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Just as market globalization and the technology and communications revolu-
tions are reshaping the world’s economies, a fundamental restructuring of the
American Jewish community is now underway. Fueled by the contributions of
mega-donors and shaped by a new generation of Jewish activists, the Jewish
community, beginning in the mid-1980s, has experienced its most significant
growth since American Jewry’s first revolution (1880–1920), resulting in the
birth of venture funds, the growth of family and community foundations, the
emergence of hundreds of Web sites, and the establishment of an array of new
organizations specializing in serving specialized interest groups and targeting
Jewish consumer needs and services.

Asecond American Jewish revolution is
now underway. At its core is philan-

thropy, which is joined by three other core
factors that have shaped this revolution: a
new generation of Jews; alternative ideas
and models of organizing (the emergent
revolution, as referenced below with its fo-
cus on building sustaining communities, so-
cial justice and service, and spiritual in-
quiry); and the rise of the concept of the
sovereign self. If the first “revolution”
launched the current Jewish Federation
model more than 100 years ago, the second
is now seeking to construct an alternative
enterprise, drawn in part from the core val-
ues of American business and entertain-
ment. Mega-donors—individuals and fam-
ily foundations that have garnered or
inherited significant wealth—are engaged
today in creating new initiatives designed to
reinvent aspects of Jewish religious and
communal life and to have an impact
through their giving on the larger society.
Acknowledging that the current Federation
system accounts for only 15% of Jewish
charitable giving today makes it possible to

better understand the scope of these
counter-establishment trends.

This new economic reality can be mea-
sured in part by examining the various ini-
tiatives inspired and supported by the
mega-donors, including birthright israel,
Project STAR (Synagogue Transformation
and Renewal), Partnership for Excellence
in Jewish Education, and more recently, a
collaborative initiative to establish REBOOT
(see http://www.rebooters.net), which ex-
plores the issues of generational changes in
identity, community, and meaning. Similar
ventures, such as Jeremiah’s Venture, which
recently collapsed, represent other expres-
sions of this entrepreneurial approach to or-
ganizing and managing communal change by
creating seed funding for new and innovative
programs to serve Generation X’ers and
Y’ers. As part of this thrust to reconstruct
community, one mega-donor, Michael Stein-
hardt, describes his motivation for donating
more than $100 million in the past decade to
such projects: “I felt the Jewish institutional
world was growing weaker and was structur-
ally archaic” (Cohen, 2004).
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But this second revolution is also about
the successful engagement of Jews in the
nonprofit enterprise as a whole, as this
changing investment pattern of charitable
dollars reflects the comfort level and degree
of integration experienced by Jews within
the larger society. Mega-donors are leading
the way in repositioning the Jewish partner-
ship within the generic social networks and
philanthropic systems of American society.

THE CONTEXT FOR CHANGE

Over the course of this past decade and
continuing into the foreseeable future, it is
estimated that more than a trillion dollars
will pass from one generation of Americans
to another. A significant portion of that
generational transfer of wealth involving
billions of dollars will be from Jewish fami-
lies (Cohen, 2004).

The changes now contributing to this new
revolution are driven by a host of factors. In
the first instance, the centerpiece of tradi-
tional Jewish philanthropy, the Federation
system, emerged as an effective crisis-
management model designed to raise
needed funds and to distribute essential ser-
vices. The federated system had developed
in response to the worldwide priorities of
the Jewish people and had an international
partnership with the Jewish Agency and the
JDC that served its global mission and vi-
sion. This institutional model was capable
of responding effectively to critical events
in the 20th century for which funding fo-
cused on rescue and relief. It was con-
structed to serve a generation of donors
who were committed to shared values and a
defined sets of interests and who identified
with a centralized, single campaign ap-
proach.

Yet, increasingly new generations of Jew-
ish philanthropists have begun to identify
with a narrower range of Jewish interests,
often locally based and institutionally fo-
cused. Similarly, an array of social indica-
tors are affecting patterns of giving, includ-
ing the increased mobility of American
Jews, who move on average every five years

and often maintain second homes, along
with the growing options for philanthropic
giving available both within and outside of
the Jewish community (Cohen & Kafka,
2004). Consider these findings of the 2001
National Jewish Population Survey:

Nine percent of people age 35–49 gave $100 or
more to a local Jewish Federation, and only 2
percent of those ages 18 to 34 made gifts of
that amount. What’s more, Jews said they
were directing more of their gifts to other Jew-
ish causes and to secular charities. For in-
stance, people age 35 to 49 gave an average of
$73 to local Jewish Federations, $279 to other
Jewish causes, and $481 to non-Jewish institu-
tions.

