 this statement is misleading—for the concentration goes much further for some
      occupational subgroups and these subgroups may have a significance in the economy and society far greater than
      their numerical weight. To use a recent illustration: while the share of male Jews among all male professional
      and technical personnel is currently probably about 6 percent, a recent study indicates that the percentage of
      Jews (self-identified) among American university professors is close to 9 percent; and in Ivy League schools or
      elite colleges and universities is as high as 19 to 22 percent.11
    


    
      The concentration of a minority in some occupations may cause a reaction on the part of a majority—in addition to
      the attitude connected with religious and cultural aspects of both the majority and minority. This reaction may
      be limited to those directly affected (competitively or in other close economic relations); or have a wider
      repercussion. The nature and magnitude of the reaction depend, at least in good part, on how important the
      majority considers the occupation that is the locus of concentration of the minority;
      the weight of the latter in this occupation; and the majority’s judgment concerning the effect of the distinctive
      characteristics of the minority on the performance of this particular occupational function. Conspicuous cases of
      such negative, indeed explosive effects, can be found in the long history of the Jewish minority in various
      countries (e.g. in Poland in the function of Jewish farm managers-innkeepers as intermediaries between the
      landlords and the peasants).
    


    
      When U.S. Jewry was concentrated in the clothing industry, and in small retail trade, the majority was probably
      indifferent, except that such low economic status was made an additional argument against admission of Jews to
      upper levels of occupational hierarchy, and to such avenues to it as selected higher educational institutions.
      Concentration of Jews in education, or in other professional pursuits that may be viewed by the majority as
      important channels of influence on current policies and on the younger generation, may provoke a less indifferent
      reaction. And the point to be emphasized is that if such a change in the reaction occurs, it will be a
      consequence of the changes in the occupational structure of the Jews, of the trends that we have been discussing.
      The situation is complicated by the radical slant of a substantial part of the Jewish professional and technical
      occupational group—again a phenomenon that is not an accident, but presumably has some roots in the distinctive
      history of the Jewish minority. Furthermore, for the United States, one must also take account of the recent
      tension between the intellectual liberal and the conservative groups in the majority—in part a consequence of the
      rapid shifts in the occupational structure of the majority population. It is against this background that one
      must evaluate the possible reaction of the majority toward the concentration of the Jewish minority in the
      professions and key intellectual pursuits.
    


    
      It would be all too easy to draw parallels between these trends and the history of the Jewish professional and
      intellectual minority in Germany, particularly during the Weimar Republic; or to compare the implications just
      adduced to events in past history when the rise of the Jewish minority to the heights of the occupational
      structure, i.e. its professional and intellectual leadership, caused a negative reaction by a majority with
      different religions and historical roots. Such parallels, although suggestive, may be misleading. The question
      raised by the implication must, however, be explored further—whether or not the parallels help us toward, or
      mislead us away from, a sensible and balanced answer.
    


    
      Notes
    


    
      1.  Lecture delivered at a seminar on Jews in the Diaspora at the home of the President of
      Israel, June 24, 1971.
    


    
      2.  The sample, taken in March 1957, covers occupational and demographic data for that
      month, and income data for 1956. The demographic characteristics by religion were summarized in the Census
      Bureau, Current Population Reports, Series P-20, No. 79, February 1958; the social and economic
      characteristics were summarized in a mimeographed report by the Census Bureau in 1968 under the title
      Tabulations of Data on the Social and Economic Characteristics of Major Religious Groups, March 1957.
    


    
      3.  See his “The Economic Structure and Characteristics of American Jewry,” in Dispersion
      and Unity, no. 11, Jerusalem, 1970, pp. 101-146.
    


    
      4.  In American Judaism, (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1957), pp.
      80-81.
    


    
      5.  See e.g. Nathan Goldberg, “Demographic Characteristics of American Jews,” Ch. 28, of
      Jacob Freid, ed., Jews in the Modern World, Vol. 2 (New York: Twayne Publishers, 1962), particularly pp.
      698-704.
    


    
      6.  See U. O. Schmetz, “A Guide to Jewish Population Studies,” Table 4, p. 25, in U. O.
      Schmelz and P. Glikson, eds., Jewish Population Studies, 1961-68 (Jerusalem: Institute of Contemporary
      Jewry; and London: Institute of Jewish Affairs, 1970).
    


    
      7.  Of course, insofar as the non-Jewish spouse is converted to Judaism in some outmarriages
      the loss to the Jewish community is reduced (see discussion by Geoffrey Wigoder, in the Jerusalem Post, June 16,
      1971). But it is the trend, rather than the level, that is important here.
    


    
      8.  For a comparison with the American Jewish Committee estimate see Alvin Chenkin, in
      American Jewish Yearbook, 1959, vol. 60, (New York: American Jewish Committee, 1959). Table 1, p. 4, which
      shows a discrepancy of about 3 percent (after adjustment for scope). The alternative calculation, parallel to
      that used in Table 10 of my paper, “Economic Structure and Life of the Jews,” in Louis Finkelstein, ed., The
      Jews: Their History, Culture, and Religion, 3rd ed. (New York: Harper Brothers, 1960), pp. 1,634, but with
      allowance for a declining birth rate after 1930, shows an excess over the 1957 sample total of less than 8
      percent. Given the nature of the estimates, such differences should be viewed as evidence of rough agreement; and
      of the presumption that withdrawals, over a period as long as that since before World War I, were proportionately
      quite limited.
    


    
      9.  Nonwhites are 13 percent of the total reporting “no religion” and 10.6 percent of the
      total for “religion not reported,” compared with a share of 10.0 percent in total population and 0.3 percent in
      Jewish population (Table 1, 1958 bulletin). Again, the “no religion” group shows distinctly higher proportions in
      the South and the West than in the total, and a markedly lower proportion in the Northeast—whereas for Jewish
      population the Northeast carries the heaviest weight (and the shares for all other regions, except the West, are
      below those for total population). Similarly, the share of the Northeast in the “religion not reported” group is
      below that of the total. Finally, the share of the large urban communities in the “no religion” group is much
      lower than that of the total, although larger than that of rural nonfarm; whereas the Jewish group is
      concentrated in the large-city size groups. All these comparisons suggest that the “no religion” group has
      disproportionately low shares of Jews who could use this answer as a mark of withdrawal; and that the “religion
      not reported” group has, at most, about the same small proportion of Jews as in the totals.
    


    
      10.  See footnote 7.
    


    
      11.  See Seymour Martin Lipset and Everett Carll Ladd, Jr.
      “Jewish and Gentile Academics in the United States: Their Achievements, Culture, and Politics,” in American
      Jewish Yearbook, 1971, vol. 72 (New York: American Jewish Committee, 1971). It illuminates several aspects of
      the difference in structure between the high level academic groups among Jews and among the rest of the
      population. I am indebted to Professor Lipset for access to this paper before publication.
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      Economic Growth of U.S. Jewry
    


    
      Simon Kuznets
    


    
      This paper is a sequel to the discussion of the economic structure of Jews in the United States in my article,
      “Economic Structure and Life of the Jews,” in Louis Finkelstein, ed., The Jews: Their History, Culture and
      Religion, 3rd ed., (New York, 1960), vol. II, pp. 1597-1666.
    


    
      A brief version of a much shorter study than is embodied here, but with some speculative explanations, was
      presented in a seminar in the House of the President, Jerusalem, in late June 1971 (See pamphlet, Economic
      Structure of U.S. Jewry. Recent Trends, the Institute of Contemporary Jewry, the U. of Jerusalem, 472).
    


    
      —Simon Kuznets, August 1972
    


    
      Economic Growth of U.S. Jewry
    


    
      I. Numbers and Distributions
    


    
      1. Growth in Numbers—Major sources
    


    
      In Table 1 the Jewish population of the United States is estimated by: (a) accepting the
      common estimate for 1880 of about a quarter of a million; (b) adding cumulatively net Jewish immigration, i.e.
      gross immigration reduced by 5 percent to allow for emigration, such cumulation being done by quinquennia (the
      fiscal years spanning the population series from the middle of the calendar year, say, 1880 to the middle of
      1885, 1885 to 1890, and so on); (c) adding the natural increase over each quinquennium for the Jewish population
      at the beginning of the quinquennium, and the natural increase of the immigrants during the
      quinquennium (estimated at half the resident population rate). The sum of the population at the beginning of the
      quinquennium, net immigration, and the natural increase of both the initial population and the immigrants, yields total population
      at the end of the quinquennium.
    


    
      Table 1  Estimate of Jewish Population in the United States, Based Largely on Immigration
      and Assumed Rates of Natural Increase, 1880–1970
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      Na—not available
    


    
      Notes:
    


    
      Line 1, col. 1: Based on accepted estimates, particularly by Wm. B. Hackenburg for 1877 (of about 230.3
      thousand), see Joseph Jacobs, “Jewish Population of the United States” (Memoir of the Bureau of Jewish Statistics
      of the American Jewish Committee), in American Jewish Yearbook, 1914-1915 (Philadelphia, 1914), p. 339.
    


    
      Column 2: Gross immigration reduced by 5 percent to approximate net immigration. For the basis of the 5 percent
      re-emigration rate see L. Hersch, “Jewish Migrations during the Last Hundred Years,” in Central Yiddish Culture
      Organization (CYCO), The Jewish People, Past and Present, Volume I (New York, 1946), p. 421. The table
      shows that for 1908-1943 re-emigration of Jewish immigrants amounted to 4.6 per 100.
    


    
      Gross immigration is from the following sources: (a) for 1881-1910 (fiscal years ending June 30th) from Samuel
      Joseph, Jewish Immigration to the United States from 1881 to 1910 (Columbia University Press, New York,
      1914), Table XXIX, p. 173; (b) for 1910-1943 from the
      Hersch article cited above, table on p. 409; (c) for 1943 through fiscal 1968 from the article by Ilya Dijour,
      American Jewish Yearbook, 1961, vol. 62, p. 64
      (which covers the series through 1959) and later issues of the Yearbook. To complete the series we assumed
      that average annual immigration, 1965-70, is approximated by the annual immigration in the first three years,
      1965-68.
    


    
      Column 3: The calculation, like that for immigration, is carried through by quinquennia. For each quinquennium we
      used the rate of natural increase for the white native population (i.e. the ratio of additions to native whites
      to the sum of native and foreign born whites at the beginning of the quinquennium). These rates of natural
      increase, modified (see below) or unmodified, are applied to the initial population (in column 1), and
      half of these rates is applied to immigrants arriving during the quinquennium. The basic rates of natural
      increase are calculated from the series on native whites and foreign born whites, given in “Long Swings in
      Population Growth and Related Variables,” in Proceedings of the American Philosophical Society, 102, 1
      (February 1958) (reprinted in Simon Kuznets, Economic Growth and Structure, W.W. Norton & Co, New
      York, 1965, Table 1, pp. 355-56).
      This series, running only through 1955 in that paper, was slightly revised and extended through 1960 on the basis
      of data (for the United States excluding Alaska and Hawaii) for 1950 and 1960, from the Census Bureau,
      Historical Statistics of the United States, Continuation to 1962 and Revisions (Washington, D.C., 1965),
      Series A-51-58, p. 1. For the decade of the 1960’s we used
      the natural increase rates for total white population, for the United States including Alaska and Hawaii, first
      for 1960-65 and then for 1965-69 (extending it to 1970 by simply prorating). The underlying data for the 1960’s
      are from the Census Bureau, Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1970 (Washington, D.C., 1970),
      Table 21, p. 20 (resident population excluding Armed
      Forces abroad).
    


    
      The rates of natural increase for native whites were used unmodified through the quinquennium 1925-30. Beginning
      with 1930-35, and through the eight quinquennia that brought the series to 1970, the rates were reduced
      successively by 5, 10, 15, and so on, finally, by 40 percent. This reduction is meant to reflect the finding that
      already by the late 1950’s, the birth rate of Jews was at least 25 percent below that for total population (with
      magnified effect on the rate of natural increase).
    


    
      Column 4: The sum of columns 1-3.
    


    
      Columns 5-8: Calculated by using the basic data underlying columns 1-4, relating to quinquennial net immigration,
      rates of natural increase, and initial and terminal Jewish population. The implication of the calculation is that
      the rate of natural increase of immigrants could be approximated by using the rate for the resident Jewish
      population.
    


    
      Table 1 shows the results mostly for decades, but provides estimates by quinquennia for the
      World War I and II periods, when immigration was interrupted, and for the mid-1920’s when it was restricted. The
      rate of natural increase used until 1930 was that of native whites (i.e. the net increase in native born,
      as a percentage of the total native and foreign born white population at the beginning of the quinquennium).
      Beginning with 1930-35 and through the following each quinquennia, the rate of natural increase of the native
      whites was cut progressively by 5 percent, so that in the last quinquennium, 1965-70, the rate of natural
      increase for the Jewish population was only 60 percent of the rate for the native white population. This
      reduction is intended to reflect the significant shortfall of the Jewish birth rate and rate of natural increase
      revealed by a countrywide sample for March 1957, and found already in 1940 in the comparison of the fertility of
      the Russian stock with that of the total white population—a point to be returned to below.1
    


    
      Assuming that the series and assumptions are correct, the estimates represent the number of Jews in the United
      States, the group being defined as: (a) those identified as Jews in 1880; (b) those identified as Jews in the
      immigration and emigration flows; (c) the blood descendants of (a) and of the net balance of (b). It is worth
      emphasizing that the estimates include survivors or descendants of gross (a) and (b), who may have changed
      religion or failed to identify themselves as Jews—actively denying identification by change of name or refusal to
      acknowledge such identification when questioned. In that sense the estimates overstate the number of Jews defined
      by their feeling of association, no matter how passive; and the overstatement would be substantial were such
      withdrawals from the Jewish community proportionately sizable. On the other hand, the estimates may be too low if
      the available series on Jewish (Hebrew) immigration miss substantial proportions of Jewish immigrants, if our
      allowance for re-emigration is too high, or if our allowance for the rate of natural increase is too low. While
      such biases may exist, I doubt that they are substantial.
    


    
      At any rate, a comparison of the results with other estimates provides a rough chock on the order of magnitudes.
      The series of the American Jewish Committee, which are derived by a somewhat different procedure, viz. surveys of
      many of the larger Jewish communities and religious bodies, and attempts to estimate, on the basis of information
      possessed by community agencies, school attendance of children on high holidays, the character of family names,
      and the like, have had a rather varied history. The Linfield estimates of the 1920’s
      and 1930’s are distinctly higher than the series in Table 1: for 1917, 1927, and 1937, the
      former are 3.4, 4.2, and 4.8 million and may be compared with 2.5, 3.6, and 4.1 million, yielded by the
      calculations underlying Table 1—an excess of between a fifth and a sixth. But the Linfield
      estimates were revised downwards in the American Jewish Yearbook (AJY hereafter) in the late 1940’s and
      early 1950’s (by Ben B. Seligman and Alvin Chenkin), and were set at 4.5 million for 1947-48, and about 5.0
      million in 1953, compared with 4.7 and 5.1 respectively in the calculations underlying Table
      1.2
    


    
      Perhaps a more useful comparison is with the figure for March 1957 based on the bureau of the Census countrywide
      sample survey, a study used intensively for many of the tables that follow. In response to the question asked of
      all persons 14 years of age and over, “What is your religion,” 5.02 million of the civilian, non-institutional
      population were identified as Jewish—if all children of mixed marriages where the father was Jewish are included.
      If we assume about one percent did not report religion (as shown by the sample summary), the total rises to 5.07
      million; and with inclusion of 35 thousand in institutional population (see Chenkin in American Jewish
      Yearbook, 1959, vol. 60 [New York, 1969]), Table 1, p. 4), the total is 5.1 million. This may be compared with the AJY estimate for that year of
      5.25 million; and with the figure in the calculations underlying Table 1 of some 5.5
      million—the latter being somewhat less than 8 percent higher.
    


    
      Considering the nature of the estimates and the identification problems, differences of less than 10 percent can
      hardly be treated as important. One can therefore argue that the series in Table 1, rough as
      it is, is a reasonable approximation to the movement of the total over the long period covered; and that while as
      an approximation to self-identified Jews it may be biased upward, the evidence, at least through 1956-57,
      indicates that the bias is not significantly large.
    


    
      This means also that the broad and striking trends revealed by the table, which are of major bearing on the
      interpretation of chances in the economic structure of U.S. Jewry over the last two to four decades, can be
      accepted. They may be listed briefly as follows.
    


    
      (a) The bulk of U.S. Jewry is accounted for by the large immigration, primarily from Eastern Europe, in the
      period between 1880 and 1915. Over these three and a half decades, U.S. Jewry grew from about a quarter of a
      million to 2.8 million, multiplying by a factor of more than 11 in thirty-five years. Of the total addition of
      some 2.55 million, 1.90 million, or almost eight-tenths were immigrants; and only 0.65 million were native-born.
    


    
      (b) From 1915 to 1930, over a million were added: but net immigration accounted for
      only 0.37 million. Beginning with 1930, the contribution of net immigration is completely overshadowed by that of
      natural increase. Of some 2.36 million added after 1930, immigration contributed only about 0.42 million and in
      recent years its net contribution was barely 10 percent of the total additions to U.S. Jewry. It compensated in
      only small part for the lower rate of natural increase of Jews than of total population.
    


    
      (c) In short, in the decades after 1930, and particularly after 1950, net immigration was no longer a significant
      source of increase. This also meant that the proportion of relatively recent entrants and their descendants in
      total U.S. Jewry dropped sharply. Columns 5-8 show this change in structure. Beginning with the population for
      1930, the proportion of entrants in the preceding 30 years and their descendants drops from over 50 percent to
      less than 10 percent in 1970 (lines 8 and 13). By the end of the period, even immigrants (and their descendants)
      who entered the country over the preceding forty years were less than 10 percent of total U.S. Jewry.
    


    
      (d) In 1910, Jews accounted for 2.4 percent of the total population of continental United States, 92.4 million.
      By 1930, the percentage rose to 3.1 (3.86 million out of 123.1 million). By 1950, the share was 3.3 percent (5.00
      million out of 151.2 million), but since there is a question concerning the initiation and magnitude of the
      shortfall in the rate of natural increase, this minor rise cannot be treated as significant. The drop in the
      ratio by 1970 is more significant, with total population (excluding Hawaii and Alaska) over 210 million, the
      share dropped to below 3 percent. And the decline in the relative proportion of U.S. Jewry will continue if only
      because, with concentration in the larger cities and the white collar occupations the Jewish rate of natural
      increase will continue to be significantly short of the countrywide rate and because intermarriage and loss of
      identification may well accelerate.
    


    
      2. First, Second, and Third and Higher Order Generations
    


    
      A dominant proportion of Jewish immigrants of the post-1880 decades came from the old Russian Empire; and most of
      the immigrants from the interwar area of Russia (i.e. excluding Poland, Finland, and Lithuania, parts of the
      pre-World-War I Russian Empire) were Jews. Since U.S.S.R. “foreign stock,” i.e. people born in the U.S.S.R. and
      their immediate descendants (native-born of foreign or mixed parentage, the latter
      allocated by country of origin of the father (hereafter referred to as “Russian stock”), are largely Jews; and
      since these Russian Jews are a large proportion of all Jewish immigrants, the data on the Russian stock can serve
      as valuable evidence on those U.S. Jews who are immigrants (first generation) or native-born of immigrant parents
      (second generation).3
    


    
      Table 2 assembles the evidence needed to test the assumption; and particularly to provide
      the approximate parameters for relating data on Russian stock to those on total U.S. Jewry. A brief comment on
      each panel of the table indicates its relevance.
    


    
      (i) In lines 1-5 we have the data on foreign born and their immediate descendants, the foreign born assigned to
      interwar Russia as their country of birth. Since the sources also give the foreign stock of Finland, Poland, and
      Lithuania, we assume that at least from 1930 onward the Russian stock is largely from the interwar territory—a
      narrower area than that of the Russian Empire.
    


    
      The steady decline in the total Russian stock reflects the marked drop in the foreign born, only slightly offset
      by the minor rise to 1950 in the native born, the second generation. Earlier figures suggest that the peak in the
      total was in 1920 (only somewhat higher than the 1930 figure).
    


    
      (ii) In lines 6 and 7 we have the proportions of Jews in the total immigration from the Russian Empire, which
      dropped from 62 to 41 percent. But the Russian Empire included Finland, from which there were practically no
      Jewish immigrants; as well as Poland and Lithuania, from which Jewish immigrants may have been a smaller
      proportion of all immigrants (dominated by Poles and Lithuanians) than for the rest of the Russian Empire (given
      the rather limited migration of Ukrainians and Russians). But it would be an exaggeration to relate the absolute
      number of Jews in lines 6 and 7 to all immigrants from the Russian Empire excluding Finland, Poland, and
      Lithuania—for these Jewish totals do include Jews who migrated from the areas excluded from interwar Russia.
    


    
      (iii) We are therefore compelled to estimate the proportion of Jewish immigrants who came from the areas of the
      old Russian Empire omitted from the interwar territory. For this estimate we used the ratio of those with Yiddish
      as mother tongue to those with the principal mother tongue of the foreign born in Poland and Lithuania, as
      reported in 1930. By using mothertongue ratios we can exclude both the Jewish immigrants who came from the Poland-Lithuania areas of the
      old Russian Empire, as well as the non-Jewish immigrants who came from these areas plus Finland; and thus arrive
      at a new distribution of gross immigration (line 10, columns 3 and 4). According to this distribution, Jewish
      immigrants were about 75 percent of the total from Russia with the interwar boundaries.
    


    
      Table 2  Data Underlying the Estimate of the Proportion of Jews Among Russian Stock, and the
      Ratio of Russian Stock to All Jewish Foreign Stock, Selected Years, 1930-1969
    


    [image: Image]


    [image: Image]


    
      Notes:
    


    
      Lines 1-5: Russia is defined in interwar boundaries, and excludes Poland, Finland, Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia
      (for which foreign stock data are shown separately).
    


    
      The data through 1950 are from E. P. Hutchinson, Immigrants and Their Children (Social Science Research
      Council and the U.S. Bureau of the Census; New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1955), Table A-1, p. 333 and
      Table 3, p. 5. The data for 1960 are
      from U.S. Census of Population, 1960, Nativity and Parentage, Final Report PC(2)—1A (Washington,
      D.C., 1965), Table 9, pp. 24-32.
    


    
      Line 5: From lines 16, 20, and 214 of Table 14 below. The estimate of native born of foreign
      or mixed parentage was derived as described in wthe notes to Table 4.
    


    
      Line 6: Calculated from Samuel Joseph, Jewish Immigration to the United States, from 1881 to 1910,
      Columbia University Studies in History and Economics no. 145 (Columbia University Press, New York, 1914), Table
      XII, P. 164.
    


    
      Line 7, and Lines 10-17, col. 1: From V. V. Obolensky-Ossinsky, “Emigration from and Immigration into Russia,” in
      Walter F. Willcox, ed., International Migrations, vol. II, Interpretations (National Bureau of
      Economic Research, New York, 1931), Table 2314, p. 529.
    


    
      Lines 8-9: Calculated from the 16th Census of the United States, 1940. Population: Nativity and Parentage of
      the White Population, Mother Tongue (Washington, D.C., 1943), Table 10, pp. 52—53. For all whites born in Poland (line 8), the ratio in
      column 1 is that of whites born in Poland and reporting Yiddish as mother tongue to those with Polish as mother
      tongue; the ratio in column 2 is that of Poland-born with Russian as mother tongue to Poland-born with Polish as
      mother tongue. In column 5 the ratio is of those born in the U.S.S.R. and Lithuania with Polish as mother tongue
      to those born in Poland with Polish as mother tongue. The ratios in line 9 for Lithuanian-born are analogous, but
      the base is Lithuanian-born with Lithuanian mother tongue.
    


    
      Line 10, col. 2: Calculated by multiplying the number of Poles in line 11, col. 1 by the ratio in line 8, col. 1;
      the number of Lithuanians in line 15, col. 1 by the ratio in line 9, col. 1; and adding.
    


    
      Line 11, col. 2: Calculated by multiplying lines 14 and 15, vol. 1, by lines 8 and 9, col. 2; and adding.
    


    
      Line 12, col. 2: Calculated by multiplying lines 14 and 15, col. 1 by lines 8 and 9, col. 3; and adding.
    


    
      Line 13, col. 2: According to Table 10 in the source cited for lines 8 and 9, the foreign
      born reporting Finland as country of birth were overwhelmingly Finns and Swedes, and the proportions Of Jews,
      Russians, and Germans were negligible.
    


    
      Line 14, col. 2: Calculated by multiplying vol. 1 by (1 minus line 8, col. 5).
    


    
      Line 15, col. 2: Calculated by multiplying col. 1 by (1 minus line 9, col. 5).
    


    
      Line 16, col. 2: Calculated by multiplying lines 14 and 15, col. 1 by lines 8 and 9, column 4; and adding.
    


    
      Lines 10-17, columns 5 and 6: Calculated from Table 236, p. 530 in the source cited for line 7.
    


    
      Lines 18-19: From Tables 10 and 9—pp. 51-53 in the source cited for lines
      8 and 9.
    


    
      (iv) The proportions for net immigration would be distinctly higher, because the ratios of re-emigration of Jews
      were much lower than those of non-Jewish immigrants (lines 10-12, columns 5 and 6). The application of the ratios
      shown in these two columns would raise the proportion of net Jewish immigration in the total from Russia in the
      interwar areas to over 80 percent. But in order to avoid possible exaggeration, we are assuming a ratio of 75
      percent in further calculations.
    


    
      (v) If 75 percent is used, we should observe that in line 18, the proportion of immigrants with Yiddish mother
      tongue among all whites born in the U.S.S.R., was only 64.14 percent in 1930. This means, and the inference is
      reasonable, that a substantial proportion of Jewish immigrants from Russia reported Russian (or languages other
      than Yiddish) as their mother tongue.4 The question now is as to the proportion
      of Jewish immigrants from Russia with interwar boundaries to all Jewish immigrants. If we were to assume that the
      proportion reporting non-Yiddish as their mother tongue was the same among the Jewish immigrants from other areas
      as for the Russian Jewish immigrants, the ratio of Russian-Jewish to all Jewish immigrants would be 0.608 to 1.
      The ratio of all Russian immigrants to Russian-Jewish immigrants, as we estimated above, is 1 to 0.75. Hence the
      ratio of all Russian immigrants (Russian stock) to all Jewish immigrants would be 1 to (0.75/0.608), or roughly 1
      to 1.25. If reporting of non-Yiddish as mother tongue was less prevalent among Jewish immigrants from
      other areas (including Austria and Rumania), the ratio of Russian immigrants to all Jewish immigrants
      would be somewhat higher than 1 to 1.25; and we arbitrarily set this alternative ratio at 1 to 1.15.
    


    
      These comments on Table 2 provide the rationale for the derivation of the breakdown within
      the total of U.S. Jews between the first generation, i.e. the foreign born; the second generation, i.e. native
      born of foreign or mixed parentage (father foreign); and third and higher order generations, i.e. native born of
      native parents (Table 3). Two variants were calculated, based on the 1.25 and 1.15 ratios.
    