THE NEW
COMMUNAL INFRASTRUCTURE

This must be understood as a revolution
of generations, as X’ers and Y’ers are de-
fining “community” around a different set
of parameters. The sovereign self has re-
placed the collective good, just as an entre-
preneurial approach to institution building
has supplanted the Federation’s traditional
crisis-based model and the umbrella frame-
work for charitable giving. This revolution
encompasses new uses of language, ad-
vanced technologies, and different modali-
ties of organizing. If the established com-
munal model was understood to be an
integrated, multiagenda approach to col-
lective problem solving, the emerging
framework is highly diffuse and driven by
single-issue constituencies, with a market
approach that can be described as seg-
mented rather than holistic. Today, the
emergence of many new institutional mod-
els reflects these social changes, in part
driven by the new philanthropic impetus to
reconfigure the communal enterprise. Some
of these new institutional initiatives con-
tinue to thrive, whereas others have already
collapsed or have been folded into other
organizational structures. Federations and
other traditional fundraising models have
shed their historical approach to crisis-
based campaigning in an effort to reflect
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these generational and social shifts. These
established communal structures have be-
gun to experiment with various innovative
and donor-directed initiatives, as discussed
later in this article.

Both the number of new national organi-
zations, estimated to be in the several hun-
dreds, and of new Jewish periodicals and
newspapers that have been created over the
past 20-year cycle suggest the breath and
significance of this revolutionary trend. The
emergence of these organizations repre-
sents the single largest growth of new Jew-
ish institutions since the first communal
revolution of the late 19th century and early
decades of the 20th century. Although some
of these newly formed entities, such as
birthright israel, have emerged directly as a
result of the involvement of the mega-
donors, others have responded to the gen-
erational and cultural shifts that have de-
fined this time frame. Among the other
institutions that have been created in this
time sequence are political groups with
highly directed agendas, such as the Repub-
lican Jewish Coalition (1985), the National
Jewish Democratic Council (1990), Coali-
tion on the Environment and Jewish Life
(1993), ProIsrael (1990), and UN Watch
(1993). In addition to the formation of the
Jewish Funders Network (1990), the Jewish
Fund for Justice (1985), the Abraham Fund
(1989), and Joshua Venture (2002–2005)
were established to serve innovative and
specialized philanthropic interests. Institu-
tions focusing on hunger (Mazon [1985]),
international service (American Jewish
World Service [1985]), literacy (National
Jewish Coalition on Literacy [1997]), and
outreach and identity (Jewish Outreach In-
stitute [1987]) are other examples of single-
issue concerns in this revolutionary model.
During this era one can identity as well a
wide array of specialized cultural, educa-
tional, and Israel-based organizations. One
of the more interesting phenomena of this
period has been the emergence of special-
ized membership groupings, such as the
World Congress of Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual,
and Transgender Jews (1985), Jewish Chil-

dren’s Adoption Network (1990), Interna-
tional Association of Genealogical Societies
(1988), and Jewish Genetic Disease Con-
sortium (2000).

A distinguishing feature of many of these
new enterprises is that they are operated as
primarily “virtual” services or resources,
providing specialized information and pro-
grams on a global scale. A corollary factor
is the growing number of entrepreneurial
partnerships between the world of business
and communal organizations. Travel agen-
cies working in cooperation with syna-
gogues and other institutions in the promo-
tion of study programs to Eastern Europe,
FSU, Spain, and Israel have generated a
whole new learning industry. Similarly, the
recently created partnership between Of-
fice Max and the Union for Reform Juda-
ism provides reduced pricing to participat-
ing congregations and their members on a
wide array of merchandise, with cash re-
bates in turn benefiting synagogues.

PLACING THIS REVOLUTION
IN CONTEXT

This emerging new Jewish model of en-
gagement and giving is drawing heavily on
business and entertainment principles ex-
tracted from the very culture in which many
of these mega-donors secured their wealth.
Just as this generation of new wealth is con-
tributing to the reshaping of American and
Jewish philanthropy in the 21st century,
their earlier predecessors likewise contrib-
uted to the first revolution in American
Jewish philanthropy, extracting principles
and best practices from the general culture
and social norms of an earlier period within
American history. “Jewish philanthropists
are credited for many innovations includ-
ing: the matching gift, developed by Jacob
Henry Schiff, a leading Jewish philanthro-
pist in the mid-1880’s; and the practice of
‘calling cards,’ an aggressive manner of
fundraising” (Tobin, Solomon, & Karp,
2003, p. 8).

The mega-donors of that era were prima-
rily European Jewish bankers, as repre-
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sented by the Rothschild family. The late
19th century would see the emergence of a
Jewish bourgeois class, which began to as-
sume control over Jewish institutions and in
turn sought out the services of the first Jew-
ish professionals to manage the affairs of
the community. The “Jewish problem” then
centered on the socialization process in-
volving masses of poor Jews seeking to dis-
cover their American identity. “Now we are
concerned with affluent Jews seemingly in
movement away from Judaism. Then anti-
Semitism was a major factor in Jewish life.
Now acceptance seems to be our major
challenge” (Sheingold, 2001).

When did this revolution begin? This
phenomenon was created as a result of sev-
eral key factors. The first relates to the
transfer of significant wealth from one gen-
eration to the next. Second, during the
1990s technology boom, scores of young en-
trepreneurs acquired significant wealth.
Unlike their parents and grandparents,
these new philanthropists tended to adopt a
more hands-on approach to giving, which
helped fuel the creation of philanthropic
funds and foundations as well as the cre-
ation of new community institutional mod-
els. Furthermore, the centerpiece issues
that framed Federation’s agenda in building
a Jewish national state—assisting survivors
of the Shoah, and rescuing and resettling
Jews residing in hostile societies—no longer
required the same level of attention and en-
gagement, and in turn many Jews looked
elsewhere to pursue personal interests and
new institutional and philanthropic priori-
ties.

This revolution also features a different
set of social values. While the earlier model
sought to combine traditional Jewish orga-
nizational practices and communal values
with a 19th-century emphasis on American
progressivism, this second encounter re-
flects the themes and values of 21st-century
globalism and the individualistic impulses
associated with Generation Y’ers. Now in-
dividuals rather than organizations or gov-
ernments are the agents of change, empow-
ered by computers, teleconferencing, and

production networks, all drawing on the en-
ergy and creativity of people operating as
entrepreneurs as they recast and challenge
traditional relationships and networks. As
Thomas Friedman suggests in his 2005
book, The World is Flat, A Brief History of
the 21st Century, “meaning” today is con-
structed by the individual and is no longer
framed by institutions or the general cul-
ture. Traditional social and religious bound-
aries and specific ideologies are seen today
as permeable, enabling individuals and
groups to integrate previously separated
cultural practices and religious rituals into
something that provides personal expres-
sion for this globalist generation.

In part, these new communal and philan-
thropic expressions are reflections of a
growing new religious phenomenon of
“emergent religious communities,” which
empower their members around “transi-
tion, exploration, creativity, challenge, col-
laboration, faith, danger, and opportunity”
(see www.emergentvillage.com). In part
this alternative religious expression must be
understood as a counter-cultural revolution
whose leaders are committed to the “estab-
lishment of transformative sacred commu-
nities unbound by conventional expecta-
tions about what a synagogue is ‘supposed’
to be” (Synagogue 3000, 2006). A commit-
ment to text study, the creative use of ritual,
and an engagement with social activism are
key elements of the emergent experience.

EXAMINING OTHER
INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSES

To assist both these new financial players
and the older families of wealth in defining
their agenda, the Jewish Funders Network,
as referenced above, has emerged in part as
a counter-force to the United Jewish Com-
munities, the umbrella structure of the Fed-
eration system, and to other established
communal and religious institutions in de-
fining and shaping the future communal
agenda (see www.jfunders.org). Yet, what is
strikingly significant is a growing body of
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evidence that suggests that the real wealth
of these emerging Jewish power players is
being directed outside the Jewish commu-
nity. A study of these mega-donors con-
cludes that “the Americanization of Jewish
giving has also included a growing propen-
sity to give to philanthropies outside of the
Jewish community. American Jews have
become an integral part of the philan-
thropic mainstream, donating large sums to
a variety of institutions and organizations in
the realms of education, health, human ser-
vices, culture, politics, and others” (Tobin
et al., 2003, p. 8).

In 1998, some 3,000 private foundations
with a combined value of $6.2 billion gave
to Jewish causes; by 2001 that number had
already reached 5,000, and that figure does
not even include supporting foundations
and donor-advised funds run by individual
Federations and community foundations
(Minkin, 2001). According to Tobin and
others, the growth in family and community
foundations and the increase in donor-
directed giving options have continued to
accelerate since 2001.