    
      Even if the estimated proportions (based largely on Table 2) are valid, the calculation in
      Table 3 involves two major steps, each subject to errors. In the first step we use the data
      for total U.S.S.R. stock as if they are fully
      representative of the Jewish component. To be sure, we are arguing that the latter is at least 75 percent of the
      total. But the remaining 25 percent is the non-Jewish component; and we can plausibly assume that its
      characteristics are significantly different from those of the Jews. Thus, if the non-Jewish component of Russian
      stock had much less schooling than the Jewish component, and we used the total Russian stock to derive the level
      of school completion of the first and second generations of U.S. Jews, we would be underestimating that level.
      And if we obtained the school completion level of the third and higher order generations of U.S. Jews by
      subtracting the school completion level of the first and second generations from the total, we would be
      exaggerating the school completion level of the third and higher order generations. In that sense, the
      “Jewishness,” if one may use this term, of the third and higher order generations of U.S. Jewry would be
      over-estimated.
    


    
      Table 3  Estimated Distribution of Jewish Population in the United States Among First,
      Second, and Higher Order Generations, 1930-1969 (absolute numbers in 000’s)
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      Notes:
    


    
      Column 1: From Table 2, column 1. The entry for 1969 was interpolated.
    


    
      Columns 2-7: The underlying data on foreign born and native of foreign parentage, Russian stock, are from
      Table 2. See text for the rationale of the assumptions, in which the proportion of all Jews
      to Russian foreign stock is set either at 1.15 (Assumption 1) or 1.25 (Assumption 2).
    


    
      The second step may, however, introduce a bias in the opposite direction. In this step we assume that the
      characteristics of the Russian-Jewish stock are identical with those of the non-Russian-Jewish stock, i.e. with
      first and second generation Jewish immigrants from Poland, Lithuania, Austria, Rumania, etc. I have no evidence
      on the subject, but some characteristics that distinguish the Jewish minority in the United States—in particular
      levels of educational and occupational structure—may well be somewhat higher for the Russian-Jewish stock than
      for the Jewish stock of non-Russian origin. If that is the case, the calculation exemplified in Table 3, when applied to such characteristics (e.g. level of school completion or proportion of
      professional occupations) would overestimate these “Jewish” characteristics for Jewish foreign stock—and to that
      extent underestimate them for the residual component of U.S. Jewry, viz. the third and higher order
      generations.
    


    
      These qualifications, speculative as they are, must be borne in mind in interpreting the results. Their weight
      could be reduced with more intensive analysis of the Russian stock (e.g. elimination of its rural component, in
      which the non-Jewish immigrants are likely to be more concentrated), or of the Jewish foreign stock. But such
      intensive analysis is not practicable here; and might limit the use of the available Census data. We shall have
      to rest content with these rough approximations; but, my impression is that the trends and differences they
      reveal are sufficiently conspicuous to be significant despite the qualifications.
    


    
      Table 3 supports the observation based on columns 5-8 of
      Table 1 that within U.S. Jewry, the proportion of the first and second generations has
      declined markedly, and correspondingly that of native born of native parents has risen markedly. On either
      assumption, the share of foreign born immigrants, who accounted for more than a third of U.S. Jewry in 1930,
      declined to less than 10 percent by the end of the 1960’s; and that of the second generation, native born of
      foreign parentage, dropped from over 5 percent to about a fourth. In 1930, the native born of native parents
      accounted for a fifth or less; by 1969, the share had grown to about two-thirds, and this trend will continue
      unless there is a resurgence of immigration.
    


    
      Let me make one final comment on this point. Of the two ratios used in Table 3, 1.15 seems
      preferable. It is perhaps a closer reflection of the underlying situation; and we must remember that the
      population used in column 1 is about 8 percent higher than that obtained from the 1957 sample study (see
      discussion in connection with Table 1). Of course, the 1957 sample total may be an
      underestimate; whereas the data on Russian stock are not subject to such a bias. Consequently, when we apply the
      data on Russian stock to those of the 1957 sample, as we do below, to derive some characteristics of the third
      and higher order generations among the 1957 U.S. Jewry, we may be exaggerating the size of the foreign stock
      relative to the third and higher order generations. Therefore using a somewhat smaller raising ratio for the
      former (i.e. 1.15 instead of 1.25) is preferable. For these and other reasons, in the comparisons analogous to
      those of Table 3 but applied to the 1957 data, we limit the calculation to the variant based
      on the 1.15 ratio. But the calculations could easily be repeated with any other ratio that seems acceptable.
    


    
      3. Comparison with Foreign Stock, Yiddish Mother Tongue
    


    
      The question about mother tongue appeared for the first time in the Census of 1910. In discussing the results,
      the source comments as follows (see reference in the notes to Panel A of Table 4):
    


    
      Yiddish … is the mother tongue reported for only part of the Hebrews, the others being returned as speaking
      Polish, Russian, German, etc. A comparison of the returns for mother tongue made by persons born in Russia,
      Austria, and Germany, however, with the returns on ‘race’ given for immigrants in the reports of the Commissioner
      General of Immigration, indicates that the census returns on Yiddish peaking people give a fairly complete
      enumeration of the foreign born Hebrews in the United States (pp. 959-60).
    


    
      And, in a footnote on p. 960, the following comparison is provided (excluding here the
      minor figures for the United Kingdom and Germany):
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      Although some Hebrews (Jews) reported a mother tongue other than Yiddish, the number with Yiddish mother tongue
      is about the same as that reported as Hebrews by the immigration authorities. The immigration figures underlying
      Table 1 may therefore not cover all Jewish immigrants. But the proportion not classified as
      Jews in the immigration statistics must have been quite limited.
    


    
      Table 4 brings together the data on foreign white stock with Yiddish mother tongue, by the
      major countries of origin, for 1910, 1930, and 1940, the last year for which the population census apparently
      collected the data. The figures for 1920 are not shown, because a large group of Jews reported Russian as mother
      tongue.5
    


    
      The data for 1910 in Table 4 can be compared with our estimate of total Jewish population in
      the United States in Table 1 above. If to the Jewish population of 250 thousand in 1880, we
      apply the rates of natural increase used in Table 1 through the successive quinquennia
      between 1880 and 1910, the original total would grow to about 120 thousand by 1910. If we assume, reasonably,
      that the latter is overwhelmingly third and higher order generation immigrants and subtract it from the total
      shown for 1910 in Table 1 for all Jews, the residual of 1,756 thousand presumably represents
      immigration over the 30 years, plus their descendants. The total white stock with Yiddish mother tongue in 1910
      is shown in Table 4 as 1,677 thousand, only about 80 thousand short of the residual derived
      from Table 1. This suggests that the proportion of the first and second generation
      immigrants in 1910 was 1,756/2,176 or roughly 81 percent—only slightly above the share shown in Table 3, assumption 1, for 1930 (of 79.5 percent). But whereas the shares of the first and second generations in 1930 (assumption 1) were 34.5 and 45
      percent respectively, those indicated in Table 4 for 1910 were about 51 and 30 percent
      respectively. The greater dominance of the first generation in 1910 is, of course, to be expected.
    


    
      Table 4  Foreign White Stock, Yiddish Mother Tongue, by Major Country of origin, 1910, 1930,
      and 1940 (absolute figures in 000’s)
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      Notes:
    


    
      Panel A: U.S.Bureau of the United States, 1910, Vol. I Population, General Report and Analysis,
      Washington, D.C., 1913, Chapter IX, Mother Tongue of the Foreign White Stock, pp. 959-1015, particularly
      Table 13, pp. 975-77.
    


    
      Panels B and C: From U.S. Bureau of the Census, Sixteenth Census of the United States: 1940, Population,
      Nativity and Parentage of the White Population, Mother Tongue, Washington, D.C., 1943, in particular
      Table 9, pp. 51-52 for 1930, and Table 11, pp. 54-55
      for 1940.
    


    
      “In 1940 the native population of foreign parentage was classified by the principal language spoken in their
      homes in earliest childhood. In 1920 and 1910, however, this group was classified by the mother tongue of their
      parents, and persons with parents of different mother tongues were classified separately as of ‘mixed mother
      tongue’. In 1910 persons of mother tongue’ were classified further by mother tongue of father …” (see 1943
      source, note 3, p. 2).
    


    
      The foreign born with Yiddish mother tongue in 1930 and 1940 in Table 4 can be compared with
      the first generation immigrant Jews for the same years in Table 3. For 1930, the Yiddish
      mother tongue total of foreign born of 1,223 thousand is 92 percent of the total first generation estimate in
      Table 3 (1,327 thousand, assumption 1). For 1940, the foreign born with Yiddish mother
      tongue were 924 thousand, 77 percent of the first generation total shown in Table 3 (1,197
      thousand, assumption 1). For 1940 again, the second generation with Yiddish mother tongue, 774 thousand, was only
      43 percent of the total second generation shown in Table 3 (1,804 thousand, assumption 1).
      But the data refer to the tongue prevalent in the second generation’s childhood years—not to the mother tongue of
      its parents. The general conclusion, all told, is that Yiddish mother tongue was
      predominant among the first and even second generation Jews until 1930, and for the first generation also in
      later years.
    


    
      The third inference is the one already advanced and used in Section 2, the dominance of Russian Jews in total
      immigration and hence in the first and second generation among U.S. Jewry. Table 1 shows
      that by 1930, Jews with Yiddish mother tongue, largely from Russia, Lithuania, and Poland, must have accounted
      for close to three quarters of the total first generation estimated for that year (i.e. 83 percent of 1,223, as a
      share of 1,327); and the allowance for non-Yiddish mother tongue would probably raise this proportion to about
      eight-tenths. Excluding Poland but including Lithuania and Latvia with inter-war U.S.S.R. would cut the
      corresponding percentages to about two-thirds and seven-tenths. With Russian (or Russian-Polish) origin dominant
      in the first generation, there is little reason to assume it to be otherwise for the second generation—classified
      by country of origin of parents.
    


    
      4. Sex and Age Structure
    


    
      Since we shall use the data on the foreign stock of U.S.S.R. origin to derive additional breakdowns on U.S. Jewry
      as given in the 1957 sample study, and also to shed some light on the trends at least for the first and second
      generations of Jews, we begin with the sex and age structure of the relevant foreign stocks and of total
      population (Table 5).
    


    
      The relevant data were published for the first time in the 1950 census reports (at least I could not find them in
      the Census volumes, by country of birth, for earlier dates). Hence they are available for 1950 and 1960 (and not
      all for the later year); and in a more condensed form in the sample study of population by ethnic origin for
      November 1969.
    


    
      In addition to total population and the U.S.S.R. stock, we include here, and in some of the later tables,
      parallel data for two other foreign stocks, from Poland and Italy. Both these immigrant groups arrived in the
      United States in large numbers at about the same time as the immigrants from the U.S.S.R., and they are as recent
      as the Jewish immigrant stock. Of course, the flows from Poland and particularly from Italy after World War I
      were larger than that from the U.S.S.R., which was sharply restricted first by physical and then by legal
      difficulties after the establishment of Communist power. But the comparison is still of interest, since it
      involves a largely Jewish immigrant group and its immediate descendants, on the one hand, and largely non-Jewish
      but equally recent immigrant groups on the other. (This is true particularly of Italian stock since the
      Polish group includes a substantial but much lower proportion of Jews than the U.S.S.R. group.)
    


    
      Table 5  Sex and Age Structure Total Population and Three Foreign Stock Groups, 1950-1969
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      A: Residual, obtained by subtracting foreign born from the total ethnic stock, both given in the source.
    


    
      Notes:
    


    
      For 1950: All entries calculated from Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census of Population: 1950, Vol. IV,
      Special Reports, Part 3, Chapter A, Nativity and Parentage (Washington, D. C., 1954); and Part 3, Chapter
      B, Nonwhite Population by Race (Washington, D. C., 1953). The first report contains data on the age and sex
      distribution of native white and foreign born white population by country of birth. The second report was used to
      derive the distribution of total population, white and nonwhite.
    


    
      For 1960: All entries calculated from the Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census of Population: 1960. Subject
      Reports. Nativity and Parentage, Final Report PC(2)-1A (Washington, D. C., 1965).
    


    
      For 1969: All entries except those marked “re-estimated” are calculated from the Bureau of the Census, Current
      Population Report, Series P-20, no. 221, “Characteristics of the Population by Ethnic Origin: November 1969”
      (Washington, D. C., 1971).
    


    
      Because some of the third and higher order generations, particularly among the younger age groups, are apparently
      included, we re-estimated the totals for the two younger age groups. For the group below 14 years of age (column
      1) we calculated the ratio of native born of foreign or mixed parentage in 1960, aged below 14 to foreign born in
      1950 aged 25-44; and applied 0.95 of its value (to allow for the difference in time span between 1950 and 1960
      and between 1960 and November 1969) to foreign born aged 25-44 in 1960 to derive the native born of foreign or
      mixed parentage aged below 14 in 1969. The ratios were 0.561 for the Russian stock, 0.834 for the Polish stock,
      and 1.094 for the Italian stock.
    


    
      For the group 14-24 years of age (column 2) we calculated the ratio of native born of foreign or mixed parentage,
      aged 14-24 in 1960 to native born of foreign or mixed parentage aged below 14 in 1950, and again applied 0.95 of
      its value (to allow for differences in time span) to the native born of foreign or mixed parentage aged below 14
      years of age in 1960 to derive the 14-24 age group of native born of foreign or mixed parentage in 1969. These
      ratios were: 0.921 for the Russian stock; 0.956 for the Polish stock; and 0.907 for the Italian stock.
    


    
      These two sets of ratios yielded an estimated second generation aged below 25 appreciably below that derived by
      subtracting the foreign born from the total ethnic stock as reported in the source. The re-estimate for the group
      below 14 years of age was 10.5 percent of the residual for the Russian stock; 12.8 percent of the residual for
      the Polish stock; and 13.9 percent of the residual for the Italian stock. The ratios of the re-estimate to the
      residual for the group aged 14-24 were 21.7 percent, 21.6 percent, and 23.7 percent for the Russian, Polish and
      Italian stock respectively.
    


    
      These new estimates of the second generation aged below 25 were added to the residual estimates for the older age
      groups; and the percentage shares of all age groups in the new totals were recalculated and entered in lines 20,
      31, and 42.
    


    
      Before the findings of Table 5 can be discussed, one problem of interpretation and
      estimation must be cleared up.
    


    
      If the ethnic origin groups shown in the source for November 1969 are taken as comprising only foreign
      born and native born of foreign and mixed parentage (i.e. first and second generation immigrants), the second
      generation totals derived by subtracting the reported foreign born from the ethnic total (see lines 19, 30, and
      41), are bizarre. They rise sharply from 1960 to 1969, a movement contrary to the usual movements (in relation to
      a declining total of foreign born) shown by all foreign stocks in this country (see the Hutchinson volume cited
      in the notes to Table 2, and the source for the 1960 data cited above). Even more
      questionable is the rise in the proportions of the younger age groups in the total native born of foreign
      parentage, in view of the marked declines in the foreign born who constitute the parental generation.
    


    
      Obviously the ethnic totals in the source for November 1969 must include fairly substantial numbers of the third
      and higher order generations, i.e. native born of native parents, still identifying themselves with the original
      ethnic group. According to the source “some respondents having a diverse ethnic background or having several
      generations of residence in the United States may have reported the ethnic association they felt most strongly
      and may not have had precise alternatives from which to choose” (p. 1). Other comments in the introduction and the character of the questions indicate that ethnic
      origin was not limited to identification by country of birth of the person and parents, or by mother tongue—in
      that the respondent could identify himself or herself regardless of answers to country of birth, or of mother
      language.
    


    
      This interpretation is strengthened when we find, in comparison with the re-estimates, that the relative
      overrepresentation in the residuals is largest for the youngest group (below 14 years of age), second largest for
      the next older group (14 to 24), and diminishes rapidly as we move to older age groups. This suggests that
      children and young adults, a large proportion of whom may still have been under the parental roof, were reported
      to have the ethnic origin of their parents, even though they were native born of native parents.
    


    
      Under the circumstances, it seemed best to re-estimate; but we limited the re-estimation to the two youngest age
      groups. The bases for this recalculation are set forth in detail in the notes to Table 5.
      Briefly the estimates are calculated by relating the child-bearing age group for 1950
      and 1960 among the foreign born (limited to 25-44 years of age) to native born of foreign parentage below 14
      years of age a decade later (ratio 1); and relating the native born of foreign parentage below 14 years of age in
      1950 and 1960 to the native born of foreign parentage 14-24 years of age a decade later (ratio 2). It is
      interesting to note that ratio 1 differs among the three foreign stocks as we would expect it, being lowest for
      the Russian stock and highest for the Italian, reflecting the differences in fertility; and that ratio 2 is much
      the same for all three foreign stock groups.
    


    
      With these preliminary comments on the re-estimates for the native born of foreign parentage in 1969, we can
      summarize the findings.
    


    
      (i) We did not adjust the estimates used for the sex distribution, because we felt that the sex shares would not
      be significantly affected.
    


    
      The sex distributions are fairly equal for total population and the foreign stocks, whether first or second
      generation—except that the number of Italian foreign born males is significantly larger than the number of
      females in 1950 and 1960 (but not in 1969). This excess, associated with immigration in the “normal,” i.e.
      pre-World War I decades, may reflect recent immigration from Italy.
    


    
      (ii) As expected, the foreign born are characterized by an advanced age structure; and with relatively minor
      migration inflows, their median age is growing progressively higher. It is of some interest that the median age
      of the Russian foreign born is distinctly higher than those of the Polish and Italian foreign born, reflecting
      earlier cessation or contraction of immigration.
    


    
      (iii) Even the second generation, native born of foreign or mixed parentage, is distinctly older than total
      population—in 1950, 1960, and 1969 (even in the residual series, let alone the re-estimate). Here again, the
      median age of the second generation immigrants of the Russian stock is higher than that of the second generation
      of the two other foreign stocks. The prospect, with immigration remaining relatively small, is that the first
      generation of Jewish immigrants will die out; and the second generation will age rapidly and its proportion in
      the total will decline continuously.
    


    
      Given the age structure of the Russian stock in 1950 and 1960, and the assumed relation between that stock and
      U.S. Jewry, we can derive the age structure of the third and higher order generations in early 1957 (Table 6). The calculation is shown for both sexes combined, to minimize errors; but could be made
      (and was) for males and females separately.
    


    
      Table 6  Distribution of U.S. Jews by Age, and Shares of First, Second, and Third and Higher
      Order Generations within Age Groups, 1957
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      Notes:
    


    
      Line 1: The shares were interpolated arithmetically between lines 21 and 22 of Table 5.
      Total population was interpolated logarithmically.
    


    
      Line 2: For the rationale of using the 1.15 ratio see the text.
    


    
      Line 3: From the Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Religion Reported by the Civilian
      Population of the United States, March 1957, Series P—20, n. 79, Feb. 2, 1958. Children under 14 of mixed
      marriages were treated as Jews if the father was Jewish (see Tables 5 and 7 in the source).
    


    
      Lines 6-7: The total within each age class, derived as the difference between lines 3 and 4, was apportioned
      between foreign born and native born of foreign parentage on the basis of the data for 1950 and 1960 in Table 5. For each year of the percentage of the first and second generations the total of the two was
      derived within each age class; and the percentage shares were interpolated to approximate 1957. These percentages
      were then applied to the difference between lines 3 and 4 to derive absolute totals; and the latter related to
      the total for each age group in line 3 yielded the percentage shares.
    


    
      Line 8: Derived from lines 3 and 4.
    


    
      (iv) The first point to be noted is that the total Jewish
      population in early 1957, with a median age of 36.2 years, was distinctly older than total U.S. population, with
      a median age in 1950 of 30.6, and in 1960 of 29.3 years. The primary reason is the weight of the older first and
      second generations of Jews. But this difference in age may also reflect the propensity toward lower fertility and
      possibly a longer expectation of life in the advanced ages, which can be expected to continue even after the
      first and second generation die out.
    


    
      (v) The third and higher order generations of Jews in 1957 were naturally dominated by the very young—the group
      below 11 years of age accounting for 45 percent and that of 14-21 years for another 16 percent. The median age of
      the third and higher generations in 1957 was only 17 years, much below that for total population. But this is not
      surprising since many of the third and higher order generations were recent descendants of the child bearing age
      groups within the second generation; while the first generation for the most part was beyond the child bearing
      age.
    


    
      (vi) The most interesting findings provided in lines 6-8. These lines show that the younger age groups, say those
      below age 25, are predominantly the third and higher order generations; that the middle age groups, covering the
      working life span and the child bearing span (i.e. 25-64 and 25-44) are heavily dominated by the second
      generation, native born of foreign parentage, who account for two-thirds of the 25-44 age group, and over 50
      percent of the 25-64 age group; and that the oldest group, 65 or more, is heavily dominated by the foreign born.
      It is a distinctive feature of a recent immigrant group, like U.S. Jewry, that its age classes, or age generation
      differences, coincide with differences in the degree of “foreignness” associated with foreign birth, native birth
      of foreign parents, and native birth of native parents (and whatever further distinctions would be justified on
      analytical grounds, but for which data are not available). This coincidence of age and “foreignness”
      differentials has no relevance for total population; and will disappear among U.S. Jewry with the passage of
      time, if the number of immigrants continues to be small, adding little to the total stock within the country.
    


    
      (vii) Even though the third and higher order generations were concentrated in 1957 in the younger age groups, and
      dominated them, they were a significant proportion, no less than a quarter of each age group. It must be
      stressed that native born of native parents among U.S. Jewry were in 1957, and probably are more so by now, a
      substantial component within each age group and thus within both the working and childbearing classes. Unfortunately data on the distinctive religious and other characteristics of other
      recent immigrant groups, such as Poles and Italians, are not available and we can only distinguish the foreign
      stock, i.e. the first and second order generations, but not the third and higher.
    


    
      5. Concentration in Large Cities and Regional Distribution
    


    
      The marked concentration of U.S. Jewry in large cities is a familiar and basic characteristic of their social and
      economic structure. But data are not available for a fully comparable measure of concentration for the period of
      interest here—since we only have approximations by Jewish agencies, and, as already indicated in the first
      section of this paper, they have varied considerably over time.
    


    
      Panel A of Table 7 assembles estimates for selected years, each by a different author and
      not comparable with the others. Because of the weight of New York in the total, a related area was added to
      reduce incomparability. And we included, for each year, only those cities for which Jewish population was
      estimated to be more than 50 thousand. If a city appeared on the list in one year we showed an estimate for it in
      the other years but the entry, in parentheses, was omitted from the total if the Jewish population was short of
      50 thousand.
    


    
      Two elements of incomparability remain in Panel A. First, the estimates were prepared by different investigators,
      with somewhat different approaches and experience. Second, the boundaries of the cities had to be extended as
      time went on, because of the movement of the population to the suburbs. Assuming that the areas covered in the
      American Jewish Yearbook estimates in Panel A are those in which the Jewish Federation serves and campaigns (as
      is indicated in the notes to columns 5 and 6), one could argue that these areas widened as Jews moved to the
      suburbs—so that in fact we are comparing more narrowly defined cities in 1927 with more widely defined urban
      areas in 1968. It must be remembered that when we observe levels and trends in the concentration of Jews in large
      cities in Panel A, these cities cover wider and more inclusive areas as suburbanization grows. This qualification
      does not apply to Panel B, which is for a single year, 1950, and metropolitan areas (or the consolidated area of
      New York and northeastern New Jersey).
    


    
      The following conclusions may be suggested:
    


    
      (i) Throughout the four decades spanned in Panel A, Jewish population was heavily concentrated in the largest
      cities of the nation, particularly the New York City area which accounted continuously for well over 40 percent.
      The other cities with substantial Jewish population,
      increasing in number as time went on, because of growth in total numbers as well as expansion of city areas,
      accounted fairly continuously for about another quarter. All these other cities were well above the half-million
      total population class.
    


    
      Table 7  Concentration of Jewish Population in Larger Cities, United States, Selected Years,
      1927-1968
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      a The entries for Philadelphia, Chicago and Los Angeles are described as referring to the metropolitan areas;
      that for Washington as referring to Greater Washington. But other city entries although not so designated, may
      also refer to the relevant metropolitan areas (see text). New York in line 17, column 5 refers to New York City
      and Newark.
    


    
      Notes:
    


    
      Panel A
    


    
      Columns 1 and 2: The estimates are from H. S. Linfield, “Jewish Population In the United States 1927,”
      American Jewish Yearbook, 1928-29, vol. 29, (Philadelphia, 1930), Table VII, pp. 110-13. The related area in line 3 includes Newark, N. J., Mount Vernon, New Rochelle, White Plains, and
      Yonkers. The selection was governed by the list of New York suburbs given in the source for column 3, to which I
      added Yonkers. Most of these suburbs listed in the source for 1953 were too small in 1927 to appear as separate
      entries.
    


    
      Columns 3 and 4: These estimates are from Alvin Chenkin and Ben Seligman, “Jewish Population of the United States
      1953,” American Jewish Yearbook, 1954, vol. 55 (New York, 1954) Table 1, pp. 8-12.
      the related area in line 3 covers, in addition to Newark, the population of about 30 smaller cities in New York
      and New Jersey marked by the authors as suburbs of New York City.
    


    
      Columns 5 and 6, lines 1-16: The estimates are from Alvin Chenkin, “Jewish Population of the United States,”
      American Jewish Yearbook, 1970, vol. 71, (New York, 1970), Table 3, pp. 348-53. (They are also given in the 1969 Yearbook). The following note
      is relevant: “The areas covered by the population estimates are based upon the service and campaign areas of
      Jewish Federations, and these show wide variations… . mostly, but with many exceptions, the areas … would be
      closest in concept to urbanized area” (p. 348). And the latter is defined, in the same source, as an area
      that “includes at least one central city of 50,000 inhabitants or more as well as the closely—settled surrounding
      areas.” The concept seems to be slightly narrower than that of standard metropolitan areas. The related area in
      line 3 Includes Nassau, Suffolk, and Westchester counties, placed within the New York area by the author; and
      Essex, New Jersey (which includes Newark) added by me for comparability with earlier years.
    


    
      Columns 5 and 6, lines 17-19: The underlying data are for the standard metropolitan areas; and to the New York
      area I added the Newark standard metropolitan area. Figures, for July 1, 1966, are from U. S. Bureau of the
      Census, Statistical Abstract of the United States 1970, (Washington, D. C., 1970), Table 17, p. 10; for total U. S. population from Table
      2, p. 5.
    


    
      Panel B
    


    
      Line 20: The underlying data, for the standard metropolitan areas (or consolidated area in column 1), are from U.
      S. Bureau of the Census, Series no. 7, “Components of Population Change, 1950 to 1960 …” (Washington D. C.,
      November 1962), Table 2, pp.
      60-62; and Appendix A, p. 85 for the Boston consolidated area (involving also the use of
      Table 3, on Massachusetts economic areas). The countrywide population for 1950 is from the
      population census.
    


    
      Lines 21-29: The underlying data are from U. S. Bureau of the Census, U. S. Census of Population 1950,
      vol. II, Special Reports, Part 3, Chapter A, Nativity and Parentage (Washington, D. C., 1954), Table 22,
      pp. 255 ff (for selected SMA’s) and Table 20, pp. 137 ff,
      for the total foreign stock population 14 years old or over. We did not use the data for Pittsburgh and San
      Francisco, because the shares of the three foreign stocks in them were rather minor.
    


    
      (ii) The marked concentration of Jewish population in the large cities is revealed by comparison of their share
      in Jewish population with their share in total population (lines 16 and line 19, columns 2 and 6). In 1927, the
      New York area and the eight large cities with sizable Jewish population, accounted for 68 percent of U.S. Jewry,
      but for only 15 percent of countrywide population. For 1968, the two percentage shares are 75 and 26,
      respectively—a marked increase in the large city concentration of total population from 1927, but the ratio is
      still only about a third of that for U.S. Jewry.
    