Over the past five years, partly in re-
sponse to this philanthropic revolution,
Federations in such communities as New
York, Los Angeles, Washington, DC, and
Denver have created Jewish venture and
philanthropic funds. According to Mary
Joyce, a professor of nonprofit marketing,
these new ventures reflect “a growing de-
mand among donors that charitable organi-
zations become more responsive to their
desires.” Other factors have contributed to
this trend toward directed giving, according
to Joyce. In the wake of corporate melt-
downs involving Enron, Global Crossing,
and Arthur Andersen and in reaction to
other scandals within the religious sector
and government itself, many donors have
lost trust in major charities and “no longer
want to give to generic causes, where
they’re not even sure their money is going
to be used for something they even sup-
port” (Ballon, 2002). Ballon’s article also
quoted the editor of the Chronicle of Phi-
lanthropy as follows: “Not surprisingly, a

growing number of banks, brokerages and
other financial services companies are set-
ting up plans that allow donors to deposit
money into special charitable accounts, get
a tax deduction and then recommend which
charities should receive the money. Even
such button-downed firms as Fidelity In-
vestments and Vanguard Group now have
so-called donor-advised funds.”

UNPACKING THE
MEGA-DONOR REVOLUTION

In their study entitled Mega-Gifts in
American Philanthropy (2003), Tobin and
his colleagues offer some compelling data
on the patterns of giving of this new class of
American Jewish wealth. Of the 502 mega-
donors in the United States, 123 or nearly
25% of this total category of philanthropists
were Jewish. Between 1995 and 2000 these
502 funders made a large number of signifi-
cant gifts in excess of $10 million dollars
each, accounting for more than $29 billion
in total contributions: “Jewish donors made
188 or 21.7% of the 865 total gifts, contrib-
uting $5,260,700,000 (18%) of the mega gift
dollars” (Tobin et al., 2003, p. 17). This
study also noted the Jewish mega-donors
directed the bulk of their giving to higher
education (49%), followed by arts, culture
and humanities (21%), public society ben-
efit (14%), public/primary education
(9%), health (6%), and all other categories
(1%).

But of all of these dollars expended, ac-
cording to Tobin’s initial study, only $318
million—6%—went to Jewish institutions
(Berkofsky, 2004). These Jewish donations
were provided by a subset of major givers
who directed significant portions of their
wealth to Jewish causes, including the
Bronfman family foundations, the Richard
and Rhoda Goldman Fund, the Koret
Foundation, Michael and Judy Steinhardt’s
Jewish Life Network, the Charles and Lynn
Schusterman Family Foundation, and the
Wexner Foundation.
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DEFINING THIS NEW CULTURE OF
GIVING AND ENGAGEMENT

According to Richard Marker, a philan-
thropy advisor who teaches at New York
University, mega-donors are now directing
their giving to general social and educa-
tional needs because of the general accep-
tance of Jews within mainstream American
society. Marker is quoted as saying, “‘You
can view this as a very positive situation. . . .
If the only way we look at it is [with] hand
wringing, then I think we don’t get the full
picture.’” If there is in fact a problem,
Marker believes it has more to do with lead-
ership than finances: “I think many of those
[donors to secular causes] have not found it
as gratifying to become involved in leader-
ship of Jewish causes.” He further notes
that among younger Jews there appears to
be less of an “‘automatic obligation’” to
support Jewish activities. “‘The next gen-
eration will be supporting Jewish causes
that they feel speak directly to their own
interests, and that’s the characteristic
change of philanthropy, Jewish or other-
wise.’” In that age group, he said, donors
are “very heavily motivated by personal in-
volvement and the feeling their dollars are
making a difference. They’re less commit-
ted to general kinds of charitable giving,
such as United Way and the Federation,
[but] it doesn’t mean they’re less generous”
(Kraft, 2005).

Similarly, Tobin argues that Jewish giving
is a reflection of the level of security en-
joyed by American Jews, and that the more
integrated Jews feel within this society, the
greater is their propensity to give to generic
causes. He has also noted that an “Ameri-
canization” of Jewish philanthropy has oc-
curred with “Jewish mega-donors spear-
heading the trend. Tzedakah has been
transformed from the religious tradition of
Jews to the civil tradition of American giv-
ing” (Pash, 2003).