    
      (iii) The high concentration of Jewish population in the larger cities is confirmed by the comprehensive sample
      for 1957. 87.4 percent of Jewish population 14 years of age and over is shown as residing in urbanized areas of
      250,000 or more—compared with 36.6 percent for total population (see February 2, 1958 release, Table 3, p. 7). In view of the high relative
      concentration also of Polish and particularly Italian stock (see comments below on Panel B), it is interesting to
      note that the Roman Catholic group, shown in the same source, has the next highest proportion—53.9 percent.
    


    
      (iv) The greater concentration of Jews in the larger cities means, of course, that their proportion to total
      population is appreciably greater in the larger cities than for the country as a whole; and for some cities, the
      Jewish proportions become fairly sizable, even though they are very small proportions in total population. Thus,
      according to Linfield’s estimates, the proportion of Jews in total population was 3.6 percent in 1927. If we use
      this percentage (which may be somewhat too high) and the entries in Table 7, column 2, lines
      2 and 17, the Jewish population proportion is 3.6 (141.7/5.6, or 26.3 percent—over a quarter of New York City’s
      population. In 1968, with the Jewish proportion in total population about 2.9 percent, the proportion for the New
      York area would work out to 2.9 (12.3/6.7), or 18.3 percent. A share of some 20 percent in the total population
      of the New York area is substantial; and shares much larger than the countrywide one of about 3 percent may be
      found in other large cities. Linfield’s estimates for 1927 indicate percentages of 13.3 for Philadelphia, 11.1
      for Boston, and 10.5 for Chicago.
    


    
      (v) Because of incomparabilities, we cannot argue that the degree of concentration of the Jewish population in
      the larger cities has changed significantly—particularly if cities are defined to
      include the suburbs. The difference between 75 and 68 percent (line 16, columns 6 and 2) is not very large, and,
      in fact, the percentage for 1927 would be about 69.5 if the entries in parentheses (in lines 13-15) for cities
      included in 1968 were added. But the relative disparity in large city concentration between the Jewish and total
      population does appear to have narrowed—because with the Jewish population already concentrated in large cities
      at an early data, its proportion could hardly rise appreciably; while that for total population rose markedly,
      reflecting both total growth and greater urbanization. The proportion of Jewish population in lines 2-15 in 1927
      was 69.5 percent; the proportion of total population in same cities was 16.2 percent (not the 15.2 percent shown
      for the cities excluding those in parentheses in lines 13-15). The ratio of Jewish to total concentration was,
      then, 14.3 in 1927 compared with 2.9 in 1968—the decline being due to the much greater rise of the proportion of
      total population in the larger cities. The obvious implication is that the proportion of Jewish to total
      population in these large cities (taken as a group) must have declined—particularly since the overall proportion
      of Jews to total population also declined. In some cities, where the earlier Jewish proportion was substantial,
      this decline in relative weight may have been large. The implicit trends in Jewish proportions in various large
      cities—rising in some and declining in many—may set conditions for different relations between the Jews and the
      rest of the community; but we cannot pursue this question further.
    


    
      (vi) Panel B reveals that the concentration of the Russian stock in the large standard metropolitan areas in 1950
      was also much greater than that of total population (the foreign stock ratios are for population 14 years old and
      over; those for total population are for all ages; but the element of incomparability in the ratios is
      slight). Nine standard metropolitan areas had a foreign white stock population of over half a million, we used
      only seven, omitting Pittsburgh and San Francisco, because the three foreign stocks covered in Panel B were
      relatively unimportant. The proportion of these seven areas in the total Russian stock was over 64 percent; for
      total population it was only 22 percent.
    


    
      The concentration of the Russian foreign born (first generation) is more marked than that of the native born of
      foreign or mixed parentage (second generation) in all seven areas (lines 21 and 22). Whether this would be true
      of the new standard metropolitan areas, whose rapid growth might attract more of the second than of the first
      generation, is a question that can be answered only with more detailed analysis.
    


    
      (vii) The most significant finding of Panel B, however, is that the concentration of
      the other two foreign stock, Polish and Italian, in the larger metropolitan areas is not very different from that
      of the Russian stock. The observation for the Italian stock is particularly significant, since unlike the Polish,
      it cannot include a significant proportion of first and second generation Jews. Yet the proportion of total
      Italian stock in the consolidated area New York-New Jersey, about 34.5 percent, is not much lower than the 39
      percent for the Russian stock (column 1, lines 29 and 23); and the overall share for the seven standard
      metropolitan areas is 55 percent for the Italian stock, compared with 64 for the Russian stock (or 22 percent for
      total population).
    


    
      Since the educational and occupational structures (and also the family income distributions for November 1969) of
      the Polish and Italian stocks will be found to be so different from those of the Russian stock, the similarity in
      urban concentration of the three raises some interesting questions. It suggests that the connection between large
      city concentration and the peculiar characteristics of occupational structure of the Jewish community (or for the
      first and second generation, for whom we use the Russian stock as proxy) is not simple or close. To be sure, for
      some “Jewish” occupations large city residence is a necessary condition; but these probably account for only a
      limited part of the distinctive features of Jewish occupational structure. On the other hand, the marked
      concentration of the Polish, and particularly, Italian stock, with an occupational structure not so different
      from that of total population (excluding farm pursuits) suggests that large city concentration is not
      incompatible with an “average” occupational structure—at least one limited to the broad categories that we have
      distinguished. Of course, the connection between large city concentration and occupational structure might prove
      to be more substantive, when a more detailed occupational structure—of the Jewish and other components of total
      population—can be analyzed.
    


    
      There is a similar hearing of the finding on large-city concentration of the Polish and Italian stocks, a
      concentration not much different from that of the Russian stock, on the wide differentials among the foreign
      stocks in income level and structure. The arithmetic mean income per family for the Russian stock is shown in
      Table 21 below to be about 75 percent above those for the Polish and the Italian stocks; and
      even the median income for the former was over 30 percent higher than for either of the two latter (see lines 12
      and 13, columns 4-6). These differences in income level and structure were found despite the fact that the
      late-city concentrations of the three foreign stocks did not differ very much. This
      indicates that the differences in city-size concentration cannot be an important factor in explaining why the
      income level and structure for the Russian stock are so different from those for the Polish and Italian stocks;
      and it is also likely that this factor of city-size concentration is not too weighty even in exploiting the
      differences in income level and structure between Jews and total nonfarm population.
    


    
      If consistent, concentration in large cities implies some regional concentration: the large aggregations are in
      the Northeast, Midwest, and California. But even if we allow for large city concentration of U.S. Jewry the
      regional location of the Jewish and total populations differ sharply. In Table 8 we give
      limited illustrations of the geographical distribution of Jews compared with that of total population; and they
      are intended to bring out only the main features, since a detailed analysis would involve standardization for
      city size.
    


    
      The Western Europe area includes the various western and northern countries, as well as Germany. The Central,
      Eastern, and South area (Eastern) includes Austria, Hungary, Russia, etc., as well as customarily defined
      Southern Europe (including Turkey in Europe). Lines 23 and 24 exclude foreign born whites from areas other than
      Europe (Canada and Mexico are major sources); and the same is true of the second generation immigrants in lines
      30-31. Lines 25-26 exclude foreign born whites who did not report the date of entry. These groups include a fair
      proportion of foreign born whites of non-European origin, apparently important in the New England division
      (presumably from Canada) and in the West South Central division (presumably from Mexico).
    


    
      (viii) Panel A shows a great concentration of Jewish population in the Middle Atlantic states, not surprising
      because of the location of New York, Philadelphia, and the contiguous closely-settled areas. But it also shows a
      concentration in New England, where Boston is the only large city. On the other hand, the Jewish populations in
      the South, West North Central, and Mountain states are strikingly small. By and large, the Northeast and the
      Pacific region are a relatively adequate representation of the geographical distribution of U.S. Jewry.
    


    
      This distinctive regional distribution would remain even after allowing for city size. Thus, the Linfield data
      for 1927 show that in New Orleans, only 2.1 percent of the population of close to half a million were Jews; in
      Minneapolis less than 5 percent of about the same total population were Jews; while in Rochester, New York, close
      to 7 percent of the 325 thousand population were Jews. Other examples could be provided for 1968. One may conclude that neither the Jewish
      population nor, as we shall see below, other recent immigrant groups settled in the South or the West North
      Central subdivision of the North Central region. The limited settlement in the Mountain subdivision is explained
      by sparseness of large cities; but distinctive circumstances may apply in the South and West North Central cases.
    


    
      Table 8  Regional Distribution of Jews, Foreign Stocks, and Total Population, Selected
      Dates, 1920-1968
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      Notes
    


    
      Panel A
    


    
      Lines 1-14, col. 1-3: From the Linfield paper, cited for Table 7, Panel A, columns 1 and 2.
    


    
      Lines 1-14, columns 4-6: From Table 2, p. 266 of the Chenkin paper cited for Table 18, Panel A, columns 5-6. Columns 3 and 6 show the ratios of the share of the area in Jewish
      countrywide population to the share of the area in total countrywide population.
    


    
      Panel B
    


    
      Calculated from the Census sources cited in the notes to Table 7. Table
      15, pp. 90 ff in the source shows the distribution of
      foreign stock by regions and some subdivisions.
    


    
      The regional distribution for total white population is given in Table 5, pp. 18-19
      in the same source, and it was supplemented by the data on non-white population in U.S. Census of Population,
      1950, vol. IV, Special Reports, Part 3, Chapter B, (Washington, D. C., 1553).
    


    
      Lines 22-3: The entries are taken or calculated from Niles Carpenter, Immigrants and Their Children 1920, Census
      Monographs VII, (Washington, D.C., 1927). The regional distribution of total population (line 22) is from Table
      135, pp. 306-7. The distribution of foreign born whites by
      area of European origin and by date of arrival is from Table 154, p. 338 (our lines 23-26). The distributions of
      the three foreign born groups in lines 27-29 are from Table 161, pp. 354-5 (totals from Table 43, p. 78). The
      distributions of native white of foreign parent age by area or country of origin are from Table 164, pp.
      360-1 (our lines 30-33).
    


    
      (ix) The findings of Panel A on the regional distribution of Jews are confirmed by the countrywide sample of
      1957. Table 2 of the 1958 release (p.
      6) shows that 69.1 percent of all Jews were in the Northeast region, compared with 26.2 percent for total
      population; the percentages for the South were 7.7 and 30.6, and those for the North Central region were 11.9 and
      29.2 respectively.
    


    
      (x) Before we consider the foreign stock data, we should also note that, despite the markedly different regional
      distributions of Jews and total population, the shifts over time in Panel A are in the same directions for the
      two. Thus both proportions for the Pacific subdivision increased sharply between 1927 and 1968, and relatively
      more for the Jews than for total population; and both proportions for the Northeast and North Central regions
      declined. The share of the South among Jews rose significantly, reflecting the marked rise in the share of the
      South Atlantic division in total population, and probably associated with the rising influence of the Greater
      Washington area as a center for employment and residence. The shares of the South Central subdivision declined
      for both Jewish and total population (lines 9 and 10).
    


    
      (xi) Panels B and C, which summarize a wide variety of data on the regional distribution of foreign stocks in
      1950 and in 1920, suggest three main conclusions. First, the very low proportions in the South, and the
      relatively high proportions in the Northeast, revealed for Jews in Panel A, are observed also for other foreign
      stocks, not only those that represent the relatively recent migration streams from Central, Eastern, and Southern
      Europe who came largely after 1890 or 1900, but also those from Northwest Europe who came mainly before 1890. The
      conspicuous concentration of immigrants in the Middle Atlantic states and the conspicuous avoidance of the South
      during the decades of mass immigration was noted soon after and much commented upon (see e.g. the discussion in
      the Carpenter Census monograph cited in the notes to Table 8, which contains a statistical
      analysis of the interrelations between the area distribution of foreign stocks and possible determining variables
      such as industrialization and the proportion of Negroes in the population).
    


    
      (xii) Second, the regional distributions of the “old” and the “new” immigrations
      differed significantly in some respects. The distribution of the “new” Italian stock was similar to that of the
      Russian stock and total Jewish population: a particularly heavy concentration in the Mid-Atlantic subdivision; a
      fairly high one in New England; and conspicuous shortages in both the South and the West Central division. And
      the geographical distribution was much the same for the total “new” foreign stock, i.e. the foreign born who came
      in from Central-Eastern-Southern Europe, and their immediate descendants. The “older” foreign stock was not as
      heavily concentrated in the Mid-Atlantic states; and was quite heavily represented not only in the east North
      Central but also in the west North Central divisions—an area that was particularly favored by the Scandinavian,
      Dutch, and German immigrants (see lines 23 and 24; or somewhat less clearly, lines 25 and 26).
    


    
      (xiii) The third and final conclusion related to the regional distributions of the foreign born (first
      generation) and native born of foreign or mixed parentage (second generation). The interesting question is
      whether the distribution of the second generation tends to approach the regional structure of the total
      population. A simple measure—the sum of deviations official shares of a given foreign stock from those of total
      population, signs disregarded—should provide the answer; and we show it below based on the four geographic
      subdivisions and two regions distinguished in Panels B and C.
    


    
      The Russian stock shows distinctive convergence in the shift from foreign born to the native born of foreign or
      mixed parentage, both in 1950 and presumably in 1920; and this is despite the fact that the total deviations from
      the countrywide pattern are somewhat smaller for this stock than for either the Polish or Italian stock. Little
      or no such convergence is observed for the Polish or Italian stock (unless the combined 1920 figure for the
      Russian and Polish stock conceals it). Even for the broader groups in lines 7 and 8, the shift from the first to
      the second generation is quite moderate. And one might also note that total departures of the three foreign
      stocks from the countrywide pattern change only slightly from 1920 to 1950; and this is true of the pattern for
      Jews between 1927 and 1968 (although here the incomparability of the two sets of estimates may be a factor). The
      one firm conclusion is that the regional clustering of the second generation tends to follow that of the first
      generation; and that the deviations of the regional structure of the foreign stock from that of total population
      are only slightly smaller for the second than the first generation.
    


    
      II. Education and Occupation
    


    
      6. Structure by Years of School Completed
    


    
      Since formal education is connected with occupational structure and income levels, it merits specific attention
      in any discussion of economic structure. Fortunately, fairly detailed evidence on the proportions of males and
      females completing different stages of formal education is available in the 1957 sample study and in the 1950 and
      1960 Census volumes on foreign stocks. Unfortunately the sample for November 1969 only shows the distribution for
      males and females combined. In all cases, the distributions refer to population aged 25 years and over.
    


    
      Total deviations of regional structure of foreign stocks from that of total population
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      While the sources give the numbers with 0 to 7 years of primary school, 1 to 3 years of high school, and 1 to 3
      years of college, it did not seem worthwhile to show this detail—particularly since we cannot judge the value of
      incomplete attendance. We, therefore, show proportions of the population who completed at least primary
      school, at least high school, and at least college—the differences between the successive groups showing, of
      course, the proportions who after completing primary school, also completed high school; and so on. Also, for
      easy comparison, we derived weighted arithmetic means, weighting the proportions of those who failed to complete
      even primary school by 0, of those who completed primary school by 8 years, of those
      who completed high school by 4 years, and of those who completed college by 5 years. The extra year for those who
      completed college was a rough allowance for graduate or post-college study. This allowance may be low, and is
      probably rising rapidly, but we have no firm basis for a more acceptable estimate. One should note, however, that
      a larger allowance would only strengthen our conclusions concerning the much higher educational level of U.S.
      Jewry than of total population and of other recent immigrant minorities; and the recent rapid rise in levels of
      formal education attained.
    


    
      In listing the findings suggested by Table 9, it is best to begin with Panel B, in which
      males are distinguished from females, and within foreign stock, the foreign born (first generation) are
      distinguished from the native born, foreign parentage (second generation).
    


    
      (1) The average educational level of the foreign born, even of Russian stock, was, in both 1950 and 1960,
      distinctly below that of total U.S. population. The averages for the latter moved from 7.3 to 8.1 years for
      males; for the Russian foreign born the averages were 5.6 and 5.7 years; for the Polish, 3.8 and 4.7 years; and
      for the Italian 3.1 and 3.4 years. The differences between the educational level of the female/foreign born and
      all females were even greater: the Russians had the most education, 4.4 to 4.8 years, which was much lower than
      the 7.7 to 8.4 average for all females. To be sure, the years of education reported for the foreign born may
      include only formal schooling in the United States and may omit not only education abroad but also some informal
      education within this country. But there is no way of allowing for this; and as the data stand, the formal
      educational level of the foreign born, first generation component, of the three foreign stocks, was distinctly
      below that of total population—a difference that probably persisted through the late 1960’s.
    


    
      (ii) The average formal educational level of the Russian foreign born, who, as we argue throughout, are largely
      Russian Jews, is distinctly higher than that of the Polish and Italian foreign born. In the case of males, the
      averages for the U.S.S.R. at 5.6 and 5.7 years are distinctly higher than those of 3.8 and 4.7 for the Poles and
      3.1 and 3.4 for the Italians for females; the corresponding averages are 4.4 and 4.8, 3.0 and 3.7, and 2.5 and
      2.9 years respectively. The higher schooling level of Jewish immigrants, particularly in later years, may be
      involved. An additional factor contributing to this difference may have been the difference in age structure
      between Jewish and other immigration. The Samuel Joseph study cited in the notes to Table 1
      indicates that for 1899 to 1909, 25 percent of Jewish immigrants, but only 12.5 percent of all European
      immigrants, were less than 14 years old (see Table XXXIX, p.
      180). And the Hersch paper, also cited in connection with Table 1, shows that even for
      1921-24 and 1925-27, the proportions below 14 years were 30 and 23 percent respectively for Jewish immigrants,
      and 18.5 and 16 percent respectively for all immigrants (see table on p. 422). This meant that the proportion of
      foreign born young enough to attend primary school was larger for Jews than for other foreign stocks.
    


    
      Table 9  Distribution By Years of School Completed, Total Population and Three Foreign Stock
      Groups, 25 Years Old and Over, 1950, 1960, and 1969
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      Notes:
    


    
      The sources of the basic data for 1950, 1960, and 1969 are the three sources given in the notes to Table 5.
    


    
      The average of years of school completed is calculated by weighting the share of those completing only primary
      school by 8 years, the share of those completing only high school by 12 years, and the share of those completing
      4 years of college (and more) by 17 years. The equivalent is weighting the shares in columns 2-4, line 1-12, and
      columns 2-4, lines 13-32, by 8, 4, and 5 respectively. The share of those who failed to complete even primary
      school is weighted by 0.
    


    
      (iii) In the case of total population, larger proportions of females than males completed only primary school and
      high school; and a larger proportion of males went on to finish college (see lines 13 and 11). The average number
      of school years completed is, among total population, somewhat higher for females than for males. The showing is
      quite different for all three foreign born groups (lines 15 and 16, 21 and 22, and 27 and 28), the proportions of
      females finishing even primary school and high school, let alone college, are below those of males.
      Correspondingly, the average number of school years completed by foreign born females of all three ethnic groups,
      is, in both 1950 and 1960, distinctly lower than that for all females.
    


    
      (iv) The educational level of the native born of foreign parentage is, of course, much higher than that of the
      foreign born. Indeed, the years of school completed by the native born of Russian parentage are significantly
      higher than those for total population, in both years, and for both males or females—a reflection of the high
      educational level of the second generation of Jews. But even the Polish and Italian second generation males
      attended school longer than the total male population; and schooling of females was only slightly below the
      countrywide average. Thus the shortfall of the school completion levels of the foreign born from the countrywide
      average is more than made up by the second generation Immigrants, particularly males.
    


    
      (v) The level of school completion, not only of total population but also of the three foreign stocks, has risen
      sharply. From 1950 to 1960, the rise for total population, reflected in the weighted averages, was eight-tenths
      of a year for males and seven-tenths of a year for females (lines 13 and 14, columns 5 and 10). For the Russian
      male stock it was almost eight-tenths of a year and for females almost nine-tenths; for Polish and Italian
      foreign stock, over a year for both males and females. However, the number of years of schooling of the total
      foreign stocks rise more primarily because of the shift of weights between the first and second generations, the increasing share of the latter, in itself, making for a substantial
      rise in the averages.6 This is particularly clear for the Russian male stock: the
      rise in the weighted average or school years completed for the foreign born was only 0.11 years; for the second
      generation—only 0.43 years; but for the total it was 0.78 years (col. 5, lines 15-20; a weighted total rise of
      the two components, would have been less than 0.3 years). But it should be noted that for the Polish and Italian
      stock there were substantial rises in average years of schooling among both the first and second generations.
    


    
      (vii) Turning now to Panel A, where school completion is shown for the two sexes combined, but through 1969, we
      find that the level of schooling rose more rapidly from 1960 to 1969 than from 1950 to 1960—for total population
      and the three foreign stock groups. The foreign stock figures for 1969 include third and higher order
      generations, which, as shown in Table 5, were quite substantial among the age groups below 25. Hence, in addition
      to reasons already suggested under point (vi), the schooling levels for the three foreign stocks rose more
      rapidly than that for total population because of the inclusion in 1969 of some native born of native parents who
      may be assumed to have an even higher educational level than the first and second generation immigrants. Whatever
      the reasons, the averages in column 5 climb steadily for each foreign stock group and more rapidly than the
      average for total population—a finding that would have remained even with an adjustment of the type made in
      Table 5.
    


    
      (viii) Finally, one may note that while the Russian stock, dominated by the Jewish component, has higher and more
      rapidly rising educational levels than the countrywide, the average educational level of the Polish and Italian
      foreign stocks rise even more rapidly. While the latter are still below the countrywide in 1969, the upward
      movement over the last two decades for these foreign stocks was at an even higher rate than for the Russian
      stock. The adjustments In Table 5, which were of about the same relative magnitude for the
      three foreign stocks, would not modify substantially this finding.
    


    
      We can now turn to the data on school years completed by U.S. Jewry and total population as covered by the March
      1957 sample (Table 10). The first conclusion that strikes the eye is the much higher average
      educational level of the Jewish group—and the difference is appreciably wider than that for 1960 between the
      Russian stock and total population. For males, the average for the Jewish component, 10.25 years, is 2.35 years
      greater than that for total population; the difference in Table 9 between the Russian stock and total
      population was only 1.15 years. For females, the difference in 1957 was 1.18 years, compared with 0.27 years in
      Table 9. If Russian stock is representative of the first and second generations of U.S.
      Jewry, the third and higher order generations of U.S. Jews must have an even higher average educational level
      relative to total population than the foreign stock component.
    


    
      Table 10  Distribution by Years of School Completed, Actual for March 1957 and Projected for
      1969, U.S. Jews, 25 Years of Age or Over
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      Notes:
    


    
      Lines 1, 4, 8, 11: By interpolation from Table 9, lines 13 and 14, and lines 19 and 20. The shares are
      interpolated arithmetically; the absolute numbers logarithmically; and 1957 is treated as three years from 1960.
    


    
      Lines 2, 9: From the 1967 release of the social and economic characteristics of major religious groups, Table 3, we derived the ratio of the proportion of school years completed for Jews to that for total
      population by sex. By applying these ratios to lines 1 and 8 respectively the shares in lines 2 and 9 were
      derived. The absolute numbers in column 1 (and in column 1 of lines 3 and 10) were derived from the February 1957
      source, cited in the notes to Table 6.
    


    
      Lines 5, 12: The rationale for the upward adjustment by 15 percent was given in the text.
    


    
      Line 15: The sum of lines 1 and 8.
    


    
      Line 16: From Table 9, line 3.
    


    
      Lines 17 and 19: Identical with lines 7 and 14.
    


    
      Lines 18 and 20: The basic assumption was that the weighted average number of school years rose from 1957 to 1969
      by the same number as did the average for total population in lines 15 and 16, column 1 (i.e. by 1.62 years). We
      also assume that virtually 100 percent completed primary school and high school (any lower percentage would raise
      the proportion completing college). Given the percentages in columns 1 and 2 and the average years completed in
      column 4, the percentage in column 3 was calculated. Line 21: A weighted average of lines 18 and 20, the weights
      being 1.1 for females over 25, and 1.0 for males over 25 (based on the data for 1957).
    


    
      Line 22: For the weights by which foreign stock and third and higher order generations were combined, see the
      percentage shares in Table 3 above. The weights, 0.680 and 0.312 were modified to 0.6 and
      0.4, to adjust for inclusion of third and higher order in ethnic stock in 1969.
    


    
      This not unexpected conclusion is, in a sense, illustrated in the further calculations in Panel A of Table 10, in which we derive the levels of school year completion for the third and higher order
      components of U.S. Jewry. The average schooling level of the latter is much higher than that of the first and
      second generations—and is particularly marked at the college level, where over 15 percent is indicated for males;
      and over 15 percent for females; and both are more than twice as high as for the first and second generations
      combined. While these derivations are approximate, it is clear that high levels of education of the third and
      higher generation of Jews were already evident in 1957.
    


    
      It is interesting to speculate what these levels of school completion for U.S. Jewry were in 1969. The
      calculations to implement such speculation are presented in Panel B of Table 10. We used the
      Russian stock data for November 1969 and assumed that the advance in average educational levels between 1957 and
      1969 of the males and females of third and higher order generations of Jews was equal to the advance of 1.62
      years in average years of schooling for the total population of the United States (lines 15 and 16). With
      this assumption and the close to 100 percent levels of primary and high school completion for third and higher
      order generations Jews observed for 1957, we calculated the proportion completing college as a residual. This
      proportion is exaggerated if the average years of schooling, for college graduates, is much above 5. And it may
      well be that the rising trend in shares of college graduates, wherever based on a fixed years assumption, is
      exaggerated in the sense of converting intensity into numbers. But for present purposes the difference is
      unimportant. The conclusion is that by the end of the 1960’s, well over a third of U.S. Jewry (male and female)
      25 years old and over had completed college.
    


    
      7. Labor Force Proportions
    


    
      The labor force component of U.S. Jewry, like that of any group, is a function of the sex and age structure, and
      of the sex-age specific labor force participation rates. Both of these are rather distinctive for Jews, judging
      by the countrywide sample for March 1957 (Table 11).
    


    
      Table 11  Age and Sex Structure of Population, 14 Years Old and Over and Labor Force, Total
      Population and Jews, March 1957 Sample (absolute numbers in millions)
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      Notes:
    


    
      The basic sources are the two publications (in 1958 and 1967) by the Bureau of the Census, summarizing the
      results of the March 1957 sample survey.
    


    
      The age classes in the 1958 publication were similar to those in the 1967 publication, except that the 14-24 age
      group was broken down between 14-19 and 20-24 (not between 14-17 and 18-24). We estimated the 18-19 age group on
      the basis of the mean of per year-of-age numbers in the two contiguous classes (i.e. 14-19 and 20-24).
    


    
      Since the labor force participation proportion was not given in the source for the Jewish population, 14-17 years
      old, we calculated it by subtracting the numbers in the remaining age groups from the total.
    


    
      The aggregate labor force participation proportions in column 2, calculated from those for the age groups, differ
      slightly from those given in the source.
    


    
      While the sexes are roughly
      equal in number, as they are for total population, the younger age groups are a smaller proportion of the total
      among the Jews. Thus of males 14 years old or more the shares of age groups below 45 are distinctly lower for
      Jews than for total population—the proportional difference being greater the lower the age (columns 1 and 4,
      lines 2-5). For females the difference is similar, except that the shortage in the younger age groups of Jews is
      somewhat narrower. The same difference can be observed for children under 14: the Jewish group (including
      children of mixed marriages with Jewish fathers) was 1.152 million, out of a total 5.02 million, or 23 percent;
      all children under 14 numbered 48.545 million out of a total population of 167.878, or almost 30 percent (see the
      February 2, 1958 release of the Census Bureau, Series P–20, No. 79, Table 7, p. 8).
    


    
      The explanation lies in the appreciably lower birth rate for Jews. The 1967 release, relating to the 1957 sample,
      shows that on that date, for Jewish women 15-44, standardized by age (on the basis of 1950 U.S. data), the number
      of children ever born for women of all marital classes was 1,184 per 1,000; for ever-married women—1,598 per
      1,000. For the total population of the United States the ratios were 1,677 and 2,188 per 1,000; and for urban
      population 1,504 and 2,009 per 1,000 (see Table 10 of release). The birth rate for Jewish
      women in 1957 was 20 percent below that for urban population, and almost 30 percent below that for total
      population. Needless to say, a shortfall in the crude birth rate means a much wider one proportionately in the
      rate of natural increase. If the crude birth rate were to drop from 25 to 20 per thousand, and the death rate
      remain roughly 10 per thousand, the rate of natural increase would drop from 15 to 10 per thousand, or a third.
      Furthermore, since the comparison is of children ever born, i.e. to a childbearing period extending back 30 to 40
      years, the shortfall in the Jewish birth rate may have begun much before 1957, and reached proportions higher
      than 20 percent by the late 1950’s.
    


    
      Some indirect evidence supports the statement that the Jewish birth rate began falling before total population. A
      special study of fertility for 1940 and 1910 published in connection with the 1940 population census (Population:
      Differential Fertility 1940 and 1910, Women by Number of Children Ever Born, Washington, D. C., 1945) yields the
      following relevant data:
    


    
      Number of Children Ever Born per Woman Ever Married, By Age of Woman
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      Note:
    


    
      Ibid., Tables 31, 32, 40, and 43; pp. 92 ff., 97 ff., 128
      ff., and 136 ff.
    


    
      Already in 1940 the past fertility of Jewish women (first generation) was below that
      of native born whites at least through the age of 54 (which means a childbearing period extending back about
      thirty five years, and averaging perhaps twenty). It was only in 1910 that the foreign born of Russian origin
      showed distinctly higher past fertility rates—but these may have been greatly affected by births before
      immigration. In the light of these data, our assumption in Table 1 of a decline in the
      Jewish birth rate, relative to that of native whites, beginning in 1930 is justified, and should perhaps have
      been assumed to have begun earlier. In the present connection, these levels and trends in birth rates account for
      the older age structure of the Jewish population in March 1957.7
    


    
      The labor force participation rates for Jewish males are distinctly lower than for total population in the
      younger age groups, and distinctly higher in the advanced age groups (columns 2 and 5, lines 2-7). For 14-17 year
      olds, the participation rate for Jewish males is less than 10 percent, and for the 18-24 age group it is 54
      percent, compared with 30 and 75 percent for total population. By contrast, for the age group 45-64, the Jewish
      male labor force participation rate is 96 percent and that for total population is 93 percent; while for the 65
      and over age group the percentages are 47 and 37 respectively. These differentials presumably reflect the longer
      schooling period among Jewish males. Obviously more years of schooling would cut down on participation in the
      labor force of persons below 25, and would allow preparation for occupations in which effective employment at an
      advanced age is more feasible than in occupations requiring less training.
    


    
      The labor force participation rates for Jewish females differ from those for all
      females in a different way (columns 3 and 6, lines 11-16). Here, unlike those for males, the rate for Jewish
      females is higher than for all females in the 18-24 age group despite the generally higher educational level of
      Jewish women.
    


    
      By contrast, in the older age groups labor force participation rates among Jewish women are distinctly lower than
      among all women, and the differences are particularly striking for the ages from 25 to 44. As we would expect,
      the participation rates for females are less than half those for males, whether Jewish or total population.
    


    
      The differences in female labor force participation ratios may be due to the fact that Jewish women marry later
      than all women in total population. With marriage, labor force participation falls off, and more for Jewish women
      since the family income of Jews (to be observed below) is higher than the countrywide average. The following data
      from the 1957 study are relevant (1959 release, Table 5 for marriage proportions and
      Table 13 for labor force proportions):
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      * Taken from source. For lack of weights, it is not possible to derive the proportion for ages below 25 as
      residual.
    


    
      The median age at first marriage is given in the source as 21.3 years for Jewish women and 20.3 years for all
      women.
    


    
      As a result of the age structure and labor force participation rates, the male Jewish labor force is much
      older than the total labor force—its median age is 50.8 years, more than a fourth higher than the median
      age of total labor force, 40.3. However, for the female labor force, since the younger age groups are more
      dominant among Jews, the median age is only slightly above the median age of the total female labor force.
    


    
      The Jewish labor force is seven tenths male, with a rather advanced average age, and three tenths female, on the
      average appreciably younger. The total labor force is about two-thirds male and one-third female, the age distributions of the male and female labor force are about the same, and their median age,
      about 40 years, is significantly lower than that for the Jewish labor force.
    


    
      Are these distinctive features of labor force participation rates, observed for Jews on the basis of the 1957
      sample, confirmed by the evidence on the Russian stock, particularly the native born of Russian parentage (the
      foreign born, because of their advanced age structure, do not provide the proper comparison)? The evidence in
      Table 9 is unfortunately not conclusive, because labor force participation rates of foreign
      stock are not available for 1960; and we had to use the rates for employed (including self-employed).
    


    
      The higher labor force participation rates of older Jewish males than of all older males are confirmed (columns
      5-7, lines 1-3 and 4-6). We also find that in 1960, the participation rates of females of Russian parentage are
      higher than those of all females 14-24 years old and lower than those of all females 25-44 years old (lines 9 and
      12). To that extent the data on foreign stock confirm the wider sample data for 1957.
    


    
      The foreign stock data, however, fail to show the distinctly lower level of labor force participation found for
      the Jewish males 14-24 years old. The ratio is 53.4 percent in 1950, compared with 54.7 percent for total
      population; and 49.2 percent in 1960 (employed) compared with 45.5 for total population. This is probably due to
      differences in age structure within the broad class. According to Table 11, 38 percent of
      Jewish males in the group 14-24 were in the 14-17 sub-group and therefore the average age of the 14-24 group was
      (0.38 × 15.5) + (0.62 × 21), or 18.9 (see column 4, lines 2 and 3). From data underlying Table
      5, we can calculate that in 1950, of some 147 thousand males of the second generation in the age group 14-24,
      65 thousand were in the age class 14-19, and 82 thousand in age class 20-24. Their average age was therefore
      almost 20, compared to less than 19 for all Jewish males in 1957. It is this older age level of the native born
      of Russian parentage in the 14-24 age class that accounts for the discrepancy between Tables
      12 and 11 in the showing for young Jewish males, relative to total. A similar difference
      in the average age for females would have no effect on the comparison.
    


    
      8. Occupational Structure – 1957 Sample
    


    
      As has always been the case, the participation of Jews in farm activities was minute in March 1957, less than
      half a percent of the labor force, male and female (Table 13, line 12, columns 2 and 6).
      While the corresponding share for total labor force has been declining rapidly with
      economic growth, it was in 1957 still close to 10 percent for males and 4 percent for females (line 12, columns 1
      and 5). Therefore in comparing the occupational structure of Jews with that of total population we have excluded
      farm activities and limited the comparison to urban, non-term occupations.
    


    
      Table 12  Labor Force Proportions, Total Population 14 and Over, Native Born of Russia
      Parentage in 1950 and 1960, and Jews in 1957 (all proportions in % of corresponding age group)
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      Na: Not available.
    


    




      Notes:
    


    
      For 1957 from the sources used for Table 11; for 1950 and 1960 from the sources used for
      Table 9.
    


    
      For males, the dominant component of labor force, the share of the professional and technical, managerial and
      proprietors, and sales worker groups in the occupational structure of the Jews is over twice that for total
      population; close to 70 percent for Jews and only somewhat over 30 percent for all male workers. This excess among Jewish males is compensated by major
      deficiencies in the blue-collar occupations, particularly craftsmen, foremen, etc., operatives, and laborers,
      which account for well over 50 percent of all non-farm male workers, but for less than 20 percent of Jewish male
      workers.
    


    
      Table 13  Occupational Structure of Employed Labor Force, 18 Years of Age and Over, Jewish
      and Total Population, March 1957 (absolute figures in million)
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      Notes:
    


    
      Derived from the 1958 and 1967 releases by the Bureau of the Census on the 1957 sample study (particularly
      Tables 11 and 15, of the 1967 release).
    


    
      The self-employed in line 13 include lines 2b and 3b, as well as the farmer-manager subcomponent of farm labor
      given in line 12, and distinguished in the source.
    


    
      For the female labor force, similar differences are observed. The share of the white collar occupations, this
      time including clerical and kindred jobs, in the female labor force is much larger for Jews than for all female
      workers. But these occupations also loom large in the total female labor force (excluding farm) and the relative
      differences are not as great: for all white collar occupations, the share is 83 percent for Jews and 57 percent
      for all females. This excess is compensated by marked deficiencies in the shares of operatives, and particularly
      of service workers: these two occupations account for over 40 percent of all female non-farm workers, but for
      only 16 percent of Jewish female workers.
    


    
      One should also note that, particularly for male workers, the excess of the share of the professional and manager
      and proprietorship groups among the Jewish labor force is largely in the self-employed rather than in the
      salaried component of these two occupational groups. Thus the share of these two groups is over 30 percentage
      points higher for Jews than for all males (lines 2 and 3, col. 3 and 4), and 23 points of the difference are
      accounted for by the self-employed, whose share is 32 percent for Jews and less than 10 percent for all male
      workers excluding farm. The proportions of self-employed among female workers are quite low, for both total and
      Jewish workers, but slightly higher for the latter.
    


    
      This concentration on white collar jobs, and on self-employed status within the professional and
      manager-proprietor groups, revealed by the 1957 sample, may seem like confirmation of long familiar
      characteristics of Jewish occupational structure. But it should be emphasized that the structure in 1957
      represented a striking reversal of the situation in 1910, barely half a century earlier. In the early twentieth
      century first generation immigrants must have accounted for at least two-thirds of total Jewish population and a
      higher ratio of labor force (see the proportion of entrants of the preceding 20 years in Table
      1, line 4, col. 6), and in 1900 manufacturing and mechanical occupations must have accounted for close to 60
      percent among the males and professional for 3 percent at most (see Table 12, p. 1639 in my
      earlier paper). While the shift away from manufacturing and mechanical arts was rapid, first toward trade and
      then toward professional pursuits, an estimate for 1940, less than two decades before 1957, still shows only 11.5
      percent for professions and related occupations, and well over 30 percent (28 for
      manufacturing and mechanical and 6 for domestic and personal service) for the blue collar occupations (see my
      earlier paper, Table 13, p. 1640; the estimate by Dr. Lestschinsky).
    


    
      Obviously the distinctive occupational characteristics of the Jewish labor force, particularly male, are closely
      correlated with their education as indicated by the larger number of school years completed. Presumably,
      professional and technical occupations, at least the salaried positions within the managers and proprietorship
      group, many clerical jobs, and many sales jobs require more formal education than most blue collar occupations.
      In that sense the correlation between higher school completion levels and higher shares of white collar jobs
      among Jewish male (and female) workers is to be expected, but a closer examination of this relationship is more
      revealing (Table 14).
    


    
      Panel A shows the occupational structure of the Jewish standardized and total labor force to years of school
      completed (the distributions of all urban males and females employed were used). The standardization involves the
      Jews and total distribution of occupations within each level of years of school completions; but employs the same
      set of weights for the different groups by years of school completion.
    


    
      Since the weights of the school completion categories were unchanged for total male, and female, workers, their
      occupational distributions (Table 14, Panel A, columns 1 and 3), are similar to those shown
      for total non-farm males and females employed in Table 13, columns 3 and 7. The minor
      differences reflect our use of non-farm labor force in Table 14 and urban labor force in
      Table 14, are not significant, and if anything corroborate the assumption that the
      occupational structure of non-farm and urban labor force or employed workers are practically identical.
    


    
      Standardization naturally affects the occupational structure of the Jewish labor force the most—and is greatest
      for the share of the professional and technical group. When the Jewish distributions by occupations within each
      school completion class are re-weighted by the classes for total population, the share of the professional and
      technical group among both male and female workers drops substantially—and is lower than the share of this group
      among all male and female workers (Panel A, line 1). This is the only white collar occupation in which such a
      reversal occurs. Standardization raises significantly the shares of craftsmen operatives among Jewish male
      workers, and of operatives among the Jewish female workers.
    


    
      The implication of this shift is that Jewish workers in all occupations, not only the professional and
      other education-demanding occupations are characterized by higher educational levels than the total labor force.
      This means that the distribution of Jews with a high school
      education contains a much greater proportion of occupations other than professional and technical than the
      occupational distribution of all workers with the same schooling. Hence, when we retain the Jewish occupational
      distribution within each school completion category, but change the weights of the latter, we reduce the share of
      professional and technical occupations and raise those of the others.
    


    
      Table 14  Relation Between Years of School Completed and Occupational Structure, Population
      18 Years of Age and Over, Total and Jewish Population, 1957 Sample
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      Notes:
    


    
      Lines 1-11: From 1967 release, Table 15—excluding small fractions of farm occupations.
    


    
      The standardization is by the distribution of all employed urban males (females), 18 years old or over, by
      educational attainment. The calculation is as follows. For Jews, the group with 0-7 years of elementary school
      completed shows a given occupational distribution (males and females separately); the group with 8 years of
      elementary school completed shows a somewhat different distribution (males and females separately); and so on
      through the group with four years or more of college completed. These intra-school-year category distributions by
      occupation are then weighted by the shares of the school year classes in total population of males (females) 18
      years and over. For the total urban workers (male and female) the standardized and unstandardized occupational
      distributions are identical.
    


    
      Lines 12-18, columns 1-2: From the 1967 release, Table 16, which was interpreted as
      referring to both men and women. The reference to “urban” was interpreted to mean college graduates living in
      cities and employed in non-farm occupations.
    


    
      Lines 12-18, columns 3-4: Calculated as follows: (i) from Tables 11 and 13 we derived the absolute numbers, total and Jewish, of men and women employed in non-farm
      occupations (assuming that all unemployment related to these). This gave us the number of “urban” workers in each
      occupational branch, excluding farm, for total and Jewish population. (ii) Table 12 of the
      1967 release shows the proportions of college graduates among employed males and females, 18 years old or more.
      These proportions were applied to the total numbers (excluding farm, male and female separately); and the sum
      yielded estimated totals of college graduates (excluding farm) for total population and Jews. It was assumed that
      the college graduate proportions in Table 12 were affected only negligibly by the farm
      component. (iii) Having the number of college graduates in step (iii) and the occupational shares in lines 12-18,
      columns 1-2, we derived the number of college graduates, within each occupational group, for total and Jewish
      population. (iv) The proportions of the numbers in step (iii) to those in step (i) are entered in columns 3-4.
    


    
      Available data permit us to test this implication only for urban college graduates,
      males and females combined (Table 14, Panel B). The calculations involved are described in
      the table, but the results of interest here are the percentages of college graduates (men and women) within the
      total employed in each occupational group, separately for Jews and for total population (columns 3-4). Two
      findings stand out. First, the proportion of college graduates in each occupational group is significantly higher
      for Jewish than for all workers—no matter how little education the occupation appears to require. Second, the
      proportion of college graduates among Jewish workers is larger relatively in the less education-demanding
      occupations than in the professional-technical group. It would be of value to have similar data separately for
      male and female workers, and particularly for school completion levels below that of college graduation. But as
      to the latter, it seems reasonable to assume that the proportion of Jewish workers with high school diplomas
      would also be larger than that for all workers in all occupational groups except the professional and technical,
      where minimal educational requirements are generally high.
    


    
      One important consequence of the finding follows. The occupational distribution shown in Tables
      13 and 14—and it could not be much more detailed given the relative sizes of the Jewish
      and total population—does not reveal all the relevant differences between Jewish and all workers. It does not
      reveal the fact that within every occupational group the average educational level of Jewish workers is
      distinctly higher than that of all workers. Insofar as differences in educational level affect income levels and
      other economic variables, it follows that standardization for occupational differences would remove only part of
      the major differences in economic structure between the Jewish and total labor force.
    


    
      9. Occupational Structure – Trends Since 1950
    


    
      Once again we use the data on total population and foreign stocks to shed some light on recent trends in
      occupational structure, with the Russian stock as a proxy for U.S. Jewry of the first and second generation
      (Table 1). We also provide the data on the Polish and Italian stocks.
    


    
      The figures relate to employed workers 14 years of age and over for 1950 and 1960, and for employed workers 16
      years and over for 1969—not for employed workers 18 years of age and over, as shown in Tables
      13 and 14. There is thus an element of incomparability, and the differences in age
      coverage may be more significant for total population than for the Jewish component.
      One should also recognize that in 1969 a substantial number of third and higher order generations among the young
      age classes are included; but because of their concentration among the young, many below the age of entry into
      the labor force, their effect is not likely to be of much significance.
    


    
      The trends, however, are sufficiently clear in most cases to be significant, despite elements of incomparability.
      For total male labor force and those of all three foreign stocks the share of farm component declined sharply
      (lines 4-6, col. 1-4). The much smaller share for females also declines except among the Poles (lines 4-6, col.
      5-8). The share in non-farm employment of the professional and technical group shows a clear upward trend among
      both males and females employed, but is particularly striking among males. One should note, by the way, that the
      share of professional and technical workers is somewhat higher among all females than among males in the earlier
      years, a finding similar to the higher number of years of school completion for all females than all males (see
      Table 9).
    


    
      The major upward trend in the share of professional group among all male workers (somewhat less marked for
      females) is compensated for by the declines in the blue collar occupations, particularly the unskilled laborers.
      For all female workers the rising share of white collar occupations, particularly professional and clerical plus
      sales, is compensated by the marked decline in the share of operatives, but not, surprisingly, in the share of
      service workers.
    


    
      In general, the occupational structure of nonfarm employment for the three foreign stock groups displays similar
      trends: the shares of the both male and female professional and technical group rise; for Polish and Italian
      stock, but not for the Russian, the share of female clerical and sales workers rises; and the shares of male and
      female operatives and unskilled laborers decline. But, by and large, the trends are more marked for the three
      foreign stock groups than for total population. Thus, the share of the male professions-technical group rises
      from 8.8 percent in 1950 to 14.7 percent in 1969; that of the Russian male stock rises from 13.6 to 7.2 percent;
      of the Polish from 6.3 to 14 percent; and that of the Italian from 5.0 to 13.6 percent (lines 7 and 9, columns
      2-4). The much larger rise of this share among the foreign stock females than among all females is equally
      striking (lines 7-9, columns 5-8). Likewise, the share of male operatives declined from 24.0 to 21.1 percent, a
      decline of less than one-eighth from 1950 to 1969; for the Russian stock the share dropped from 15.1 to 9.3
      percent; for the Polish from 31.6 to 20.0 percent; and for the Italian from 27.7 to 20.2 (lines 22 and 24,
      columns 1-4). The downward trend in the share of female operatives showed even more
      striking differences (lines 22 and 24, columns 5-8).
    


    
      With reference particularly to the Russian stock, there were other differences in trends from those in total
      nonfarm employed. The rather high share of managers, proprietors, etc. among the Russian males failed to rise,
      whereas the share among all male workers did. Two surprising trends can be observed: only among the Russian males
      of the four groups distinguished, did the share of the craftsmen, foremen, etc. group show a marked decline, and
      only among the Russian female workers did the share of service workers show a marked drop.
    


    
      The sharper rise in the shares of such education-demanding occupations as the professional and technical group
      among the foreign stocks than among total nonfarm employment parallels the sharper rise in the average years of
      schooling completed (see Table 9 above). And an important contributing factor here, as in
      the case of education, was the reduction over time in the weight of the first generation (the foreign born) and
      the increase in the weight of the second generation (native born of foreign parentage). Since the second
      generation has a higher level of years of schooling completed, and higher shares of white collar and
      education-demanding occupations than the first generation, the shift in itself would raise the education and
      occupational levels of the foreign stock—even without a change within either the foreign or the native born
      group.
    


    
      Columns 1-2 of Table 16 document this point, in terms and native born of the
      occupational structure in 1960 of the foreign born and female (employed workers above 14 years of age) of Russian
      stock. The much larger share of the professional, technical, and clerical occupations, and the much smaller share
      of blue collar occupations among the second generation is clear; and a similar difference could be shown for
      1950. The proportions of the first and second generations in the Russian stock (total population, since we do not
      have this distinction for employed workers in 1969) shifted from about 54 and 66 percent in 1950 to 16 and 84
      percent in 1969 (see Table 5, lines 2-4, columns 7-9). The point is obvious and needs no
      elaboration.8
    


    
      Of more interest are the findings in columns 5-7. For 1960, and that year alone, the source provides the
      occupational structure of the Russian stock, separately for male and female workers, separately for foreign born
      and native born of foreign parentage, by a fairly detailed age classification. Because of the advanced average
      age of the foreign born component, we only use the data for the second generation, beginning with the age group 25-34 (the 14-24 age group includes too many transitional occupations, and
      excludes occupations requiring long educational or other preparation).
    


    
      This classification by age is significant because it may have some relevance for trends. If the age groups among
      the labor force, excluding the very young, show a clear association with occupational structure, and the
      occupations are likely to remain permanent, this age association may be a model of the trends over time. Thus,
      one could argue that, inasmuch as the share of the professional and technical groups is highest for the youngest
      age group, one should expect that, over time, the share of this occupational group in the total would rise—since
      the observed decline in the share with age is not due to conditions of occupational pursuit. Conversely, although
      the share of manager-proprietors rises with advanced age one should not expect that, over time, the share would
      decline—since the period of preparation is long, and the age association may be a reflection not of trends over
      time but of differences in age requirements of the specific occupations. Viewed in this light, importance
      attaches to the inverse association between the age and the share of the professional-technical group, which
      strongly suggests an upward trend in the share among both male and female Russian nonfarm employed. An analysis
      similar to that of Table 16 could be made of the other foreign stock groups, but it did not
      seem warranted.
    


    
      We used the data on the occupational structure of Russian stock in 1950 and 1960 to derive the occupational
      structure of the third and higher order generations of Jews in 1957, and the results are shown in Table 17. Unfortunately, the 1950 and 1960 data related to employed persons 14 years old and over,
      rather than to those 18 years old or more, as for 1957. An even more serious difficulty is the rather erratic
      movement of the shares of some major occupational groups. For example, the share of managers and proprietors
      among the male Russian stock declined from 29.5 percent in 1950 to 24.1 percent in 1960; and then rose to 29.4
      percent in 1969 (see Table 15, lines 10-12, column 2). The results in Table
      17 are thus quite tentative and may eventually be rejected.
    


    
      As the figures stand, third and higher order generation Jewish males hardly participated in the blue collar
      occupations in 1957. Although this inference may be unreasonable if taken literally, it is plausible to assume
      that these shares were indeed small. Within the white collar and hence total occupations, the derivation yields
      higher shares of the professional-technical and managerial-proprietor occupations, but relatively little change
      in the share of the combined clerical-sales group. The
      latter finding is not unexpected; but that for the share of manager-proprietors is not plausible. Since Table 13 shows that the share of manager-proprietors among the male Jewish workers in 1960 was not
      much higher for native born of foreign parentage than for foreign born (see line 4, columns 1 and 2), a jump like
      that shown for third and higher order generations is most unlikely (compare column 2, line 8 with line 1, column
      2). Moreover, this suggestion of a much higher share of the manager-proprietor occupational group (particularly
      of small proprietors, of the type affiliated with retail trade or small service shops) for the third and higher
      order generations is not supported by community survey data (see Table 15). To repeat, we
      may accept the finding of much lower shares of blue collar occupations and higher shares of
      professional-technical occupations among the third and higher order generations of Jewish workers in 1957, but should
      reject the suggestion of a much higher share of manager-proprietors. Because of this qualification we cannot use
      the results for 1957 to approximate the occupational structure of all Jews in 1969, as we did to approximate the
      educational structure of all Jews in 1969.
    


    
      Table 15  Occupational Structure of Employed Labor Force, 14 Years of Age and Over, (16 and
      Over for 1969), Total Population and Three Foreign Stock Groups, 1950, 1960, and 1969
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      Notes:
    


    
      From the sources cited for Panel A of Table 9. It should be noted that here, as elsewhere,
      the group not reporting occupation is excluded; and the shares are recalculated.
    


    
      Table 16  Occupational Structure of the Russian Stock, Foreign Born and Native Born, and
      Native Born by Age, 1960 (employed 14 years of age and over)
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      Notes:
    


    
      The basic data are from the U.S. Census of Population 1960, Nativity and Parentage, Final Report PC
      (2)-1A, Table 11 and 13, pp. 42-50 and 68-91.
    


    
      Table 17  Derivation of Occupational Structure for Third and Higher Order Generations of
      Jews, 1957
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      Notes:
    


    
      Lines 1, 2, and 9, 10: From Table 13 (and underlying sources) above.
    


    
      Lines 3-4 and 11-12: From Table 15 (and underlying sources) above.
    


    
      Lines 5-6 and 13-14: By arithmetic interpolation of the percentage shares and logarithmic interpolation of the
      absolutes in column 8. For the rationale of raising the absolute amounts in lines 6 and 14 by 1.15, see
      discussion in text.
    


    
      Lines 7-8 and 15-16: The residual is supposed to approximate the occupational structure of the third and higher
      order generations in 1957. Because the results for the small shares of the subdivisions among blue collar workers
      are erratic, we grouped them together in lines 8 and 16.
    


    
      To conclude the discussion of the occupational structure of the Jewish labor force, I take advantage of a recent
      summary of various community surveys in the 1950’s and the 1960’s, from which Table 18 is
      drawn. For more detailed analysis we would have to examine the original community survey reports, a task not
      feasible here.
    


    
      While the samples are small, and the quality of the underlying statistical work must vary considerably, the
      general findings and trends are of interest. The important findings are similar to those derived from the
      analysis for 1957 and 1950-69. First, except for the New York City sample with its large foreign born component,
      the share of the blue collar occupations among Jews is 20 percent or less, compared with a share of 40 percent or
      more for total population. Second, the shares of both the professional-technical and manager-proprietor groups
      are significantly higher among the Jews than the total labor force: about two or three times as high. Third, in
      the two cities with data showing changes over time, Greater Los Angeles and Detroit, the share of professional
      and technical occupations rose sharply, and in Detroit the share of blue collar occupations declined. The
      movement of the share of the manager-proprietor groups differed in the two cities, while in both the change in
      the share of clerical and sales occupations was minor. Fourth, the breakdown of occupational structure by age
      suggests a negative association between age and share of the professional-technical group, with the very young
      age groups excluded (as they were here, see notes). But there is also a tendency toward a positive association
      between age and share of the manager-proprietor group—which may or may not signify a tendency for this share to
      decline over time.
    