Marvin Schotland (2003), president of
the Jewish Community Foundation in Los
Angeles, identifies several characteristics of
this new donor class: “the wealthy are in-

terested in the big picture. They want to
make a difference on a macro level. . . . The
wealthy have no patience with institutional
bureaucracy. They abhor inefficiency, lack
of cooperation and lack of coordination
among organizations. . . . Finally, the
wealthy donate to particular causes with
which they identify. This is particularly rel-
evant in reaching younger adults who may
not necessarily relate to traditional ap-
peals.”

Commenting on the giving trends of ma-
jor donors, Jack Wertheimer, provost of the
Jewish Theological Seminary, noted that
many of the original benefactors have stipu-
lated that their children give a certain per-
centage to Jewish causes:

“Why? They don’t trust their offspring to
share their emotional attachment to the Jew-
ish world. But 65% to 75% of the money do-
nated from Jewish family foundations already
is going to non-Jewish causes. ‘You can say
that’s their commitment to America in gen-
eral, but on the other hand it’s a hemorrhaging
of dollars to Jewish community,’ Wertheimer
said, noting that Jews of past generations gave
a greater percentage of their wealth to Jewish
causes than today. . . . In the coming years,
nearly twice as much money is going to Israel
outside the UJA/Federation structure rather
than through it.’ That’s because large dona-
tions are going to hospitals, museums, yeshi-
vot and organizations known as “Friends
Of . . .” as in Friends of Hebrew University”
(Rubin, 1998).

TRENDS IN AMERICAN
JEWISH PHILANTHROPY

Mainstream donors reflect the same giv-
ing patterns of mega contributors. The Jew-
ish Community Study of New York (2002)
clearly reflects these changed patterns of
giving. Of those surveyed, 65% indicated
that they had made gifts to non-Jewish
causes, whereas 58% reported giving to
Jewish charities. Although the percentage
of giving to Jewish-based charities remains
higher among mainstream contributors
than among mega-donors, both groups to-
day are providing more of their resources to
generic philanthropic interests than to spe-
cifically Jewish institutions.
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The annual Federation campaigns in the
United States over the past decade have av-
eraged about $850 million, but when one
adds in contributions to the Federation en-
dowment funds and special campaigns, this
total exceeds $1.6 billion annually. Overall,
it is estimated that the 159 Federations have
accumulated some $8 billion in noncam-
paign assets (Edelsberg, 2004).

If one considers contributions being
made to religious institutions annually, not
including synagogue capital campaigns, an
additional $1.4 billion is being raised. In ad-
dition, other Jewish charities probably raise
a minimum of $700 million, not includ-
ing support for Jewish education, a $1 bil-
lion economic sector with prospects for
continued expansion. Collectively, Jewish
philanthropic support is approaching $5 bil-
lion.

But although overall Jewish giving is
growing, annual donations to Federation-
United Jewish Appeal campaigns, when ad-
justed for inflation, have been on the de-
cline since 1989, if not earlier, as have the
number of contributors to these campaigns
and the percentage of their charitable giv-
ing directed to Jewish causes. In turn, there
is increasing competition for the charitable
dollar and for donors’ attention, interest,
and time.

But possibly more significant has been
the “rising tide of engaged philanthropy” in
which funders seek out ways through their
contributions to express their values and re-
alize their goals through their personal en-
gagement. Some have suggested that as a
result of the emergence of the mega-donor
“the communal Jewish agenda in this coun-
try is being decided by separate philan-
thropic entities, rather than by one united
federated system. . . . Given the extraordi-
nary growth in contemporary society of
myriad forms of individualism,” the special
influence and roles played today by the
Jewish mega-donors “reverberate through-
out the Jewish philanthropic world” (Edels-
berg, 2004, pp. 33–34).

FACING NEW CHALLENGES

Long-term challenges for the new philan-
thropists are in part summarized in an ar-
ticle by Jeffrey Solomon. Mega-giving can
lead to a disjointed response to critical so-
cial and communal needs:

As private philanthropy becomes an increas-
ingly powerful force, it must act less like a
group of competing candy stores, whether ful-
filling the sweet tooth of the benefactors or of
favored grantees. Instead, envision a philan-
thropic landscape where donors, small and
large, share information and learning, re-
sources and insights, where challenges are un-
dertaken on a systemic basis, where philan-
thropic partnerships are the norm and synergy
among beneficiaries is the expectation. Seri-
ous funders must take the lead in creating an
environment of serious reflection, recognizing
that the inherent power of the accumulated
wealth of the field . . . suggests a range of ques-
tions for consideration (Solomon, 2004).