    
      In the light of this discussion we now offer a suggestion of the probable occupational structure, at least among
      the employed Jewish male workers (excluding farm), in the late 1960’s as distinct from that for 1957. Given the
      shares for the Russian male stock in 1969 of over 27 percent, and the general upward movement of the share of the
      professional-technical occupations, a share by 1970 of well over 30, and perhaps close to 35 percent would be
      plausible. The share of the combined clerical and sales group would show relatively little movement, and could
      perhaps be kept at its 1957 level of about 22 percent. The share of total blue collar labor, which was also 22
      percent in 1957, must surely have declined with the declining weight of the foreign born, and could reasonably be set at about 15 percent. The
      share of the managerial-proprietorship group, derived as a residual, would be 28 percent, compared with 35
      percent in 1957, and although this drop may be too large, some decline surely took place. More important, within this managerial-proprietors group, the share of salaried managers and
      officials in total nonfarm male employed labor force must have risen, perhaps by a couple of percentage points.
      These plausible conjectures suggest that the professional-technical and managerial groups may have come to
      dominate the occupational structure of the Jewish male labor force, accounting for well over 40 percent of the
      total (in the late 1960’s) and approaching a 50 percent mark in the near future—again at the expense largely of
      blue collar occupations and individual proprietorships. The trends among Jewish female workers were also toward
      higher shares of professional-technical and probably clerical-sales occupations, the former possibly reaching 20
      percent (compared with 15.6 percent in 1957) and the latter of well over 60 percent (compared with 58.5 percent
      in 1957). The gains in these shares would be primarily at the expense of blue collar occupations, particularly
      the operatives.
    


    
      Table 18  Community Survey Data on Occupational Structure, Comparison of Jews with Total
      Population and Time Trends in Occupational Structure for Jews, Late 1950’s and Early 1960’s (percentages)
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      Notes:
    


    
      Calculated from various tables in Yisrael Ellman, “The Economic Structure and Characteristics of American Jewry,”
      in Dispersion and Unity, no. 11 (Jerusalem 1970) pp.
      101-146.
    


    
      In general, where “other” (i.e. unclassified) was substantial, we recalculated the percentages excluding this
      item.
    


    
      In line 1, the entry for Jews is a mean of shares for foreign born and native born, weighted 1 and 2 respectively
      (see the separate shares in lines 15-16).
    


    
      In line 8, the totals are weighted averages of the shares for the four age groups (shown in lines 25-28). The
      weights are 3, 3, 3, 1 (1 being for the oldest)—as suggested by the relation between the weighted mean and the
      percentage share for all Jews shown in the source.
    


    
      In lines 21-24, the entries in parentheses in column 2 show the shares of managers and other salaried officials,
      separately from those of proprietors (in the order indicated).
    


    
      8. Income Levels and Structure
    


    
      Data that would permit a comparison of incomes of Jews with those of total or urban population are quite
      deficient; and although we have, perhaps for the first time, a countrywide sample study (that of March
      1957), the results, as in all sample surveys of income, are subject to serious limitations. Thus the tables that
      follow data summarized in the tables that follow refer to money incomes alone, excluding income in kind. Imputed
      rent from owned housing and other incomes in kind are omitted; and although the omissions are not too important
      for urban population, they are for rural-farm population, and as a result the income distribution for population
      including the rural-farm component is substantially distorted. Second, distributions by size of income received,
      regardless of type, by individual, are of limited value, because a large volume of property and even earned
      income receipts flows in small amounts to individuals who are dependent members of families; and the distribution
      of major income flows to heads of families is thus mixed with that of subsidiary income flows—particularly true
      of the distributions of income by size for females. (For this reason the distributions for females, and for males
      and females combined were omitted from the analysis here.) Third, money income is usually underreported in such
      surveys, and underreporting is usually proportionately greater for property incomes than for wages and salaries;
      and perhaps affecting the upper income groups more proportionately than the lower. Finally, the data relate to
      current income, or, more precisely, to the income for the calendar year preceding the
      date of the survey (for the March 1957 survey, the 1956 incomes were covered); and incomes for a single year are
      distorted by temporary disturbing factors, and some types of income (e.g. those of individual proprietors) more
      than others (e.g. those of salaried people with tenure and in non-market-oriented employment).
    


    
      But these well-known limitations of sample data on money income distributions should not prevent us from
      examining the recent results, for they will permit us to reach more defensible judgments of the situation than
      either casual impressions or the much smaller samples available before the results of the countrywide 1957 survey
      were released. In Table 11 we give the most comparable set of series that can be assembled
      from the source—limiting all the distributions except one to the urban component. The exception is the one for
      Jewish males (in column 3 of Panel A), a group that is overwhelmingly urban anyway.
    


    
      The following conclusions may be suggested.
    


    
      (i) The median income for all Jewish males, $4,900, is about 10 percent above the median for all urban
      males—despite the fact that the former include and the latter exclude unemployed and males not in the labor force
      (line 12, columns 2 and 3).
    


    
      But the major difference between the two distributions emerges when we shift from medians to arithmetic mean
      incomes, and consider the inequalities. The arithmetic mean income for Jewish males, over 9.5 thousand, is more
      than 90 percent above that for total urban employed males, slightly over 5 thousand (line 13, columns 2 and 3).
      The income distribution for Jewish males is far more skewed to the right, i.e. toward the higher income ranges,
      and is far more unequal: the measure of deviations of the quintile shares from equality, 90.8, is more than twice
      that for the distribution among all urban employed males (line 15, columns 2 and 3).
    


    
      Needless to say, the comparison just made is greatly affected by the estimate of the average income for the upper
      open-end income class. For the distribution of Jewish males in column 3 the average, calculated on the Paretian
      assumption (see notes to Table 19), is $34.9 thousand, compared to one of $15.1 thousand for
      the distribution in column 2. An arbitrary substitution of the smaller for the larger class mean would reduce the
      arithmetic mean income for the distribution among Jewish males to $6.16 thousand (instead of $9.56); and the
      amplitude of inequality would be reduced accordingly. This average income could perhaps be taken as the lowest
      possible estimate; but it cannot be accepted as unbiased. The Paretian assumption is more relevant, and the average based on it can be replaced
      only when additional detail on the top income class becomes available. For the present we accept the finding,
      realizing that it may be subject to revision. But even if we were to accept the extreme low assumption, the
      arithmetic mean for the distribution among Jewish males would still be 20 percent above that for all urban
      employed males; and the ratio to the median, which indicates skewness (and implicitly inequality) would still be
      1.26, compared with a ratio of 1.12 for the distribution among all urban employed males.
    


    
      Table 19  Size Distribution of Money Income, Total and Jewish Populations, 1956
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      Notes:
    


    
      Lines 1-8 and 12, columns 1-4: The underlying data are from the Bureau of the Census 1967 release of data from
      the sample study of March 1957, Table 18.
    


    
      In the standardization in column 4, the “standard used was distribution by major occupation group within each sex
      group of total urban employed in the three major religion groups combined” (see source, footnote 2 to Table 18). The three groups were Protestant, Roman-Catholic, and Jewish; the major occupation groups
      were those distinguished in this paper (e.g. in Table 13). For each major occupation group
      the income distributions among urban employed, different say for total and Jewish male workers, were retained;
      but the weights assigned to occupation groups were those characterizing urban male employed workers 14 years of
      age or more for total population (or the combination of the three major religions, which would be quite close to
      the total).
    


    
      Lines 13-18, columns 2-4: Calculated from the frequency distributions in lines 1-8, using the arithmetic mean of
      the lower open end and closed income intervals; and computing the mean for the upper open end income class by the
      procedure based on the Pareto curve assumption (see the explanation in the Bureau of the Census, “Trends in the
      Income of Families and Persons in the United States, 1947-1964,” Technical Paper no. 17, Washington, D.
      C., 1967, pp. 33-34). The shares of quintiles were estimated by logarithmic interpolation of cumulated shares in
      frequencies and in total income of the distributions in columns 2-4.
    


    
      Lines 1-12, columns 5-7: In the Technical Paper just cited, Table 16, p. 126 shows the distribution of income by size in 1964 dollars
      for males 14 years of age or more in 11 major occupational groups and for those self-employed and salaried within
      two of these. We selected 10 urban occupation groups: professional and technical, self-employed and salaried
      separately; managers and proprietors, self-employed and salaried separately; clerical; sales workers, craftsmen,
      foremen etc.; operatives; service workers (excluding household); and laborers excluding farm and mine; and to
      each of these we applied two sets of weights. The first represented total population 14 years old or more of
      males and the second the Jewish population, both sets of weights taken from Table 10 above,
      the set relating to the occupational distribution excluding farm occupations (the figures are for males 18 years
      old or more). These two sets of weights were applied to the size distribution of income of each of the ten
      occupational groups, and two aggregate distributions were derived—one for column 6 and the other for column 7.
      (The class limits were converted to 1956 dollars by the index given in Technical Paper no. 11 p. 33; the index being 87.6). It should be stressed that the only
      difference between the distributions in columns 6 and 7 is in the weights of the ten urban occupations—the
      within-occupation distributions being identical.
    


    
      Lines 13-18, columns 6 and 7: Calculated from the distributions in lines 1-11, columns 5 and 7, by the procedures
      described in the notes to lines 13-18, columns 2-4.
    


    
      Lines 19-36, columns 1-3: The underlying data are from Table 20 of the source noted for
      lines 1-18, columns 1-4. The calculation of the arithmetic means, deviations of quintiles, and quintile shares is
      described in the notes to lines 13-18, columns 2-4.
    


    
      Lines 19-30, columns 4-6: The underlying occupational distributions are from Technical Paper no. 17,
      Table 7, p. 77. The ten occupational
      groups were those used for columns 5-7 of Panel A. The weights for total urban families were derived from
      Technical Paper no. 17, Table 7. The weights for the Jewish occupational structure of
      heads of families was derived by comparing these structures for males 18 years old or more, total urban
      and Jewish (from Table 13 above) and applying the differences to the occupational structure
      for all heads of families derived from Technical Paper no. 17, Table 7. The
      corresponding weights of occupations, listing total first and Jewish second were professional and technical,
      self-employed—1.8 and 7.7; professional and technical, salaried—9.2 and 13.1; managers and proprietors,
      self-employed—8.6 and 25.5; managers and proprietors, salaried—7.7 and 11.6; clerical—8.0 and 8.3; sales
      workers—6.1 and 13.9; craftsmen and foremen—22.6 and 9.0; operatives—22.3 and 8.7; service workers, excluding
      household—6.7 and 1.7; laborers, excluding farm and mine—7.0 and 0.5. Columns 5 and 6 differ only in the weights
      of occupations, the intra-occupational distributions being identical.
    


    
      Lines 31-36, columns 5-6: Calculated by the procedures described in the notes to lines 13-18, columns 2-4.
    


    
      (ii) When the distribution for Jewish males is limited to urban employed and standardized, i.e. shifted to the
      occupational structure of total population (or rather of the three major religious groups combined), the marked
      skewness and inequality found in the distribution for all Jewish males, unstandardized, disappear (compare
      columns 3 and 4, lines 1-18). The median income, $4,773, is less than 10 percent above that for total employed
      urban males (line 12); the arithmetic mean income, $5,854, is about 17 percent above that for all urban employed
      males (line 13); and the inequality measure, 49 points, is about half that for the distribution of all Jewish
      males and fairly close to the 44 points for all urban employed males (line 15).
    


    
      These major changes from column 3 to column 4 are due to the exclusion of unemployed and males not in the labor
      force (presumably the very old) and to standardization. Unemployment was put in the source at about 2.3 percent
      for Jewish males; and the proportions of males not in the labor force are set largely by educational requirements
      at one end and retirement at the other. These exclusions were probably not the major factor producing the
      striking reductions in the arithmetic mean income and inequality between columns 3 and 4. These reductions were
      probably due to standardization, i.e. the weighting of the intra-occupational distributions of income
      characteristic of Jewish males by the distribution by occupations of total male employed.
    


    
      The effects of such standardization, in turn, depend partly on the differences in weights, partly on the
      characteristics of the intraoccupational income distribution. Even if the intra-occupational income distributions
      are identical for Jewish and all males, the shift in weights would still have an appreciable effect. The
      calculations underlying columns 5-7 of Panel A, based on one intraoccupational distribution of income, but
      weighting the ten urban occupation by “total” and “Jewish” employed respectively, show that the weights of these
      ten occupations alone account for an excess in the arithmetic mean income of over a quarter (line 13, columns 6
      and 7, with the former as base), and in a widening of inequality of about two-tenths (line 15, columns 6 and 7).
      This suggests that over a third of the 63 percent differential in the arithmetic mean income and over a fifth of
      the 90 percent differential in the measure of inequality (in columns 3 and 4, with column 4 as base) are due to
      the shift in occupational weights, assuming that intraoccupational distributions of income among Jewish and all
      males are identical.
    


    
      But the obvious implication is that the intra-occupational distributions are not identical. The plausible
      inference is that the income distributions of Jews within some high income level occupations (e.g. self-employed
      professional and technical, self-employed and salaried managers and proprietors, sales workers) show greater
      skewness, higher ratios of arithmetic means to medians, and wider inequalities than those for all males. The
      weights of such occupations are reduced the most when we shift to the “total” standard; and therefore the
      standardization has a more marked effect on arithmetic mean levels, skewness, and inequality, than on the median
      incomes. These possibly distinctive characteristics of income distributions within certain “Jewish” occupations
      among Jewish males may explain why the shift in occupational weights, calculated in columns 6 and 7, accounts for
      only a limited part of the differences in arithmetic mean income, skewness, and inequality between the
      unstandardized and standardized distributions in columns 3 and 4 of Panel A. An alternative explanation may be
      that persons not employed, particularly those retired with large incomes from property and other assets, are
      excluded from column 4, but this is a much less likely factor. Confirmation, however, must await data on the
      intra-occupational income distributions for Jewish males analogous to those available for total population.
    


    
      (iii) Even after standardization for occupational structure, the arithmetic mean income for Jewish urban employed
      males is about 17 percent above that for all urban males. This difference was only to be expected, because of the
      higher educational level of Jewish males in each occupational group, noted in Table 16
      above. If one also considers the greater concentration of Jewish males, with the same occupation and the same
      educational level, in the larger cities—which also means higher incomes and higher costs of living—it is
      surprising that the difference is so moderate. This discussion suggests an important implication—which
      unfortunately cannot be tested because of the lack of relevant data—viz. that after correction for occupation,
      educational, and place of residence differentials, the average incomes of Jewish males could turn out to be
      somewhat lower, not higher than those for total population, equally standardized with
      respect to all these characteristics. Community survey data for some large cities could perhaps be used to test
      this hypothesis; but the task is not feasible here.
    


    
      A related series for the 1957 sample should be cited in this connection. Table 19 of the
      1967 release shows median incomes in 1956, for urban men 14 years old or more with income, by religion and number
      of school years completed. For four classes—those who failed to complete primary school, graduated from primary,
      high school, and college—are median incomes (in $):
    


    
      
        
          	

          	
            
              0-7 years of primary school
            

          

          	
            
              Completed primary school only
            

          

          	
            
              Completed high school only
            

          

          	
            
              Completed college 4+
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              1. Jews
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              2. Total population
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              3,631
            

          

          	
            
              4,563
            

          

          	
            
              6,176
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              3. Ratio, line 1 to line 2
            

          

          	
            
                0.98
            

          

          	
            
                1.06
            

          

          	
            
                1.08
            

          

          	
            
                1.30
            

          
        

      
    


    
      Two observations are appropriate. First, the ratio of Jewish to total median incomes rises as the educational
      level rises, suggesting that quality differentials in favor of Jewish males become more pronounced at the higher
      levels of education. This is a further indication that standardization for occupational averages alone is
      inadequate for comparisons between Jewish occupations and earnings and those of the total population. A more
      detailed standardization may reveal equality, or even at some points (as for those who did not complete primary
      school) a shortfall in Jewish incomes. Second, the inequality of the medians, when distinguished by years of
      school completion, is much wider for the Jewish males than for all males, once again reaffirming the wider
      inequality in incomes of Jewish males than of all males.
    


    
      (iv) The distributions of income among families are far more relevant for our purpose than distributions of
      income receipts of individuals. These are shown in Panel B of Table 19. Families are defined
      in the source as “a group of two or more persons related by blood, marriage, or adoption and residing together;
      all such persons are considered as members of the same family” (1967 release, p. 6). Persons residing with a family but not related to it by blood are not treated as part of
      the family. A lodger and his wife, would be treated as another family; an unrelated individual as a primary
      person. The total population of a group thus consists of members of families and primary individuals. The
      overwhelming proportions are, of course, in families. Thus of the 49.5 million households, 43.5 million were families and somewhat over 6 million were primary individuals; for the Jewish group, of
      some 1.7 million Jewish households, 1.5 million were families and 0.2 millions primary individuals (see 1967
      release, Table 8). The distribution of family incomes is by far the predominant part of the
      total population’s size distribution of income.
    


    
      (v) Columns 2 and 3 of Panel B show that the median income for Jewish urban families, roughly $6.5 thousand, is
      about 20 percent above that for all urban families, roughly $5.5 thousand (line 30). But here again, as in the
      case of males, the income distribution for Jewish families is far more skewed to the right, i.e. toward higher
      income; and the arithmetic mean income per family, over $10.5 thousand, is 75 percent above the arithmetic mean
      income for all urban families, at about $6 thousand (line 31); and family income inequality is appreciably wider
      for the Jewish than for all urban families, the total deviation measures being 69 and 46.6 points respectively
      (line 33).
    


    
      On a per person basis the difference in average family income becomes even wider. According to data in the 1967
      release, the average size of Jewish families is 3.37 persons, and that of all families is 3.72. Unfortunately
      these averages relate to all families, not only urban; and differences for urban families are likely to be
      somewhat narrower. In 1950, the average size of household (not family), of total population was 3.48 persons and
      that of non-rural-farm population was 3.42.9 If we reduce the average family size
      for total population by say 0.10 (3.72 persons) to approximate the average for urban families (the figure for
      Jews of 3.37 persons needs no adjustment, since the group is predominantly urban), the two averages become 3.37
      and 3.62 respectively. The average income per Jewish person is then $3.14 thousand, compared with $1.66 thousand
      per urban person—90 percent higher.
    


    
      (vi) Setting aside the wide difference in per person income between Jewish and all urban families, part of which
      is clearly due to the smaller size (and implicitly the lower fertility rate) of Jewish families, we may ask what
      factors contributed to the differences between the family income distributions—particularly the much higher
      arithmetic mean income of Jewish families than of urban and the wider inequality in the income size distribution
      of Jewish families.
    


    
      The factors presumably fall within two groups: (a) the differentials in the incomes of family heads, the main
      income providers; (b) the combination of these main incomes with subsidiary incomes of other family members,
      whether the incomes are earnings or property income receipts. On point (b), we have only the bare indication that
      the proportion of families with 2 or more earners was 38.6 percent for the Jewish
      urban families and 47.2 percent for urban families of the three major religious groups combined (see 1967 source,
      Table 20). This suggests that at least subsidiary earnings were less important within the
      income of Jewish than of all families; and one might argue, in general, that the income of the head of the family
      must account in large part for the higher arithmetic mean and the wider inequality in the size distribution of
      family income among Jewish families.
    


    
      (vii) The calculations in columns 4-6 of Panel B are designed to approximate the effects on the urban family
      income distributions of differences in weights among occupational groupings of family heads, “total” and “Jewish”
      weights being compared, on the assumption that the intra-occupational income distributions for total population
      apply also to the Jewish population. These calculations are parallel to those made for distributions among males
      in Panel A, except that here we had to approximate the distributions among occupations (the same ten were used)
      among Jewish heads of families. These approximations were based on the relations between occupational attachments
      of males 14 years old or more and those of heads of families for total population, which were applied to the
      occupational attachment of Jewish employed males 18 years old or more.
    


    
      The results are quite similar to those in the comparison for males in Panel A. Here also, occupational weights
      account for a difference of some 20 percent in arithmetic mean income; and therefore for almost a third of the
      difference in arithmetic mean income between all urban and Jewish urban families (line 31). Here also the
      distribution derived with “Jewish” occupational weights shows wider inequality than that derived with “total”
      occupational weights—the difference of some 7 points accounting for almost a third of the total spread between
      the total urban and Jewish family distributions (line 33). It follows that we can repeat the various reasons
      suggested above for the partial effects of differences in weights of occupations, the possibly wider inequality
      and greater skewness in the income distributions among Jewish families within certain occupations in which
      the Jews are more concentrated, and secondarily for the possible effects of property incomes.
    


    
      (viii) Another item of information about the total and Jewish family income distributions can be added, which
      does not appear in Table 19. Table 20 of the 1967 release shows the
      median income for all families, those with heads 35 to 54 years old, and those with heads 55 and over. We can
      therefore approximate the median for the group with heads under 35 years of age since we also know the proportional size of each of the three family groups.
      The latter was estimated on the basis of proportions of married males (including separations) by age, on the
      assumption that the dominating proportion of families had male heads. (The calculation was repeated for the Roman-Catholic group, for which the median for the youngest group was
      given, and yielded an overall median that was within 1 percent of the one reported).
    


    
      Table 20  Distributions of Family Income, Jews and Total Population, 1957 Census Study (for
      1956 incomes) and the Studies of the NORC and of the Michigan Survey Research Center (MSRC)
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      Notes:
    


    
      For the sources and methods of calculation for the Census sample of March 1957, relating to family incomes for
      1956, see the notes to Table 23-14 and 23-15.
    


    
      The NORC data are from Donald J. Bogue, The Population of the United States (New York, Free Press, 1959),
      Tables 23-14 and 23-15, p. 706. These are the results of two nationwide sample surveys, conducted in the summers
      of 1953 and 1955. “In each case there was a sample of approximately 2,500 households. In both surveys a question
      was asked concerning the religious preference of the respondent (and, presumably, of the entire household), who
      was also questioned as to the standard population characteristics of the household head.” (697) “… tabulations
      were made separately for each survey, and the desired analytical tables were prepared independently from each
      survey’s results. These duplicate tables were then compared, item by item. In most cases the twin tables were
      simply averaged to obtain the most accurate possible unbiased estimate; for a few cells in most of the tables,
      however, the results of one survey were arbitrarily accepted in preference to those of the other survey—if one
      survey had a substantial number of cases with which to make the particular calculation and the other survey, as a
      result of sampling fluctuations, had almost none” (footnote 7, pp. 697-98). The distributions by religion of the NORC sample and the Census sample correspond fairly
      closely (e.g. Jews were 3.0 percent in the former and 3.2 percent in the latter. See source, p. 698). The income
      data relate to money income alone, and the distribution is an average for the incomes of 1952 and 1954.
    


    
      The University of Michigan Survey Research Center sample data are from Bernard Lazerwitz, “A Comparison of Major
      United States Religious Groups,” Journal of the American Statistical Association, vol. 56, no. 295,
      September, 1961, Table 7, p. 574. “Of the three surveys two, conducted in the spring of
      1957, asked each adult respondent for his religious preference and his denominational preference. The third
      survey was conducted in November 1958, and asked only for religious preference. This latter survey is included to
      increase the number of Roman Catholic, Jewish … respondents” (pp. 568-69). “Comparisons of the sets of percentages obtained on the three surveys indicate (that) the
      passage of 18 months produced only random changes. With these surveys combined into one, the data may be thought
      of as referring to a point in time midway between the spring of 1957, and November 1958, namely, December 1957”
      (footnote 3, p. 569). The total N is given as 5,827 (Table 1, p. 569) and for Jews as 188,
      or 3.2 percent. While no specific indication is given by Lazerwitz, family income appears to be limited to money
      income; and since income is usually obtained for the previous year, the data can be allocated to 1956. Footnote
      10, p. 575 indicates that 31 percent of the Jews in the three samples were foreign born. This may be compared
      with a ratio for all Jews of 21 percent in 1950 and 14 percent in 1960 (see Table 3,
      p. 19 above). But the Lazerwitz data are limited to
      respondents over 21 and heads of households, a distinctly older group than total Jewish population; and hence
      with a higher percentage of foreign born.
    


    
      The calculation of the arithmetic means from the frequency distributions given in the sources followed the
      procedures described in the notes to Table 19. Only one modification was made: for the wide
      class from 7.5 to 15 thousand dollars given in the MSRC Study we used the geometric rather than the arithmetic
      mean income (of the class limits) in the calculations. A check showed that this refinement had a negligible
      effect on the results.
    


    
      The quintile shares were estimated by interpolation of logarithms of cumulated frequencies and cumulated shares
      in total income (as was done for Table 19).
    


    
      The results are:
    


    
      Median Income, Families Grouped by Age of Head ($)
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      The ratio of the median income of Jewish families to that of all urban families is highest in the youngest age
      group, and drops as age increases. This may be because a Jewish family head in the age group below 35 is
      appreciably older than an urban family head, which would make for a higher family income; and conversely, the
      older Jewish family head in the over 55 group might make for a lower family income. But, also, differences in
      occupational structure between Jewish and all heads of families may be wider in the younger than in the more
      advanced age groups. Jewish families with heads 55 years old or more would presumably have a much larger
      proportion of foreign born, first generation immigrants, with an occupational and educational structure that is
      far less advanced than that of all urban family heads, than families with heads 35-54 years old, and even more so
      for families with younger heads.
    


    
      Since no direct data are at hand, one can only conjecture whether the association of relative income differences
      per family with age of family head would be the same for the arithmetic mean income as for the median income.
      According to the countrywide sample for family income in 1959 (the first year in which the tabulation by age of
      head is given for nonfarm families) the ratio of arithmetic mean income to median income is only about 1.05 for
      families with heads below 35 years old; about 1.12 to 1.13 for families with heads aged 35 to 54; 1.22 for
      families with heads aged 55-64, and as high as 1.44 for families with heads aged 65 or more.10 With the shift to arithmetic mean income the association between relative spread and
      age of head shown above may not be as marked; but one may reasonably assume that it will remain.
    


    
      (ix) Table 19 shows a marked skewness to the right in the size distribution of family income
      among Jews, as compared with the distribution for total population. This important
      finding can be checked by the use of two small samples. While the Census study (used in Table
      19) covered 35 thousand households of which Jewish households must have been over a thousand, the National
      Opinion Research Center (NORC) sample covers only 5 thousand units (two samples of 2.5 thousand each), and
      included only about 150 Jewish households. The University of Michigan Survey Research Center sample (MSRC, three
      separate surveys combined into one) covered roughly 5.8 thousand households, and only 188 Jewish. Still, since
      the NORC data referred to income for 1952 and 1954, and the MSRC sample data covered incomes primarily for 1956,
      the results can be compared with those of the much larger Census sample for 1956. The two smaller samples refer
      to population including farm and they should be compared with the data for total population in the Census
      sample—not with those for the urban population used in Table 19.
    


    
      Table 20 brings together the characteristic measures of the size distributions of income,
      for urban and total population in the Census data, and for total population in the NORC and MSRC Samples. The
      notes to the table reveal some relevant details about the two smaller samples.
    


    
      Several conclusions stand out: First, if we consider the most directly comparable figures, those in columns 2 and
      4 of Panel I, relating to countrywide coverage in 1956, even the absolute levels are similar in the two samples,
      despite the small size of the MSRC sample. The median incomes for total population are about $4.8 thousand and
      the arithmetic mean incomes are about $5.5 thousand; for the Jewish population the median incomes are $6.5 and
      6.7 thousand, and the arithmetic mean income are $10.3 and $9.6 thousand respectively. The 1952-54 median and
      arithmetic mean incomes in the NORC sample are somewhat smaller than those for 1956—as they should be.
    


    
      Second, the small samples confirm the appreciably greater skewness to the right of the size distributions of
      income for the Jewish households than of those for total population. For total population, including farm, the
      ratios of the arithmetic means to the medians range from 1.13 to 1.22: for the Jewish family distributions, they
      range from 1.4 to 1.6 (lines 3 and 6).
    


    
      Third, again as in Table 19, the ratio of the arithmetic mean income per Jewish household to
      the arithmetic mean per total population household, is much greater than the ratio of the Jewish median income to
      median family income for total population (lines 7 and 8). The ratios for the median range from 1.35 to 1.45;
      those for the arithmetic means range from 1.7 to 1.9
    


    
      Finally, the findings of Table 19 concerning the shares of quintiles are confirmed except in
      one respect, by Panel II of Table 20. The sum of deviations from
      equality of the Jewish family income distributions is larger than that for the total family income distribution
      in all three samples (column 6, lines 11-16); and the ranges in the Jewish distribution, measured by the ratio of
      the shares of the top to that of the bottom quintile are also wider for the Census and NORC samples (column 7,
      lines 11-14). However, in the MSRC sample the ratio of the top to the bottom quintile share is lower in
      the Jewish than in the total distribution (column 7, lines 15 and 16).
    


    
      With this single exception, the close conformity of the results of the three samples is striking; find the
      greater skewness to the right and the appreciably wider inequality in the size distribution of income among the
      Jewish than among all families are confirmed. The differences in skewness and inequality would be even wider if
      the small samples had permitted comparison with nonfarm population.
    


    
      11. The Ethnic Origins Sample for the Late 1960’s
    


    
      (1) Table 21 provides the only countrywide evidence available for the post-World War II
      period other than the samples analyzed in Tables 19 and 20. (The census
      data for 1950 show distributions of income for male and female workers combined, for total population and various
      foreign stock groups, but the inclusion of females makes interpretation difficult.)
    


    
      The summary in Table 21 relates to all families, including the farm group; and one
      should recollect that the latter still accounted (in November 1969) for over 5 percent of all males employed, 16
      years old or more of total population; 0.3 percent of the Russian ethnic stock; 2.2 percent of the Polish ethnic
      stock; and 0.6 percent of the Italian ethnic stock (see Table 15, p. 23 of the source cited in the notes to columns 3-6).
    


    
      Table 5 above indicated that the young groups of the ethnic stocks in 1969 include a
      significant number of the third and higher order generations; but it may be that only few of them are heads of
      families. If then we take the Russian ethnic stock in 1969 as a proxy for first and second generation Jews, with
      some admixture of the third and higher order generations, we shall be comparing an essentially urban group with
      one that includes farm families—for whom money income is a highly inadequate measure of total income.
      Surprisingly, median income for all families is almost 9 percent lower in the November 1969 sample than in the
      general sample of March 1969 (line 12, columns 3 and 1). This may be due to greater underreporting because of the
      later date and longer recall
      period; and the Russian stock median income, in which we are most interested, may also be understated, but to a
      different degree. One must, therefore, interpret the results with caution.
    


    
      Table 21  Size Distribution of Family Money Income, Total Population and Three Foreign
      Stocks (Income Data for 1968)
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      Notes:
    


    
      Columns 1-2: Taken or calculated from U. S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series P–60, no. 66
      “Income in 1968 of Families and Persons in the United States,” (Washington, D. C., 1969), Table
      11, p. 25. Both the median and the arithmetic mean
      incomes are given.
    


    
      Columns 3-6: Taken or calculated from U. S. Bureau of the Census, Series K–20, no. 221, “Characteristics of the
      Population by Ethnic Origin: November 1959,” (Washington, D. C., 1971), Table 14, p. 22. Only median income is given. The arithmetic means and the
      quintile shares were calculated by the procedure described in the notes to Table 19, lines
      13-18, columns 2-4.
    


    
      Columns 7-8:The underlying occupational distributions were taken from the source cited for columns 1-2, Table 23,
      p. 59. In the calculation the number of class intervals
      was reduced by taking the first lower end, open class; the 1-2, 2-3, 3-4, 4-6, 6-8, 8-10 classes (in 000’s); and
      combining all classes above the 10,000 limit. The weights for occupations were taken directly from the source
      used for columns 3-6, viz., the occupational structure of total and Russian stock males 16 years old or more,
      (employed) given in Table 15, p. 3.
      For the calculation of arithmetic means and quintile shares see the notes to Table 1, lines
      13-18, columns 2-4.
    


    
      Yet it is striking that the findings in Table 21 are so similar to those in Table 19, which was for a countrywide sample of all Jews with which urban families alone are
      compared. To be sure, the median income for the Russian stock is over 45 percent higher than that for total
      population, whereas in Table 16 the differential was only 22 percent (compare line 12,
      columns 3 and 4 with Table 16, line 30, columns 2 and 3); and the arithmetic mean income for
      the Russian stock is almost 90 percent over that for total family population, whereas the differential for 1956
      (urban families alone) was 75 percent (compare line 13, columns 3 and 4 with Table 19, line
      31, columns 2 and 3). These discrepancies could be explained in part by the inclusion of farm families in
      Table 21, and their exclusion from Table 19: lines 12 and 13, columns 1
      and 2 of Table 21, show that the median and arithmetic mean incomes for the metropolitan
      areas are about 9 percent above those for total population; and the median income for the Russian families is 23
      percent and the arithmetic mean income almost 65 percent higher than those for the metropolitan areas. It should
      be noted that the first and second generation Jews, for whom the Russian stock is proxy, are the dominant
      proportion of Jewish even though they were only about 30 percent of total population (see Table
      3 above). To be sure, we found under point (viii) above that the ratio of Jewish to total family income was
      highest for the younger heads of families; and this factor, if applied to the 1969 data, would offset the effects
      of inclusion of farm families (and possibly some understatement of the incomes of total population that is not as
      likely to apply to the incomes of the more urbanized and educated foreign stocks).
    


    
      The conclusion so far is that, judging by Table 21, the differentials between money income
      of Jewish families and that of all (or urban) families were relatively at least as high in 1968 as in 1956; and
      they may even have been higher. The differences in skewness and inequality were more moderate. The ratios of
      arithmetic mean to median income—1.49 for the Russian stock and 1.18 for total population (line 14, columns 3 and
      4)—differ less than those for Jewish and all urban families in Table 16, Panel B, which are
      1.6 and 1.14 respectively. Likewise the difference between the measures of inequality for the Russian stock
      distribution and the total is not as wide as that between the measures for Jewish and total urban families: the
      measures here are 63.2 and 50.0 respectively, and differ by about 13 points; the corresponding measures in
      Table 19 are 46.6 and 69.0, and differ by 22.5 points (compare
      Table 21, line 15, columns 3 and 4 with Table 19, line 33, columns 2
      and 3). But it is difficult to argue that the differences have narrowed between the total and Jewish income
      distributions (including third and higher order generation) in the much greater skewness and wider relative
      inequality within the latter.
    


    
      (ii) It is to be noted that the differences in income and structure found between the Russian stock and total
      population are not observed when we compare the Polish and Italian with total population. Although the income
      levels are slightly higher than those for total population, the differences are relatively moderate—slightly more
      than ten percent (lines 12 and 13, columns 3, 5, and 6). Nor do the distributions for these two foreign stocks
      show the more marked skewness and wider inequality, relative to those in the distribution for total population,
      that characterize the distribution for the Russian stock.
    


    
      (iii) Finally, the effect of the differences in weights of occupations, this time including the farm, is much
      smaller than it was in the case of the urban occupations for Jews and total population in Table
      19. To be sure, differences in occupational structure account for almost 20 percent of the difference in the
      arithmetic mean income (line 13, columns 7 and 8)—not much less than the relative differences in Table 19. But the effect on skewness and inequality is minor: the ratio of the arithmetic mean to the
      median is 1.16 for total population structure and only 1.19 for the Russian stock structure, the measures of
      deviations of quintile shares from equality are 45.6 and 46.2 respectively. Presumably inclusion of the farm
      occupations in the occupational structure widened relative inequality more for total population than for the
      Russian stock; and offset the narrower inequality within the total distribution caused by lower shares of the
      professional-technical and manager-proprietor groups. One further point should be made: the data underlying the
      distributions in columns 3-6 do not distinguish between the self-employed and salaried components within the
      professional-technical and manager-proprietor occupations. Consequently the differences in occupational structure
      show an appreciably smaller contribution to the skewness and inequality in the distribution for the Russian
      stock, viewed as a proxy for first and second generation Jews.
    


    
      (iv) In the preceding section, we noted that, according to the 1957 sample, the ratio of median family income of
      Jewish families to that of total urban families was higher for the families with younger than for the families
      with older heads. The ratio was about 1.3 for families with heads younger than 55, and only 1.10 for families
      with heads 55 years old and over. Interestingly, for Catholics, another religious
      group with a large proportion of foreign stock, the differential by age of head was the opposite. The ratios of
      the medians of Catholics to total urban, by age classes of head in the 1957 sample were: for families with head
      under 35 years—1.03 ($5,077 to $4,926); 35 to 54 years old—0.99 ($5,826 to $5,850); 55 years old and over—1.07
      ($4,762 to $4,446). Here the differential is greatest for the oldest head of family group (see source cited in
      notes to Table 19).
    


    
      The survey used for Table 22 also provides data on the median money family income (relating
      to 1968) for families, by ethnic origin, with wives 15-44 years old. The survey used for Table
      21 gives the median incomes for all families by ethnic origin. Since husbands are usually several
      years older than their wives, the classification of families into those with wives less than 45 years of age and
      those 45 years old and over is not too different from the classification based on the 1957 sample, which
      distinguishes families with heads under 55 years of age from those with heads 55 years old and over.
    


    
      Table 22 shows that for the Russian stock, which we take to represent first and second
      generations Jews, the differentials in family income by age of wife are, as in the 1957 sample, in favor of
      families with younger heads. By implication, the families with older wives would show median incomes closer to
      the countrywide average. For the Polish and Italian stock, however, the implied excesses in median family income,
      compared with the countrywide, are proportionately greater for the families with old wives. Thus the
      evidence for the Russian stock in Table 22 agrees closely with that for the Jewish group in
      the 1957 sample, summarized in the preceding section.
    


    
      The interpretation of these results is hampered by the lack of detail on family income by age of head. It may
      well be that because the Jewish-Russian stock group marry at an older age (a point discussed in the text and to
      be noted further in the Appendix), the family groups with younger heads include a smaller proportion of families
      formed by early marriage and at low income levels than the non-Jewish, Polish and Italian stocks. If so, the
      income level of the younger-head Jewish families would be relatively high compared with the families with older
      heads; but not among the other ethnic groups. Or it may be that the incomes of the older groups among Jews, still
      attached to blue collar occupations, are much lower than those of the younger family heads, largely professional
      and managerial, than is the case with the older family heads among other ethnic groups where occupational
      contrast by age is less marked.
    


    
      Table 22  Median Family Money Income, by Age of Wife, Total Population and Three Foreign
      Stocks, November 1969 (income relates to 1968)
    


    
      
        
          	

          	
            
              Total population (1)
            

          

          	
            
              Russian stock (2)
            

          

          	
            
              Polish stock (3)
            

          

          	
            
              Italian stock (4)
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              All Families
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              1. Number (000’s)
            

          

          	
            
              46,615
            

          

          	
            
                  598
            

          

          	
            
                1,149
            

          

          	
            
                1,924
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              2. Median income ($)
            

          

          	
            
                7,894
            

          

          	
            
              11,554
            

          

          	
            
                8,849
            

          

          	
            
                8,808
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              3. Relative to countrywide median
            

          

          	
            
                  1.00
            

          

          	
            
                  1.46
            

          

          	
            
                  1.12
            

          

          	
            
                  1.12
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Families, wives 15-44 years old
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              4. Number (000’s)
            

          

          	
            
              24,772
            

          

          	
            
                  231
            

          

          	
            
                  515
            

          

          	
            
                  925
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              5. Median income ($)
            

          

          	
            
                8,660
            

          

          	
            
              13,544
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                9,349
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              6. Relative to countrywide median
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                  1.56
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              Percentages and ratios
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              7. Line 4 as % of line 1
            

          

          	
            
                  53.1
            

          

          	
            
                  38.6
            

          

          	
            
                  44.8
            

          

          	
            
                  48.1
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              8. Ratio, line 5 to line 2
            

          

          	
            
                  1.10
            

          

          	
            
                  1.17
            

          

          	
            
                  1.09
            

          

          	
            
                  1.06
            

          
        

      
    


    
      Notes:
    


    
      Lines 1-2: From sources cited for Table 21.
    


    
      Lines 4-5: From Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Fertility Variations by Ethnic Origin:
      November 1969, Series P-20, No. 226. (Washington, D.C., November 1971), Table 6,
      p. 24.
    


    
      12. Summary of Findings
    


    
      Numbers and Distributions
    


    
      (i) The Jewish population in the United States is largely a product of the mass immigration between 1880 and
      1914—having multiplied more than 11 times during that period. Subsequently immigration was halved and was not
      resumed to a substantial degree until 1920-25. Even the 1930-40 inflow was barely 3 percent of the 1930 resident
      Jewish population.
    


    
      The huge inflow over less than four decades and the drastic reduction since the 1920’s dominate the pattern of
      growth in the number of U.S. Jews and of change in its distribution between the foreign and native born.
    


    
      (ii) Most of the inflow—about three-quarters of net immigration—was from Tsarist Russia. Disregarding
      complications associated with post World War I changes in boundaries, one could say that the Russian Jews
      and their descendants are by far the single dominant group (numerically) in U.S.
      Jewry. The possibility that this group brought with it a distinctive heritage associated with the country of
      origin must be considered in any analysis of the upward economic and social mobility of U.S. Jewry in recent
      decades.
    


    
      (iii) As late as 1930, first and second generation immigrants, i.e. foreign born and native born of foreign or
      mixed parentage, were about 80 percent of total U.S. Jewry. Even in 1950, these two generations still accounted
      for over 50 percent of the Jewish population. But with the decline in immigration, the share of the third (native
      born of native parents) and higher order generations has risen rapidly; and in the late 1960’s it was over
      two-thirds of total Jewish population.
    


    
      Rapid “nativization” is an inevitable consequence of the usual reduction in proportional net immigration,
      once an ethnic stock reaches a large absolute magnitude in the host country. In the case of the Jewish stock,
      such reduction was accelerated—partly by restrictive legislation in the United States and partly by the
      elimination of the main source in Russia with the coming of the Communist regime; and consequently “nativization”
      progressed more rapidly.
    


    
      (iv) The Jewish population has always been a small proportion of the total population of the United
      States—somewhat over 3 percent at the highest. With immigration reduced and the Jewish birth rate falling further
      behind that of total population, the proportion of Jews in the total began to decline—probably in the 1930’s.
      Today it must be distinctly below 3 percent, even if we disregard withdrawals by inter-marriage and loss of
      affiliation.
    


    
      Given the concentration of Jews in the larger cities and in occupations associated with low birth rates, the
      magnitude of the shortfall in the latter compared with the possibly lower death rates and only minor immigration,
      the proportion of Jews in total population was bound to decline. Yet a substantial increase in immigration is
      unlikely, in the long run, since sources abroad are few, and tolerance within the host country is limited. The
      combination of diminishing small proportions with marked rises to high occupational and income levels is typical
      of the Jewish minorities in many economically developed countries.
    


    
      (v) Data for 1957 indicate that the average age of the Jewish population was distinctly higher than that of the
      total population. This finding reflects the weights in U.S. Jewry of the older, first generation immigrants, and
      of the second generation—also with a higher average age than the countrywide. As the share of these groups among
      the Jewish population diminishes, the average age of the latter will approach that of
      the total population. But the convergence will not be complete, if Jewish birth rates continue to be lower than
      the nationwide—disregarding the possibly longer life span of Jews, a subject on which the data are inadequate for
      analysis.
    


    
      (vi) In 1957, the distribution of U.S. Jews by age tended to coincide with the distinction by degree of “newness”
      (and presumably “foreignness”) in the country. The advanced age groups, more than 45 years of age, were dominated
      by first generation immigrants; and the middle groups, between 24 and 45 years of age, were dominated by second
      generation immigrants. The young groups were dominated by third and higher order generations, i.e. native born of
      native born parents; but the latter were a significant proportion, at least 20 percent, in all age groups. This
      classification must, however, be rapidly shifting toward higher proportion of third and higher order generations
      in all age groups.
    


    
      (vii) Between the late 1920’s and late 1960’s the concentration of Jews in the larger cities, particularly New
      York and related areas, remained at about the same high level. The share in the New York City area was somewhat
      over 40 percent; and eight other large cities with sizable Jewish population (all with more than half a million
      of total population) accounted for another 25 percent of all Jews. This share of almost seven-tenths is to be
      compared with 15 percent for total population in the 1920’s and 26 percent in the late 1960’s.
    


    
      While concentration of the Jewish population in large cities remained much greater than that of total population,
      there was convergence because of the greater overall movement into large cities. While the Jewish minority formed
      substantial proportions of population in the larger cities (e.g. twenty to twenty five percent in the New York
      area), even these proportions tended to decline with the greater urban concentration of total population. The
      implications of this reduction in the relative share of the Jewish minorities even in the large cities are of
      possible interest.
    


    
      (viii) Regional concentration of the Jewish population has been substantial and is distinguishable even after
      allowance for large city concentration. Thus in the Mid-Atlantic and New England regions the relative
      concentration of the Jewish population was marked whereas Jews were markedly under-represented in the South,
      Mountain, and West North Central regions. In the regional shifts from the 1920’s to the 1960’s, the Jewish
      population tended to move along lines similar to those of the total population; but even by the late 1960’s, the
      distinctive regional pattern remained unchanged—not only for the first and second generations, but also for total
      Jewry.
    


    
      (ix) With respect to concentration in the New York area and the larger cities and to
      the regional distribution, the two other major “new” immigration minorities, viz. Polish and Italian, were
      similar to the Jews (or to the Russian stock, which can be taken as proxy for first and second generation Jewish
      immigrants). It is particularly significant that the Italian stock (which, unlike the Polish, has practically no
      admixture of Jews) shows almost as heavy a concentration in the New York area and the Middle Atlantic region as
      the Jewish stock. This finding is of interest because of the marked difference, to be noted below, between the
      Jews, on the one hand, and the Italian and Polish groups, on the other, with respect to occupational and income
      structure. It appears that large city and distinctive regional concentrations of the different ethnic stocks are
      compatible with different occupational and income structures—so that there is no close correlation between the
      latter and place of residence.
    


    
      Education and Occupations
    


    
      (x) In 1957 formal schooling of Jews was more extensive than that of total population. The proportion of Jews was
      higher at every level of school completion, and particularly striking for completion of college. The proportion
      completing college was 25 percent for Jewish males, 25 years old and over, and 9 percent for total population;
      for females 25 years old and over the proportions were 9.5 percent and 5.5 percent respectively. By the late
      1960’s, all educational levels were higher, but probably well over 30 percent of Jewish males had at least
      completed college, compared with less than 15 percent for the total male population.
    


    
      (xi) For urban college graduates we can trace proportions within the broad occupational divisions (again
      based on the 1957 sample). The data show that the proportions of Jews (males and females) completing college are
      distinctly higher than those of total population within all occupational divisions, even those not
      requiring high educational levels. The overall difference for the Jewish group is thus partly a matter of greater
      weight of occupations requiring, and characterized by, high educational levels; partly a matter of relatively
      higher levels of formal education within each occupational division.
    


    
      (xii) The data on foreign born of Russian stock, for 1950 and 1960, indicate that the educational levels (formal)
      of these first generation immigrants were distinctly lower than those for total population. It is the
      second generation of Russian stock that attains higher educational levels. In view of the large proportion of
      first generation immigrant Jews before World War I and perhaps even in the 1920’s (the
      share was over a third as late as 1930), the higher overall level of formal education than that for total
      population has presumably been attained only in recent decades. This also implies a sharper upward trend in the
      level of formal schooling among Jews than among total population—if only because of the decline in the proportion
      of first generation immigrant Jews.
    


    
      The differentials and trends in levels of formal schooling for the two other recent ethnic minorities, the Polish
      and Italian stocks, are not unlike those for Russian stock (i.e. largely Jews). But their initial, first
      generation, levels of schooling were lower; and their overall educational levels were, in the late 1940’s, still
      distinctly below those for the Russian stock.
    


    
      (xiii) In 1957 labor force proportions, to population 14 years old or older, were about the same for Jewish and
      all males (somewhat over 80 percent). But the proportions in the younger age brackets (14 to 24) were much lower
      for Jewish than for all males, a reflection of the longer schooling period among the former; and among the
      advanced age brackets (45 and over) they were distinctly higher for Jewish males, because of concentration in
      professional and entrepreneurial occupations that permit activity continuing to more advanced years. One should
      also add that the Jewish population 14 years old and over is older than total population—a reflection of the
      lower birth rate among the former. As a result, the median age of the Jewish male labor force in 1957 was 51
      years, compared with 40.5 years for total population.
    


    
      (xiv) The overall proportion of labor force among Jewish females, 14 years of age or older was 30.5 percent; that
      for all females 14 year old or more, was 35 percent. Furthermore, the labor force proportion for Jewish females
      in the age group 18-24 was rather high, and dropped sharply thereafter, compared with the age specific, labor
      force participation proportions, for total population. These characteristics are associated with the later age of
      marriage for Jewish females, which permit higher labor force proportions in the younger age groups; and with a
      greater propensity of Jewish females, once married, to drop out of the labor force (with labor force proportions
      returning to those for total female population only after the age of 45).
    


    
      (xv) The combination of all these characteristics means the proportionately greater dominance of males in the
      Jewish labor force than in total labor force; a distinctly lower average age of the female Jewish workers than of
      the male Jewish workers, with no such difference in the median ages of male and female workers among total
      population; and a distinctly older labor force among the Jews than among total
      population. All of these are of obvious influence on the occupational structure of the Jewish labor force, and
      therefore on the income level and structure. It should also be noted that with a lower birth rate, the ratio of
      labor force to population would, when properly weighted, be higher for the Jews than for total population—even
      allowing for the longer period devoted to education by the former.
    


    
      (xvi) The occupational structure of the Jewish male labor force in 1957 was characterized by an insignificant
      proportion for the farm group (compared with 10 percent for total population); a high proportion for the
      professional, managerial and white collar groups (78 percent, compared with less than 40 percent of total nonfarm
      labor force); and a low proportion for blue collar labor (22 percent compared with 61 percent of nonfarm labor
      force). The Jewish female labor force was also characterized by a dominant proportion of white collar occupations
      (83 percent of nonfarm, compared with 57 percent for all female nonfarm workers); and rather low proportions of
      operatives and service workers (16 percent compared with 41 percent for all females, again excluding farm
      workers). The dominance in 1957 of white collar occupations and low share of blue collar jobs represent a marked
      shift from the occupational structure of Jews early in the twentieth century, when first generation immigrants
      were dominant and both males and females were predominantly engaged in manufacturing jobs. And even in 1940, the
      share of manufacturing in total Jewish labor force was still substantial while that of professional occupations
      was minor.
    


    
      (xvii) The over-representation of professional and manager-proprietor occupations among the Jews in the 1950’s
      was largely associated with high proportions of the self-employed within these two divisions—particularly for the
      males. Thus in 1957 the proportion of self-employed in the Jewish nonfarm male labor force was as high as 32
      percent, compared with less than 10 percent for all nonfarm male workers.
    


    
      (xviii) The rapid shift in occupational structure from blue collar to white collar occupations, and particularly
      the rise of the share of professional and technical occupations (which, in 1957, were over 20 percent of Jewish
      male labor force, compared with 11 percent for the total nonfarm male labor force) is further illustrated by the
      differences in occupational structure between the first and second generation immigrants of Russian stock and by
      the occupational structure by age among second generation immigrants of Russian stock. These data show that the
      foreign born, older immigrants are still attached to blue collar jobs in industry; and that the second (and
      implicitly higher order) generation moves toward the professional occupations—in
      increasing proportions for the younger age group.
    


    
      (xix) Partial evidence indicates that this movement—toward professional and technical jobs, and away from
      self-employment in business and from employment in blue collar occupations—has continued for the Jewish labor
      force since 1957, as it has for the labor force at large. By the late 1960’s, the proportion of professional and
      technical jobs in the Jewish male labor force must have risen to over 30 percent (as compared with 15 percent for
      total male labor force, excluding farm); and the blue collar occupations must have declined to well below 20
      percent (compared with about 57 percent for the total male labor force). The trends within the Jewish male labor
      force were in the same direction as those in the total labor force—but at much higher rates; and the resulting
      differences in structure represented a distinct advance, forestall in the future. By contrast, the occupational
      structure of the Polish and the Italian stocks, as far as the first and second generations were concerned, moved
      rather similarly to that of total male labor force—and their differences from the countrywide were far from the
      magnitude revealed by the Russian stock for 1950, 1960, and 1969.
    


    
      (xx) In view of the distinctly higher educational level of the Jewish labor force within the occupational
      divisions, and the wide occupational groups distinguishable with the Census data used in this paper, one should
      note that the full range of differences in occupational structure between the Jewish labor force (particularly
      male) and the total labor force may be understated. Not only does the former show a much higher proportion of
      professional and technical workers; but the differential is probably even larger for the more education-demanding
      professional and technical occupations within this rather wide division. Also, the actual differential in the
      proportion of entrepreneurial or sales workers between the Jewish and total labor force may be greater than it
      appears, if it relates largely to the more advanced types of jobs within these divisions. This has particular
      bearing on the analysis of the income structure to be noted below; but the comment is of more general import,
      since it calls for a much more detailed occupational classification, if the distinctive characteristics and
      trends of the Jewish occupational structure are to be clearly understood.
    


    
      Income Levels and Structure
    


    
      (xxi) The data are limited to relatively small samples distinguishing Jews for the 1950’s and a sample relating
      to ethnic stocks in the later 1960’s; refer to money income alone (thus excluding
      incomes in kind and imputed incomes) and, like all data on the size distribution of income, particularly those
      for which no check with aggregate personal income totals is available, are to be interpreted with caution. The
      findings are, consequently, subject to greater qualifications than those summarized above.
    


    
      (xxii) According to the 1957 sample, the median money income in 1956 of Jewish male workers was about 10
      percent above the median income for all urban, employed males. In the same year, the median income of Jewish
      urban families was about 22 percent above that of all urban families—but since the average Jewish family is
      smaller than that of the total urban population, the difference adjusted for number of persons, would be 31
      percent. The rather moderate difference in family median income in 1957 between the Jewish and total urban
      families is confirmed by smaller samples for 1952-1954, and 1956—although comparisons derived from the latter are
      of Jewish with total population, including farm. Again, according to the 1969 study, the 1968 median family money
      income of Russian stock (taken to represent first and second generation Jewish immigrants) was about 40 percent
      above the median income for total population (including farm)—a differential consistent with the 22 percent
      differential in family money income between Jewish and total urban families. Thus, as far as median
      income is concerned, differentials in favor of Jewish families compared with all urban (or all urban and farm,
      which must, however, be adjusted for understatement of total income of non-urban families) are consistent but
      relatively moderate. And in the light of the higher levels of education, concentration in large cities, and a
      more skilled mix of occupations, these income differentials are not surprising.
    


    
      (xxiii) A far more striking finding is suggested by the structure of the size distribution revealed by the
      calculation of arithmetic mean incomes and comparisons of them with the median incomes just
      discussed. In the size distributions of income for Jewish males employed (in 1957), or of money family income for
      Jewish families in 1956 (or 1952-1954, and 1956), or of money family income for families of Russian stock in
      1968, the arithmetic mean income is much larger than the median—the ratios of the former to the latter being 1.95
      for Jewish male workers in 1956, 1.65 for Jewish urban families in that year, 1.41 to 1.51 for the two smaller
      samples for 1952-1954, and 1956, and 1.49 for the family incomes of Russian stock in the 1969 sample. The
      analogous ratios of arithmetic mean income to median income in the size distributions of total or urban
      population, and of the two other foreign stocks in the 1969 sample, were much lower: 1.12 for all urban employed
      males in 1957, 1.14 for all urban families in that year, 1.18 and 1.22 for the small
      samples for 1952-1954, an 1956, and 1.10 to 1.18 for total families, and Polish and Italian stocks, in the 1969
      sample. This strikingly higher ratio or arithmetic mean to median income in the size distributions for the Jewish
      groups is an index of their greater skewness to the right, i.e. of the presence of relatively larger groups
      within the Jewish distributions of families with very high incomes compared with the average.
    