Federations and mainstream charities are
seeking to counter these trends as well.
Jewish Toronto Tomorrow (JTT) initiative
represents one such creative approach by
the Federation world in “trying to capture
the imagination of new philanthropists,” ac-
cording to Ted Sokolsky, president of the
UJA Federation of Greater Toronto. This
funding proposal involves the development
of three major Jewish campuses in different
Toronto neighborhoods (Kraft, 2005). The
second American Jewish revolution values
of collaboration, social entrepreneurship,
and segmented marketing all come into
play when exploring these new models of
community development. One can now
identify across the North American land-
scape a variety of venture funds and inno-
vative campaign models designed to attract
a new and younger donor base as well as to
offer traditional Federation supporters al-
ternative ways to direct their giving.

ON REFLECTION

Facts, figures, and trends demonstrate
that the second American Jewish revolution
is now underway. Mega-donors both
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through their investment in Jewish causes
and their broad participation within Ameri-
can philanthropy have effectively unleashed
a set of institutional and social forces. This
transformation is driven in part by how
American Jews see themselves as a part of
the larger society. As a result, a fundamen-
tal reconfiguration of institutional life is
taking place in American Jewish life. This
revolution involves a shift from a central-
ized system of giving and a shared commu-
nal agenda to a competitive and individual-
ized marketplace, which has fueled the

largest and most innovative growth of new
Jewish institutions since the days of the first
American Jewish revolution. These person-
alized Jewish philanthropic roadmaps and
alternative new institutional expressions
generated by a new generation of Jewish
activists respond to the impulse of the sov-
ereign self.

This is a revolution of both product and
process, as religious and communal infra-
structures are seeking to be responsive to
new economic factors, cultural trends, and
social and demographic forces. The chal-

Table 1. The Second American Jewish Revolution—How American Jews are Reinventing Community

Traditional Models of Community (1870s–1920s) Emerging Models of Community (1985–200?)

Crisis-based model: Driven by an agreed-on
agenda

Entrepreneurial model: Driven by the marketplace

Collective responsibility: Demonstrating a signifi-
cant international focus along with other na-
tional, regional, and community-based features.

Selective engagement: Primarily individualized re-
sponses directed toward local purposes and per-
sonal causes, de-emphasizing the broader com-
mitments to collective responsibility

We are one: Centralized and unified borders and
boundaries shaped by those who define them-
selves as part of “community”

The sovereign self: Borders and boundaries are less
significant as expressed in transdenominational-
ism and Jewish renewal

A highly integrated federation-community model
functioning with incremental change

New, often highly diffused institutional responses,
generally initiated on the edge

Focus on continuity and institutional maintenance
with a significant emphasis on international Jew-
ish communal concerns.

Driven by innovation and experimentation, with a
specific focus on locally based interests and
activities.

Multi-issue institutions Single-issue constituencies
Jewish identity and continuity as the primary

themes, based on the notion of Jews seeking ac-
ceptance and recognition

Jewish identity is seen as one of the competing
ideas in an age in which Jewish “acceptance” is
complete.

Generational-neutral: Serving all age groups Generational-nuanced: Specialized services to par-
ticular constituencies

Generic marketing Segmented marketing
Fund development is based on traditional cam-

paign models, with some experimentation on the
edges

A new group of “funders” have entered the scene
and are underwriting a significant number of
new initiatives and/or capturing older institutions
and reinventing them.

Traditional organizational and affiliation patterns
are prevalent, including a high premium on be-
longing and the value of membership

The idea of “joining” has given way to dropping in
and also dropping out. Technology as shaping
and reinventing communal practice

Built on peer relationships and shared expectations Constructed around individuals with shared inter-
ests, seeking specific outcomes

Institutions and structures as central images and
symbols of “community”

Networks of relationships that form and may even
disband once defined goals are explored and
achieved.

Israel and the Holocaust seen as central organizing
and sustaining principles

Themes related to relevance and immediacy
dominate

Over time a Jewish “communal” vocabulary has
been created that reflected a particular time pe-
riod and set of players.

A whole new vocabulary is emerging that aligns
Jewish ideas with the contemporary culture, i.e.,
“New Jewish Cool.”
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lenge ahead is to understand the impact of
these external and internal transforma-
tional realities on Jewish identity and
engagement. As Table 1 suggests, this
revolution is creating a fundamental recon-
figuration of the communal model, result-
ing in the formation of a new American
Jewish paradigm.
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