    
      (xxiv) It follows that the ratios of the arithmetic mean (average) income of the Jewish groups to the average
      income of total comparable population are far greater than the ratios for median incomes. Thus for employed urban
      male workers, in 1957, the ratio of the median income of Jewish workers to that of all urban male workers was
      1.10; that for arithmetic mean income was 1.90; for urban families in 1957, the ratio for median income was 1.22,
      for arithmetic mean income—1.76; for the Russian stock in the 1969 sample in relation to all families, the ratio
      for median income was 1.46, for arithmetic mean income—1.85. If the commonly understood average per capita income
      is the one to be stressed, the disparity in favor of the Jewish group in the 1950’s and the 1960’s was almost 2
      to 1, rather than 1.2 or 1.3 to 1. But of even more interest is the greater skewness and wider inequality within
      the size distribution of income among the Jewish families than in the size distribution of income on all urban
      families, or among all families, or among families of the Polish and Italian stocks.
    


    
      (xxv) The greater skewness to the right, the wider inequality, and the much higher arithmetic mean income in the
      size distributions for the Jewish group compared with total population (or with the two other ethnic minorities)
      are partly functions of the distinctive occupational distribution among the Jews. And, by using the countrywide
      samples of family money income by occupational classification of family head, we attempted to measure the effect
      of the “Jewish” type of occupational distribution on the income distribution among the Jewish families. But this
      analysis explained only a limited fraction of the higher average income, greater skewness, and wider inequality
      of the size distributions of income for the Jewish group. The explanation is inadequate primarily because the
      wide occupational divisions used do not register properly the distinctive characteristics of the Jewish
      occupational structure—a comment already made in summary point (xx) above.
    


    
      (xxvi) The income differential between the Jewish and other groups overstates differences in real purchasing
      power, insofar as greater concentration of Jews in the large cities means a higher cost of living. More important, the meaningfulness of comparisons of average incomes is limited by the extreme
      skewness of the income distribution among Jews. To use an extreme example, if the average income of the Jews is
      high only because per family income of the top 1 percent of families is 100 times as high as that of the other 99
      percent, the implication is that the incomes of 99 percent of Jewish families are about the same as the incomes
      of total population—and it is only the top 1 percent that makes for the striking difference in the arithmetic
      averages. This illustration, obviously a gross exaggeration, is intended to stress the valid point that with the
      unusual size distribution of incomes of Jews, a substantial proportion of them may have per capita or per family
      incomes no higher, or even lower, than some of the low or average income families in the total population; and
      that the higher Jewish incomes are heavily concentrated in a limited group at the upper end, i.e. the small peak
      levels of the distribution.
    


    
      (xxvii) One other distinctive characteristic of the size distribution of family income among Jews is discernible
      in the 1957 and the 1969 samples (the latter referring to Russian and other ethnic stocks). The ratio of the
      median income of Jewish families to that of all urban families in the 1957 sample is higher in the
      youngest age group of family head (under 35 years of age), and drops as age increases (so that for the
      group of heads 55 years old and over the Jewish median family income is barely 10 percent above total urban,
      compared with 34 percent in the youngest age-of-head group). One contributing factor may be that the Jewish
      family head under 35 are older than others; but another may be that the differences in occupational structure,
      and hence income, are wider among the age-of-head groups of Jews than among those of total population—a
      consequence of the greater shifts in occupational structure by age among the Jews. The finding is confirmed by
      the 1969 sample on ethnic stocks, which shows that the ratio of incomes for families of Russian stock with wives
      15-44 years old to the countrywide median is larger than the ratio for all families of Russian stock—implying
      that median incomes for families with older wives do not differ as much. This differential shown by the
      relatively younger families is not observed for the Polish and Italian stocks—the ratio of median income for
      families with wives 15-44 years old in these two stocks to median income of all families with wives of that age
      is lower, not higher than the ratio of income of all Polish and Italian stock families to the income of
      all families. The more accelerated mobility among the generations that characterizes the Jewish population may
      contribute to the greater skewness and wider inequality of the Jewish family income
      distribution than of the size distributions of family incomes for the other ethnic stocks, or for total
      population.
    


    
      (xxviii) Despite all the qualifications, it is clear that income per capita of the Jews must have risen over the
      recent decades, probably at a rate significantly higher than per capita income for total population. While we
      have scant basis for estimating the per capita income of Jews before World War I, the dominance of first
      generation immigrants with a concentration in blue collar and low paying jobs, suggests that their per capita
      arithmetic mean income was, at best, no higher than the countrywide average—and their median income perhaps
      somewhat lower. From 1910-14 to 1963-67, per capita total product of the United States rose 145 percent (i.e. to
      about 2.5 times the initial level11); and personal income per capita must have
      risen almost as much. If we assume that per capita personal income of the Jews and total population were equal in
      1910-14, and the former was twice as high as the latter in 1963-67, the overall growth of Jewish per capita
      income would work out to be 499 percent (i.e. to about six times the initial level). All these rough
      approximations are, of course, subject to the major qualification relating to the marked skewness in the size
      distribution of income within the Jewish group.
    


    
      (xxix) It seems reasonable to assume that other recent immigrant groups experienced a similarly accelerated
      growth in per capita income compared with that of total population. However, the available data cover these other
      ethnic stocks only through the first and second generation—and, unlike the data for Jews, do not trace them
      through the third and higher order generations. It may also be that when the comparison is made, the rate of
      upward economic mobility and that of the rise in per capita income among the Jews will be found to be quite
      high—even in comparison with the upward movements of other recent immigrant groups. An adequate analysis would
      require far more detail on occupational structure and incomes, for the Jewish and other ethnic groups within
      total population.
    


    
      Notes
    


    
      1.  Table 1 is similar to Table 10 in my earlier
      paper, but the procedure differs in several respects. Allowance is made here for (i) the natural increase of
      newly arrived immigrants during the quinquennium; (ii) emigration of five percent of gross immigration through
      all the quinquennia; (iii) the shortfall of the Jewish rate of natural increase relative to that of all native
      whites, beginning with 1930. The revisions in the total are, however, minor; and the distribution by number of
      years in the country remains very much the same.
    


    
      2.  For the Linfield estimates for 1927 and 1937, see American
      Jewish Yearbook, 1928-29, vol. 30 (Philadelphia, 1928), pp. 101-172. For the 1937 estimates see AJY, 1939-40, vol. 41, (Philadelphia, 1939), pp. 181ff, and
      AJY, 1940-41, vol. 42 (Philadelphia, 1940), pp. 215-265. The downward revisions first appeared in the
      paper by Ben B. Seligman and Harvey Swados in AJY, 1948-49, vol. 50 (Philadelphia, 1949), pp. 651ff; and
      by Alvin Chonkin and Ben B. Seligman, in AJY, 1954, vol. 55 (New York, 1954), pp. 3ff.
    


    
        No explanation is given in the American Jewish Yearbooks for the downward revision of the Linfield estimates.
      Later discussion suggests that the average size of the Jewish family may have been overestimated; and that
      central community agencies tended to overestimate the Jewish population of communities with which they were not
      in close touch.
    


    
      3.  The dominance of Jews among the immigrants from Russia has been recognized by all
      students of immigration and of U.S. Jewry. A recent discussion is by Nathan Goldberg, in “Demographic
      Characteristics of American Jews,” in Jacob Fried, ed., Jews in the Modern World, vol. 2 (New York:
      Twayne, 1962), particularly pp. 638-647. Mr. Goldberg’s conclusion (which he italicized) was: “a conservative
      estimate would be that more than seventy percent of the immigrants from Russia and of their American-born
      children who lived in 1940 in Boston, Chicago, Cleveland, Detroit, Los Angeles, New York, Philadelphia,
      Pittsburgh, and San Francisco, were of Jewish descent” (pp. 645-46). In 1950 these nine metropolitan communities accounted for two-thirds of the Russian stock in the
      United States; and in 1953 they accounted for well over 70 percent of the total U.S. Jewish population estimated
      by the American Jewish Committee. A conservative figure of more than 70 percent for this group is not too far
      short of the 75 percent share derived in our calculation from immigration data and linguistic distinctions.
    


    
        Mr. Goldberg’s approach is more cautious than the one used here. Since I am more concerned with broad trends, I
      am willing to incur the risk of error implied in broad assumptions to gain from the foreign stock and mother
      language data an approximation not only to orders of magnitude but to the trends in recent decades. While the
      results are speculative to some degree, they may prove useful if they are consistent with other more firmly based
      observations.
    


    
      4.  The probability that a large proportion of the Russian immigrants (foreign born) who
      reported that Russian was their mother tongue were Jews has been repeatedly mentioned by scholars in the field.
      One early reference worth noting, because it appears in an official source, is in Census Monograph VII by Niles
      Carpenter, Immigrants and Their Children, (Washington, D.C., 1927). In Tables 129 and 131 (and in many
      detailed tables) which deal with the occupational distribution of foreign born white males and females in
      selected states (Massachusetts, New York, Pennsylvania, Michigan, Minnesota, and Wisconsin), the column marked
      “Russia (Russian mother tongue)” is accompanied by a footnote: “it is probable that a considerable proportion of
      the persons returned as Russian in mother tongue were in reality Hebrews” (see pp. 284 and 289).
    


    
      5.  See U.S. Bureau of the Census, Fourteenth Census of the United States, vol. II,
      Population 1920: General Report and Analytical Tables, Washington, D.C., 1922, particularly p. 967. “In
      particular, it is probable that a large proportion of the persons reported in 1920 as Russian in mother tongue
      were in reality Hebrews; and it is possible also that the very great increase between 1910 and 1920 in the number
      of persons thus reported is due to some measure to the return of certain persons in 1910 as Yiddish and in 1920
      as Russian in mother tongue (see Table 1),” p. 967.
    


    
      6.  Similarly the rise in levels of school completion of total
      population, or natives of native parents, can be explained by the differences in level between rural and urban
      populations. If, as is likely, the rural population has fewer years of schooling than the urban, the declining
      weight of the former would make for a rise in the average-even if the period of schooling for each remained
      unchanged. Since the rural-urban differential is less weighty in the case of the foreign stocks that we are
      discussing, which tend to be urban, the explanation in the text of the higher rate of increase in formal
      schooling among foreign stocks must be offset by the effect of the rural-urban (and perhaps other) differentials
      for total population, differentials less important for foreign stocks. A more intensive analysis would require a
      relatively complete exploration of all the components within the total and the foreign stock population that
      differ substantially in level of school completion and are subject to shifts in weights. Such an exploration is
      beyond feasibility here; and this note is meant to qualify the comment in the text that emphasizes the
      first-second generation differentials among the foreign stocks.
    


    
        This qualification also applies to discussions below of the differences in rates of change between the foreign
      stocks and total population in related characteristics, e.g. occupational structure (see Table
      15 and accompanying discussion). It is a general argument relevant to all such inter-intra component analyses
      of totals that are being compared with respect to their changes over time (or differences in space).
    


    
      7.  For more recent evidence on fertility of Russian stock (taken to represent first and
      second generation immigrant Jews) and the two other ethnic stock see the Appendix to this paper.
    


    
      8.  See, however, footnote 6 above.
    


    
      9.  Derived from Historical Statistics of the United States, (Washington, D. C., 1960)
      Series A-34-50, p. 9, and Series A-242-244, p. 15.
    


    
      10.  These ratios are based on Technical Paper no. 17, cited in connection with
      earlier discussions here. Table 3 shows the distribution of income by size and median
      incomes, the latter in constant prices, but convertible to current prices by the price index given on p. 33 of
      the source; and Table 25 shows arithmetic mean income; and both tables are structured by age of head of nonfarm
      families.
    


    
      11.  See my Economic Growth of Nations: Total Output and Production Structure
      (Harvard University Press, Cambridge, 1971), Table 1, p. 14.
    

  


  
    
      Appendix
    


    
      Letter to Martin Feldstein
    


    
      February 26, 1973
    


    
      Dear Martin:
    


    
      Enclosed is a Xerox copy of the long paper which we discussed at the cocktail party on Saturday; as well as a
      pamphlet containing my 1971 lecture, to which the long paper is a sequel.
    


    
      Having thought of your proposal to have the paper appear in our Departmental series, I have some qualms. I did
      this paper (and others in the series) because of my interests and associations as a Jew (I frankly doubt that
      were it not for these interests and associations, I would here, as a general economist, devoted much thought or
      effort to this topic). If so, and considering that I never bothered to publish a paper in our series on a general
      theme, I would deem it inappropriate to do so now. My feeling is that the series in the Department should be
      limited to the product of our work as general economists; and objective as the topic employed may be, the very
      choice of topic reveals a concern with, and interest in, highly specialized aspects. I would feel differently if
      this were a paper on the trends in the structure of several ethnic minorities in the United States.
    


    
      I assumed from your questions that you have an interest in the paper regardless the publication of it in the
      Dept. series, and I would be grateful for any comments that you may have on it. (The appendix can be easily
      omitted; it is not too germane to the main topic). I thought of publishing this paper, together with the old one
      (published in 1960)—but would like to do it under auspices such as the Institute for Contemporary Jewry of the
      Hebrew University of Jerusalem (but they do not have any money). Meanwhile, I would like this copy back, when you
      are finished (or you can feel free to Xerox it for your own use).
    


    
      Yours sincerely
    


    
      Simon Kuznets
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2. Austria-Hungary 1,671 144 2323 181
3. Romania 66 41 61 55

4 Total 3469 1,023 4133 1,002
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A. 1910. Foreign White Stock, Yiddish Mother longue

Native born of
foreign or mix.
Foreign born Parentage Total white stock

Absolute % | Absolute % | Absolute %
o @ ® @ ® ©

1. All countries of 1051.8 1000 6250  100.0 16768 100.0
origin

2. Russia 8382 797 479.0 767 13172 786

3. Austria 1246 19 726 116 1972 118

4. Russia + Austria 962.8 916 5516 883 15144 904
(lines 2-3)

5. Hungary 199 19 126 20 325 19

6. Romania 413 39 152 24 56.5 34

7. All other 278 26 456 72 734 43

B. 1930, Foreign Born Only, Yiddish Mother Tongue

8. All countries of 12227 1000

origin

9. USSR 7433 608
10. Poland 2438 199
11. Lithuania 259 21
12. Austria 96.1 79
13.Russia+Austria ~ 1,109.1 907

(lines 9-12)

14. Hungary 163 13
15. Romania 495 40
16. All other 4718 40

C. 1940, Foreign W

ite Stock, Yiddish Mother Tongue

Native born of
foreign or mix.

Foreign born Parentage Total white stock
Absolute % | Absolute % | Absolute %
17. All other countries  924.4 1000 7737 1000 16981  100.0
of origin
18.USSR 572.1 619 5136 664 10857 639

19. Poland 162.5 17.6 1047 135 2672 15.7
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A. Allocation for 1955 (in millions of 'L)

Available Resources: Uses
1. National Income, at Factor Cost 17.80 1. Consumer Expenditure, 18.16
Factor Cost
2. Indirect Taxes 1.76 2. Indirect Taxes 176
3. Nat. Income, Market Prices (1 & 2) 19.56 3. Consumption 19.92
Expenditure, Market
Prices (1 & 2)
4. Capital Consumption 0.86 4. Net Increase in Wealth ~ 8.17

(ex. land purchases)

5.G. N. P, Market Prices (3 & 4) 2042 5. Capital Consumption  0.86
7. Net Capital Imports (Palestine) 785 6. Gross domestic capital ~ 9.03
formation (4&5)
8. Total Available Resources, gross of 2889 7.Total Uses, grossof ~ 28.95
capital consumption (5 & 6 & 7) capital consumption
(3&6)
B. Allocation for 1953 (millions of IL)
Available Resources Uses
1. National Income, at Factor Cost 1,130 1. Private Consumer 1,091
Expenditures, Market
Prices
2. Indirect Taxes, less subsidies 113 2. General Government 249
Consumption
3. National Income, Market Prices (1&2) 1,243 3. Total Consumption, 1.340
Market Prices (1&2)
4. GN.P. Market Prices (3&4) 1,354 4. Gross Domestic Fixed 331
Capital Formation
5. Net Capital Imports 317 5. Total Uses (3&4) 1,671
Of which: transfers & donations (226)
Borrowing ©1

6. Total Available resources (5&6) 1,671
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A. Russian Stock (900°s)

Native born, foreign Total

Foreign born and mixed par. foreign stock
@ @ @

1.1930 1,154 1,516 2,670

2. 1940 1,041 1,569 2,610

3. 1950 895 1,647 2,542

4.1960 691 1,600 2,291

5. 1969 (Nov.) 413 1,265 1,678
B. Gross Immigration from the Russian Empire, Total and Jewish, 1884-1913

(absolute numbers in 000s)

Fiscal years Total Jewish Jewish Proportion (%)
beginning July 1 &)} @ [©)
6. 1884-1898 535 334 624
7.1899-1913 2361 964 408

C. Immigrants Born in Poland and Lithuania, Proportions of Those with Non-
Primary Mother Tongues to Those with Primary, 1930 (%)

Russian &
Yiddish to Russian  German  All other Lithuanian Poles
Country of Polish  toPolish toPolish toPolish to Polish Poles

Birth o @ @) “@ ®
8. Poland 266 71 35 10 20
9. Lithuania 166 19 19 35 35

D. Gross Immigration from the Russian Empire to the United States by Linguistic
Groups, Adjusted to Postwar Boundaries, 18991913 (absolute numbers in 000’s)

TImmigration,
US. and
Canada,
Distribution  1908-13 (%
Gross of Col. 3 structure)
Immigration Subtraction Adjusted (%)  Gross Net
@ @ (O] “@ [Q] (©)
10. Tews 964 2164 747.6 747 634 691
11. Russians 165 521 1129 13 237 163
12. Germans 138 278 1102 11.0 129 146
13. Finns 174 1740 0 0 Omitted
14. Poles 675 661.5 135 14 Omitted
15. Lithuania 222 2142 78 08 Omitted
16. All other 23 145 85 08 Omitted

17. Total 2361 13605  1.000.5 100.0 1000 100.0
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Occupational Structure

Arrivals before
31/XII, 1948 and  Immigrants after

Israeli born 1948 Total
Agr. Work. Skilled and 9.1 121 105
semi-sk.
Agr. Work. Unskilled 06 62 33
Subtotal 9.7 183 138
Man., Handicr,, constr., skill 244 239 241
And semiskill
Man., Hander., constr, 8.1 194 13.6
unskill
Subtotal 325 433 377
Drivers and transport 55 25 41
workers
Tradesmen 109 91 10.1
Managers 43 1.0 27
Office workers, ex. 170 91 132
managers
Liberal and Techn 135 62 10.0
Professions
Workers in Services, skilled 66 105 84
and semi-skilled
Industrial Structure
Arrivals before  Immigrants after  Total
31/XII, 1948 and 1948
Israeli born
Agr., for fishing 1.2 192 151
Manuf. and handicrafts 238 230 234
(inc. mining)
Build. and construct 83 12 9.7
Elec. Gas, sanitary serv. 21 18 20
Commerce and bank 143 109 127

Services 32.8 282 30.5
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1931 1939 1948 1954 1955
(A8XD EUXI) (/XD () xn
Industrial Divisions &) @ 3 ) ®
1. Total Tewish 1746 4750 7167 15050
Population (000s)
2. Total Jewish Labor 667 1920 3153 5173 5423
Force (000°s)
3. (2)asa%of (1) 382 404 440 342
% Shares of Industries in Labor Force
4. Agriculture* 185 193 124 1552 15.5a
5. Industry & Handicrafts 218 198 265 230 23
6. Building Construction 77 73 53 97 8.6
and Public Works
7. Commerce and Finance 163 198 116 127 144
8. Transportation & 49 52 53 86c 83
Communication
9. Professions & Religion® 11 109 96b 305 309
10. Government, public 71 125 160
and personal services
11. Miscellaneous & 126 52 133

Unknown
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16. White collar (lines 1-4) 929 97.0 19.6 304
17. Blue collar 71 3.0 12 37
18. All urban 100.0 100.0 9.5 25.0
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203
16.6
155

219
230
219

09
0.6
0.5

446
415
39.0

162
127
6.7

8.1
104
48

04
03
0.1

26.6
246
13.7

38.7
302
194

14.0
16.1
178

12
0.7
03

562
490
38.6

444
352
253

77
117
113

0.9
0.6
02

556
49.7
39.0
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Males

Females

Total Russian Polish Italian|

Total

Russian Polish Italian

popul. stock stock stock [popul. stock stock stock
@ @ ® @06 © m®
Numbers (million)
1.1950 4051 091 102 164 1572 028 041 063
2.1960 4347 087 101 169 2117 035 045 069
3.1969 4889 066 125 211 3018 033 071 116
Farm Worker (%)
4.1950 154 58 40 22 36 18 13 05
5.1960 87 39 21 13 18 12 09 03
6.1969 51 03 22 06 16 03 13 02
Share in Non-Farm Employed Labor Force (%)
Professional, technical, etc
7.1950 88 136 63 50 131 118 67 52
8.1960 118 189 112 86 140 142 88 70
9.1969 147 272 148 136 146 231 133 97
Managers, proprietors, etc.
10.1950 128 205+ 115 120 45 92 42 34
11. 1960 122 241 118 117 40 71 40 35
12.1969 150 294 155+ 150 44 106 34 45
Clerical and sales workers
13.1950 153 217 125 124 378 524 329 358
14.1960 159 230 148 145 405+ 541 382 398
15.1969 133 216 153 144 420 526 447 468
Total white collar
16.1950 369 648 303 294 554 734 438 444
17.1960 309 660 378 348 585 754 510 505
18. 1969 430 782 456 430 610 863 614 618
Craftsmen, foremen, etc.
19.1950 22 136 237 226 15 19 23 26
20. 1960 224 138 243 247 13 12 20 22
21,1969 215 96 249 229 11 21 11 22
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Assumption T Assumption IT

Relative Relative
Indexof Indexof Dispersion Indexof Indexof Dispersion
Average  Absolute (Absolute Average  Absolute (Absolute

Income Dispersion  Av. Income Dispersion  Av.

(1900=100) (1900=100) Income) (1900=100) (1900=100) Income)
@ @ ® @ Q] ©)
1900 100 100 032 100 100 043
1905 95 97 034 94 98 045
1910 94 102 034 93 100 046
1915 102 97 031 102 98 040
1920 113 86 025 17 86 031
1925 120 87 023 126 87 029
1930 130 65 016 139 65 020
1935 138 33 0.08 150 33 0.09
1940 137 39 0.09 148 39 011
1945 140 24 005 152 24 007

1950 140 24 0.05 152 24 0.07
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Groups Agriculture
® @

Trade and Domestic
Manufacturing Transpor- & Personal

& Mechanics  tation

® @

Services

(O]

Professions

©)

61 -
communities

(clerical

included in

trade)

New York -
City, 1933

(clerical in

trade)

New York -
City, 1937

(specified
occupations

only)

Country- 20
wide estimate

for 1940

124 619

30.6 55.8

36.0 369

28.0 525

79

53

15.7(a)

6.0

148

83

113

115
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Change

1931 1948 1951
to to to
1931 1948 1951 1954 1948 1951 1954
Country of Birth “m oo e @ e ©® O
A. Absolute Numbers (thousands)
Total 174.6 7167 14044 15260 5421 687.7 1216
Bor in Israel 734 2537 3532 4708 180.3 995 117.6
Born abroad 1012 463.0 10512 10552 3618 5882 4.0
Europe, America Oceania
Total 813 3930 6630 6413 3117 2700 -21.7
USSR 326 538 577 551 212 39 -26
Poland 359 1617 2435 2341 1258 818 -94
Romania 50 564 1583 1550 514 1019 -33
Germany-Austria 18 544 601 564 526 57 37
Czechoslovakia 05 173 339 322 168 166 -17
Hungary 08 137 247 238 129 110 09
Bulgaria 13 126 445 440 113 319 05
Asia
Total 173 578 2896 2929 405 2318 33
Iraq 40 90 1320 1315 50 1230 05
Yemen-Aden 51 163 639 638 112 476 01
Turkey 22 107 416 390 85 309 -26
Iran 28 39 255 293 11 216 38
Africa
Total 26 122 986 1210 96 864 224
Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia 14 54 448 639 40 394 191
Libya 0 13 318 329 13 305 11
B. Percentage Distribution
Total 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Bor in Israel 420 354 252 309 333 145 967
Born abroad 580 646 748 691 667 855 33
Europe, America, & Oceania  46.6 548 472 420 57.5 393 -178
Asia 99 81 206 192 75 337 27
Africa 15 17 70 79 18 126 184






Images/69.jpeg
I. Medians and Arithmetic Means

1956 Incomes, 1957

Census Sample Al families
Urban Al | NORC,1952 MSRC,
families  families | and 1954 1956
@ @ (O] @
Total population
1. Median income ($) 5,247 4825 4,094 4,800
2. Arithmetic mean income ($) 5,994 5436 4,984 5,656
3. Ratio, line 2 to line 1 114 113 122 118
Tews
4. Median income (5) 6418 6494 5954 6750
5. Arithmetic mean income () 10,570 10,286 9,017 9,551
6. Ratio, line 5 to line 4 1.65 1.58 151 141
Ratio, Jews to Total Population
7. Medians 122 135 145 141
8. Arithmetic means 176 1.89 181 1.69
IL Quintile Shares (%)
I O I IV V Sumofdev. RatioV/I
[ OO IO © m
Census, 1956, Urban
9. Total pop. 62 130 175 233 400 46.6 65
10. Tews 42 89 124 218 527 69.0 125
Census, 1956, All
11 Total population 5.0 124 177 240 409 498 82
12. Tews 44 92 128 222 514 672 117
NORC, 1952 and 1954
13. Total population 49 117 162 226 446 544 91
14. Tews 49 96 132 175 548 696 1.2
MSRC, 1956
15. Total population 47 119 171 223 440 526 94
16. Jews 63 108 144 213 472 57.0 75
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Unskilled
Manufac- Labor
turingand Tradeand  and
Mechanic Transpor- Domestic
Groups Agriculture  Pursuits _ tation  Service Professions

Jewish Immigrants

1. 1899-1914 26 65.6 9.2 213 13
2. 1915-1920 23 54.0 215 177 46
3. 1921-1924 3.0 363 17.1 381 54
4. 1931-1932 3.6 311 292 2238 133

Russian Jews (Russian Foreign born) Cities with 250,000 Inhabitants
or More, 1900

5. Males 05 571 322 70 33
(120.1 thous)

6. Females 02 694 16.7 124 14
(30.6 thous)

7. Total 05 596 290 80 29

(150.7 thous)
Foreign born, Russian, New York State, 1900

8. Males 08 612 295 56 29
(732 thous))

9. Females 02 724 122 140 12
(18.6 thous))

10. Total 0.7 635 26.0 72 26

(91.8 thous)
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Foreign Native

Native Born by Age

born  born 25-34 3544 4554 5564 65+
[ @ A @® e ©® o
Males
1. Number (000s) 212 659 129 218 186 76 172
2. Share of farm (%) 29 42 32 35 45 57 713
Shares in Non-Farm Employed Total (%)
3. Prof., technic., etc. 17212 307 204 182 153 151
4. Manag., propr, efc 222 247 190 248 289 307 275
5. Clerical 47 75 72 64 70 75~ 99
6. Sales 142 170 153 159 170 207 246
7. Total white collar 528 704 722 675 711 742 771
8. Craftsmen, foremen, ete. 170 128 126 149 124 104 80
9. Operatives 195 114 105 125 115 97 77
10. Service workers 69 32 27 31 30 37 47
11. Laborers 38 22 20 20 20 20 25+
12. All blue collar 472 296 278 325 289 258 229
Females
13. Number (000°s) 80 274 402 870 857 312 55
14. Share of farm (%) 00 12 14 11 12 16 12
Shares in Non-Farm Employed Total (%)
15. Prof., technic., efc. 83 160 248 146 140 109 9.1
16. Manag., propr., efc 7170 45 65 82 112 142
17. Clerical 213 446 472 444 427 388 318
18. Sales 171 139 76 133 166 203 221
19. Total white collar 538 815 841 788 815 812 772
20. Craftsmen, foremen, efc. 1712 10 12 13 10 17
21. Operatives 271 85 72 107 87 83 77
22. Service workers 169 86 75 91 82 94 133
23. Laborers 05 02 02 02 03 01 01
24. All blue collar 462 185 159 212 185 188 228
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1. Total (000’s) 186 25 103 13 63 07
Percentage Shares
2. Agriculture 02 01 01 0 01 0
3. Manufacturing & 724 569 4638 536 413 594
Mechanical
(a) Needle trades ~ 54.8 363 325 317 230 342
and related
4. Trade & 122 335 73 311 62 298
Transportation
() Clerks 1.0 41 05 20 06 23
(b) Saleswomen 4.5 122 32 114 21 80
(©) Stenos & 11 63 06 71 09 57
Typists
5. Professional 12 41 09 66 08 39
6. Domestic & 14.0 54 449 87 516 69
Personal
() Servants & 108 39 397 65 452 54

‘Waitresses
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Greater Washington, 1956, Males

25. 55 or older 281
26.45-54 351
27.35-44 437

28. Below 35 471
Greater Providence, 1963, Employed Jewish Males
29.60-69 13.9
30.50-59 215
31.40-49 207
32.30-39 274
Milwaukee, 1964-65, Heads of Household

33. 65 or older 10
34.45-64 21
35.35-44 26
36.20-34 36
Camden County, 1964, Employed Males

37.65 or older 10
38.55-64 23
39.45-54 28
40.35-44 36

41.25-34 60

330
253
28.0
224

478
419
438
389

44
36
43
30

29
45
36
29
21

26.5
332
174
18.6

231
23.0
247
282

27
26
23
19

29
23
20
24

124

109
119

152
13.6
10.8

57

19
18

15

32

16
11
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Russia (Ex. Poland  Austria (Ex. Poland

Occupation and Polish speaking) and Polish speaking)  Hungary
1 @ ® @ (O] ©) (@)
1. Total (000°s) 732 45 349 24 156 10
Percentage Shares
2. Agriculture 08 04 15 13 10 04
3. Manufacturing & 612 326 595 329 602 363
Mechanical
(a) Tailors 283 1.2 269 42 171 46
4. Trade & 295 578 234 518 221 519
Transportation
() Clerks 23 166 18 145 22 160
(b) Hucksters & 5.8 17 43 08 22 11
Peddlers
(c) Retail Dealers 116 65 76 69 75 42
(d) Salesmen 32 125 25 8.1 28 94
5. Professional 29 44 30 7.7 32 63
6. Domestic & 56 48 126 64 136 51
Personal
(a) Laborers 29 18 62 27 81 23

unspecified
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Major Occupational Groups

1 n m v
Profession. Propriet. Clerical & Blue
& technic. manmagers.  Sales  Collar
@ @ ® @

A. Comparison of Jews with Total Population
New York City Sample, 1963-64, Males

1. Jews (native-bom and for. borm)  26.0 281 19.6 263

2. Total 162 167 155 516
Greater Boston, 1965, Adults in Labor Force

3. Jews 32 27 31 10

4. Total 16 9 29 46
Detroit, Male Heads of Family

5. Jews, 1956 16 49 14 21

6. Total (average 1950-60) 10 10 16 64
Greater Washington, 1956, Males

7. Jews 40.7 264 24 105

8. Total 235+ 139 19.6 430
Greater Providence, 1963, Employed Males

9. Jews 21 42 26 11
10. Total 11 13 19 57
Milwaukee, 1964-65, Heads of Household
11. Jews 2 36 27 15
12. Total (1960) 12 8 26 54
Camden County, Employed Males
13. Tews, 1964 34 31 2 13
14. Total, 1960 13 12 17 58
B. Time Trends in Structure, Jews
New York City Sample, 1963-64, Males
15. Foreign born 159 284 91 466
16. Native born 310 280 2438 162
Greater Los Angeles, Employed Heads of Household
17.1959 249 305 242 204
18. 1966 354 235 208 203
Detroit, Male Heads of Family
19.1956 16 49 14 21
20.1963 23 54 13 10
C. Age Structure of Jews, Detroit 1963, by Age of Head
21. 65 or older 2 69(8,61) 10 19
22.45-64 19 56(14,42) 13 12
23.35-44 31 501436) 14 5

24.20-34 0 40(10.30) 14 4





Images/17.jpeg
Russian Empire, 1897

Lithuania
and  Southwest
White and South Outside Austria
Poland Russia  (Pale) the Pale Total 1900
@ @ (O] @ ® (O] (0]
1. Totalno. of Persons 1321 1422 2,156 317 5216 1225
of Jewish Factor
(000°s)
2 Jewsas%ofTotal 141 141 94 04 42 47
Population
3. Jewsas%ofUban 377 527 318
Population
4. Total Gainfully 338 403 591 99 1431
Occupied Jews
Dist. Of
Distribution of line 4, or line 1 for column 7(b) by sectors line 1(2)
5. Agriculture 18 41 29 21 29 126
6. Manufacture & 366 432 350 380 379 319
Mechanical Pursuits
7. Transportation 29 41 30 18 32 34
8. Trade & Finance (a) ~ 31.1 256 370 268 316 389
9. Personal Services (a)  23.6 17.6 168 276 194 6.0()
10. Professional Services 4.0 54 5.4 47 50 72
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1825 1850 1880 1900 1925
@ (O] @ Q] ©)
Absolute Figures (000°s)
1. Congress Poland 400 575 1,005 1325 1475
2. Ukraine, USSR, 625 925 1,600 2,200 2,150
Bessarabia
3. Lithuania & White 550 80 1225 1.450 1,200
Russia
4. Other Parts 25 50 150 200 460
5. Total (1+2+3+4) 1600 2350 3980 5175 5,285
6. Galicia 275 450 687 811 740
7. Bohemia, Moravia, 85 130 245 310 375
Lower Austria
8. Hungary 200 352 638 852 983
9. Romania & Burkovina 8 145 2675 363 420
10. Other East European 109 137 154 161 190
areas
11. Total East Europe 2357 3564 5971 7,672 7,983
12. Total World Jewry 3281 4764 7663 10,602 14,800
13. 11as%of 12 718 748 779 724 540
Percentage Changes per Decade
1825-50 185080 1880-1900 190025 1825-1925
14. Erstwhile European 165 192 14.0 038 127
Russia
15. Eastern European 180 188 134 17 13.0
16. Non-Eastern European ~ 11.0 120 316 402 21
17. Total World Jewry 161 172 176 143 163
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Percentage of Entrants and their Descendants
Estimated

Number Residual
of Jews  Preceding Preceding Preceding Preceding total (over
(millions) ~ 5Years 10 Years 20 Years 30 Years 30 years)

Year o @ @ @ ® (O]
1880 025

1885 033 16

1890 049 26 38

1895 0.74 28 47

1900 0.97 17 40 63

1905 146 28 40 68

1910 211 25 46 68 80 20
1915 2.70 15 36 62 80 20
1920 293 2 17 55 73 27
1925 344 8 9 42 65 35
1930 373 1 9 24 59 41
1935 393 Lessthant: 2 1 43 57
1940 423 3 3 12 27 73
1945 455 1 4 6 15 85
1950 5.03 2 3 6 15 85
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Czechos-

Poland US.SR. Latvia Hungary lovakia Romania Total
€] @ ®) “ & © m ®
1. Total 3075 2888 100 446 338 850 7,721
Jewish Pop.
(Average
1925-39)
(000's)
2. Jewish 1,137 947 41 198 140  323(a) 2786
Gainfully
Occupied
(000's)
% Distribution of (2)
3 Agncultre 45 93 11 31 108 57 64
4. Industry 445 408 288 343 241 328 399
5. Transport 34 32 22 20 23 25 31
6. Trade 374 233 487 484 508 486 355
7. Personal 32 o 20 16 18 0 16
Services
8. Public 60 172 128 88 91 28 99
Services &
Professions
9. Others 09 62 44 18 11 77 36
10. (7+9) 41 62 64 34 29 77 52
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ution for 1957

Proportion (%) completing

at least:

Weighted
Numbers College  Average
(mill.) PS HS  ormore (years)
@ @ ®) @ ®
Males
1. Total population 458 744 374 9.0 790
2. Jews 1574 831 59.1 2438 10.25
3. Jews, absolute 1574 1308 0930 0390
numbers
4. Russian stock 1013 783 48.1 174 9.06
5. Line 4x1.15, 1165 0912 0560 0203
absolute numbers
(000°s)
6. Third and higher 0409 0396 0370  0.87
order gener. (line
3-line 5)
7. Line 6 (% distr.) 100.0 9638 90.5 457 13.65
Females
8. Total popul. 49.1 78.0 406 56 814
9. Jews 1711 820 57.0 96 932
10. Tews, absolute 1711 1403 0975 0164
‘numbers
11. Russian stock 1032 770 464 70 837
12. Line 11x1.15, absl 1187 0914 0551  0.083
13. Third and higher 0524 0489 0424 0081
order gen. (line 10-
line 12)
14. Line 13 (% distrib)  100.0 933 809 155 11.48
B. Projection for 1969
Proportion (%) Completing at Least _ yyeighted
Collegeor  Average
PS more (years)
@ (O] @
15. Total male and female 763 72 803

population, 1957
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Age Groups

14-24 2534 3544 2544 4564 65+ 45+
om @ & @ 6 ©O O

Males

Total Population

1.1950 (civilian labor force) ~ 547 na  na 913 na ma 751
2.1957 (civilian labor force) 583 970 978 974 927 374 769

3. 1960 (employed) 455 866 839 878 847 288 684
Native Bom of Russian Parentage (RP) and Jews
4.RP, 1950 (civ. 1f) 534 na  na 948 na  ma 902
5. Jews, 1957 (civ. 1f) 363 970 991 981 961 469 839
6.RP, 1960 (empl) 492 927 947 939 917 511 874
Females
Total Population
7.1950 (civ. 1f) 323 ma  ma 332 na  ma 225
8.1957 (civ. 1f) 346 348 426 387 411 115 319
9. 1960 (empl) 298 332 405 370 398 98 301
Native Bom of Russian Parentage (RP) and Jews
10. RP, 1950 (civ. 1f) 408 ma  ma 283 na  ma 248
11. Jews, 1957 (civ. 1f) 360 255 335 297 382 85 298

12. RP, 1960 (empl.) 376 277 362 330 402 149 374
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Age of Woman

1419 2024 2534 3544 4564 65+
% Married
Tews 92 232 886 875 750 426
All 128 69.1 876 867 732 365
Labor Force Proportions, Married Women, Husband Present below 35*
Tews 217 187 245 306 na
All 277 272 357 323 64
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Industry Sectors& ~ Poland U.S.S.R. Germany Hungary Czechoslo- Romania

Status Classes 1931 1926 1933 1930  vakial930 (a)1913
1) @ @) [©] (9] ©) [¢]
All Exc. Agriculture
1. All Jews, to total 212 68 10 108 31 150
2. Employers and 479 139 33 204 98 197
Independent
Workers
3. Salaried 143 71 16 217 47 147
Employees
4. Manual Workers 109 36 02 58 07 111
Trade
5. All Jews, to total 523 18.0 33 358 127 313
6. Employers and 654 254 55 419 168 322
Independent
Workers
7. Salaried 303 139 30 477 121 291
Employees
8. Manual Workers 231 81 03 244 31 114
Industry & Crafts
9. All Jews, to total 199 72 04 74 13 125
10. Employers and 356 114 13 106 46 143
Independent
Workers
11. Salaried 197 83 14 330 35 16.6
Employees
12. Manual workers 129 44 02 48 05 111
Public Service &
Professions
13. All Jews, to total 120 73 12 89 38 36
14. Employers and 437 133 6.0 342 149 62
Independent
Workers
15. Salaried 103 71 08 74 28 29
Employees

16. Manual workers 5.1 3.6 03 3.1 11 155
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A. Urban Occupational Structure, Standardized by Years of School Completed

Males Female
Total Jewish Total Jewish
Urban Urban Urban Urban
@ @ ®) “@
Proportions of Occupational Groups (%)

1. Profs. and technic 116 99 125 89
(a) Employees 98 63 17 85
(b) Self-employed 18 36 038 04

2. Manag., propr. 147 369 53 89
(a) Employees 74 93 24 30
(b) Self-employed 73 276 29 59

3. Clerical 86 80 336 412

4. Sales 63 150 71 19.0

5. White collar (lines 1-4)  41.2 698 585 780

6. Craftsmen, efc. 215 17 11 1.0

7. Operatives 219 140 177 151

8. Service workers 77 34 22 59

9. Laborers 77 11 05 0

10. Blue collar (lines 5-9) 5838 302 415 220
11. Self-employed 9.1 312 37 63

B. Occupational Structure of Urban College Graduates, and Derived Proportion

of College Graduates within Occupations (males and females combined)

Occupational Structure

Derived Propor. (%),
College Grad. within

of College Graduates Occup.
Total Jewish Total Jewish
@ @ ®) @
12. Profs. and technic 632 582 520 76.0
(a) Employees 534 392 498 703
(b) Self-employed 98 19.0 683 909
13. Manag., propr. 157 221 127 200
(a) Employees 103 13 178 3238
(b) Self-employed 54 108 82 142

14 Clerical Q99 29

50 121
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9% Shares

Employes
&

Total Self-  Salaried Manual ~ Not
Country & Date 000 Total Employed Employees Workers Specified
1 @ (O] @ Q] ©) m
Poland, 1931
1. Jews 11445 100 622 82 268 28
2. Non-Tews 41395 100 182 132 592 94
USSR, 1926
3. Jews 9298 100 389 329 19.1 9.1
4. Non-Tews 12,7945 100 175 310 376 139
Germany, 1933
5. Jews 2973 100 431 286 78 205
6. Non-Tews 284776 100 130 190 478 202
Hungary, 1930
7. Jews 2073 100 350 253 323 74
8. Non-Tews 17195 100 164 11.0 636 90
Czechoslovakia, 1930
9. Jews 1523 100 422 282 18 178
10. Non-Tews 48214 100 122 180 534 164
Romania, 1913 (a)
11 Jews 717 100 474 219 308 0

12. Non-Jews 4060 100 342 224 434 0
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Males Females

An Excl. Farm An Excl. Farm

Total Jewish| Total Jewish|Total Jewish | Total Jewish
O e @6 © | 0 ©

1. Absolute numb. 4527 151 4083 151 2081 060 2004 060
Shares of Occupational Groups (%)

2. Professional, 99 203 110 204 122 155 127 156
technical, etc. total
(a) Employees 84 128 93 129 116 151 120 152
(b) Selfemployed 1.5 75 17 75 06 04 07 04
3. Managers, 133 351 147 353 55 89 57 89
proprietors, etc.
(excl. farm)
(a) Employees 63 108 70 108 23 32 24 32
(b) Selfemployed 7.0 243 77 245 32 57 33 57
4. Clerical and 69 80 76 80 303 439 315 440
kindred
5. Sales workers 54 141 60 142 69 144 71 145
6. White collar 355 775 393 779 549 827 570 830
(lines 2-5)
7. Craftsmen, 200 89 222 89 10 07 10 07
foremen, and
kindred
8. Operatives, ete. 209 101 232 101 171 112 178 112
9.Serviceworkers 61 23 68 23 227 51 236 51
(a) Private pa ma ma ma 96 05 100 05
household
(b) Other a ma ma ma 131 46 136 46
10. Laborers (except 7.7 08 85 08 06 0 06
farm and mine)
11 Total blue collar 547 221 607 221 414 170 430 170
(lines 7-10)
12. Farm (all) 98 04 0 0 37 03 0 0

13. Al selfemployed 158 319 94 320 45 63 40 61
14. All employees 842 681 906 680 955 937 960 939
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16. Total male and female 86.2 5.2 11.0 92.65
population, 1969

Third and Higher Order Generations of Jews (% in col. 1-3)

17. Males, 1957 9.8 90.5 457 13.65

18. Projected, 1969 100 100 65 1527

19. Females, 1957 933 809 155 11.48

20. Projected, 1969 100 100 2 13.10

21. Males and females, 100 100 41 141
projected, 1969

22. Total, all generations, 96 88 34 129

1969
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15-34 3544 4554 5564 6574

@ @ (O] @ )

1. Women bom in Russia, Yiddish 137 2.16 292 374 482
‘mother tongue

2. Women bom in Russia, other 156 246 357 431 563
‘mother tongue

3. Women bom in Poland, Yiddish 128 218 3.02 397 5.10
‘mother tongue

4 Native born white women 148 257 297 322 354

5. Women bom in Russia 246 544 6.96 750 7.46

6. Native born white women 2.04 3.77 445 481 4.86
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Assumption T

Assumption IT

Indexof  Indexof  Relative  Indexof  Indexof Relative
average  absolute  dispersion  average  absolute dispersion
income  dispersion  (absolute income dispersion (absolute

(1900=100) (1900=100) ~average (1900=100) (1900=100) average
income) income)
@ @ ® @ & (O]

1900 100 100 032 1,001 100 043

1905 95 97 034 94 98 045

1910 94 102 034 93 100 046

1915 102 97 031 102 98 0.40

1920 113 86 025 17 86 031

1925 120 87 023 126 87 029

1930 130 65 0.16 139 65 020

1935 138 33 0.08 150 33 0.09

1940 137 39 0.09 148 39 011

1945 140 24 0.05 152 24 0.07

1950 140 24 0.05 152 24 0.07
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Share of Agriculture

Total adj. to

exclude Jews as %
Date of Non-  womenin o total
Country Coverage  Jews Jews  Agriculture population
™ @ @ @ [©) ©
1. Poland 1931 40 66.0 534 98
2. USSR 1939 42 520 21
3.UsA 1937-1940 22 18.0 183 37
4. Latvia 1930 11 685 52.7(a) 4.8(1935)
5. Lithuania 1937 38 67.4(1923)  7.6(1923)
6. Germany 1933 13 249 169 08
7. Czechoslovakia 1930 83 356 273 24
8. Hungary 1930 27 541 482 51
9. Romania 1930 41 756 635 42
10. Bulgaria 1926 05 69.4(b) 0.85
11. Canada 1931 13 288 1.5(1941)
12. Argentina 1935 58 236(1914) 20
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Occupied Population and Shares Among Jews of:

Industry & Public Serv. &
Trade & Finance Handicrafts Professions
Countries. Countries. Countries.
u s u s u s
o @ (O] “@ (0] ©
Rask 041 079 06 074 020 040
Conrlation
Coefficient
b. Association Between Shares Among Jews of Several Major Sectors:
Tndustry & Public Serv. &
Trade & Finance Handicrafts Professions
Countries. Countries. Countries.
n s n s n s
o @ (O] “@ (0] ©
Rask 075 037 005 <015 033 067"
Conrlation
Coefficient

c- Association Between Shares of the Several Sectors Among Jews and among
NonJews:

Industry & ‘Public Serv. &
Trade & Finance Handicrafts Professions
Countries. Countries. Countries.
n s n s 1 s
o @ @ “@ ®) ©
Rask 056 +060 015 031 006 040

Conrlation
Coefficient






Images/46.jpeg
901 0s Ly rel tre Loy ot srl s ARIIE ST

0061 2YY pue JALLT PUE (06| ‘S|PALLY

v st 61 s [§ed €65 osp 0 959 wise e

8U 4 oy €91 sz ot L6 cu @ IS €2

widuQ ueadoing yinog pue ‘enua) wsed pue (Kupuuan “pur) ueadomsy walsap YA WO uSII0.|

'8 £1€ (143 811 0T 18T e 0L Lsol ndod pio. 7g

(%) SIEIOL IPIMAIUNO) Ul SUBYS ‘0761 ‘WonEMdo ] RO L PUE $HI0)S UBRI0 ] *)

T8 s Lrn 91 et 61L 695 oSt e Teq 10J woq dANEN [T

6 oy st 91 Sl L €L Ladl wl wioq U104 07

ey

re 9t 8¢ e rse 615 T Lot 161 30 10] 110g AN, 61

9¢ o 8EE 144 yie 98¢ 08t 901 980 wioq udri0g g

ustod

gz 69 £ 83 el 25 cor 63 38 10 10q AN LI

[T 961 95 ort Ty ots 3 80 i0q uBRI0] 91

umssmy

SIS U210 4

o€l €1€ $6T r6 10z 9T 10T 19 zost ®oL Sl

© ® [A) © © [ © @ [
B WO ENO) DN\ ONISEH  ISWGEON  dnuepy  puwduy  (qpw) oy
N PPN [N amjosqy

SUOIALG U SHO

7 P S pEpee

N E e B e e e





Images/45.jpeg
6L0 891 Lro € 6 BN
960 8z 90 9 8 uord €1
wo or 170 Lo ve umunoN I
£€0 Tie voo L Tie pnog 11
9o 96 610 61 86 [BIU2D) YINOS IS 01
1o Lo . 810 vl 6L [RNUDD) YN0 Ise 6
S0 8 (Y 1€0 [44 Sl dnuEpY YPnos ‘g
S0 s 1z 90 861 91¢ 10D ON L
670 €T 08 9€0 € 801 [ENUAD YUON 1S9 9
w0 ot 861 awLo 651 80T [enua) YuoN Iseq ¢
8T 019 T T 89 08z 1SEAION P
60°¢ s 31 8T 009 rie SNy APPIN '€
17 69 Ls wu s 69 puefBu MON T
(9%) sares
%6T 85 98661 %E 244 vIsIl Ciimw) amosqy ‘1
© © ) © @ [
P02 0a‘opwy  swop  wonemdog mog | [ 10301z 02 0nwy  swap  wopwindog ey,
8961 LT61

(%) 9101 IPUAKIIUNO") UI SO

IR06T PUE L76] *SIEWNST] YOOQIEI L USIMI[* UBILIDW Y *V





Images/48.jpeg
680 858 oL Lsy 008 89
80 969 o L6 L6 8¢
8L0 L8s LT 0w Lo SEE
960 6 83 605 918 ut
880 L 6€ 91€ viL 15T
80 79 8¢ e 9% vt
ot 1 e 69 $06 81
01 568 ot o6p 6L 80T 0961°S
80°1 s ot 6T 9L 961 os6l v
Foorg ursssmy
00’1 +596 o Tss (40 €901 6961 ¢
00’1 T8 L Iy s 66 0961 T
00t oL w9 e gu I'sg 0s61 1
uoneindog (0],
©) © ) (© @ [
woyundod jr10) oj puy  (sawaf) dBuaany  (sawak §) (sawaip) (wakg)  (1nw) quny
01109 UL IFEINT JO 0N DA GBI 00U YIL (00uds Sawwnid  aniosqy’

e e Bupalduio) o,

DIIQUIOT) ST ] PUS BN V





Images/47.jpeg
89
T

s
ool

rs
v9

Ly

0s

e

6€1
608

00¢
rey

e
L3¢
81T

8 9L 886 81 wt Ay g
vz 968 sy 81 81 pujod pus uissmy ¢
Suaeg jo 1uno)

a4 168 €3t 801 %) wase g
06T Tse 89T 8 881 WM 0€
B0 ueadoINg YINo- e e Ut WpadoIng WIS DBEIUAIL] VA0 JO WOg NN
gzl v 9g1s 811 191 At ‘62
£5¢ 895 1234 s i Pue[od §T
691 1s9 9 sor o'l eissmy °Lg
(wi0g] WB1210.) Y001 UBIAI0] 221 |

I erd Bbe &€l <9 e 97






Images/1.jpeg
§ Routledge

Taylor & Francis Group
LONDON AND NEW YORK





Images/42.jpeg
o

1T ¥8T 08T 68T L18 re9 606 42pI0 I PUE PIN L8
99¢ 6 sTs 96¢ ¥s9 T8t X3 06 (w8 pug) md B0} ‘woq NN "L
oLt 019 161 vTe s 1o 4 10 (w3 35]) woq uBta104 9
(®) w © ©) ) © @ w
WoL  1M0NSy 9T rost FST sTMOPd TRl plwopg
(%) S9IEWD§ PUT SYBIY SANOID) I3 UIHAY SUOIITIOUDE) 19PAQ) OUFIH PUT PANLL PUT *PUIIS ISILT JO SITYS 'l
= 0001 s o910 TLT 6sl oS (@) b 3U1] O UONNqUISI S
(g ou— ¢ 2ur) (5,000) 40023
T 86T 1zt 68¢ 1oy oLe LVO'L 19p10 194y pUE PAIY) JO UONNGUISIP PIALC “}
Toe 020's €S G681 68T €8S (5.000) LS61 YOI “SWOf “S'1) Jo uonnquistq ‘¢
N 69T wWE 0T 886 €1z (5.000) %51 PASIBA [ U] U 1101 J0 WONNQUISKC] T
N 17€T TPl €le L9 6L (%) LS61 40} OIS weissny ‘|
w © () (0] € @ m
(SWR) (5,000 uI'SOU DAONSY  POSE  HUET PTHL pIMopd
e uwpaly  Sqe) w0y,






Images/2.jpeg
Proportion of Number in Sector A to Total Number

08 07 06 05 04 03 02
O o & @ 6 e o0

I Per capita income of sector
A =50; of Sector B =100

1. Per capita income of total

population 60 65 70 75 80 85 90
Distribution (E) for both sectors
2. Share of first quintile 105 99 96 93 94 98 102
3. Share of fifth quintile 342 358 357 347 332 319 304
4_Range (3-2) 237 259 261 253 239 221 202
Distribution (U) for both sectors
5. Share of first quintile 38 38 37 37 38 38 39
6. Share of fifth quintile 407 419 429 427 415 402 387
7. Range (6-5) 368 381 391 390 378 364 348

Distribution (E) for Sector A,
(U) for Sector B

8. Share of first quintile 93 83 74 67 60 54 49
9. Share of fifth quintile 377 410 429 427 415 402 387
10. Range (9-8) 283 327 354 360 355 348 338

IL. Per capita income of Sector
A = 50; of Sector B =200

11. Per capita income of total

population 80 95 110 125 140 155 170
Distribution (E) for both sectors
12. Share of first quintile 79 68 6.1 56 54 54 59
13. Share of fifth quintile 500 491 455 416 380 350 322
14 Range (13-12) 421 423 394 360 326 296 263
Distribution (U) for both sectors
15. Share of first quintile 31 29 27 26 26 27 31
16. Share of fifth quintile 527 560 545 512 474 441 409
17. Range (6-5) 496 531 518 486 448 414 379

Distribution (E) for Sector A,

(U) for Sector B

18. Share of first quintile 74 62 54 47 42 39 38
19. Share of fifth quintile 516 560 546 512 474 441 409
20. Range (9-8) 442 498 492 465 432 402 372
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