Dr Ira M Sheskin 
email: isheskin@miami.edu
  
Ph.D Daniel Etienne Altman 
email: daniel.altman@fulbrightmail.org
  
Harriet Hartman 
email: hartman@rowan.edu
  
  
  
  
  
  
A Comparison of FSU Jews and non-FSU Jews in the United States

The Pew Research Center 2020 report found that about 10% (750,000) of American Jews were born in the Former Soviet Union or are the children of Jews born in the FSU. The goal of the Soviet Jewry movement was to have all Soviet Jews move to Israel where they would be free to practice their religion. Many observers thought that the chances were significant that FSU Jews who came to the US would quickly assimilate and lose the tenuous Jewish identity with which they arrived.

The purpose of this paper, using data from the 2000-01 National Jewish Population Survey (NJPS 2000-01), the Century 21 data set, the 2011 Jewish Community Study of New York, and the Pew Research Center's Jewish Americans in 2020 data set, is to examine the extent to which FSU respondents differ from non-FSU respondents. Are FSU respondents less or more religiously and culturally connected to their Jewish identity than non-FSU respondents? Has this immigrant group, about 30 years after many arrived, lost their Jewish identity?

The Soviet Jewry movement was correct in assuming that FSU respondents would be more connected in an ethnic sense than in a religious sense. All four studies basically show this to be true. But, for so many measures, even when FSU respondents have lower levels of Jewish connectivity, those levels are not all that much lower. Perhaps most telling is that synagogue membership is now just over one-third for both FSU and non-FSU respondents. In Pew 2020, 82% of FSU respondents do at least one of eight religious behaviors as do 81% of non-FSU respondents. Thirty-nine percent do four or more of these behaviors for FSU respondents and 41% for non-FSU respondents. FSU respondents show greater Jewish connectivity for eight of nine Jewish cultural behaviors. Thus, the fears of the Soviet Jewry movement appear to be mostly unfounded. perhaps another 200,000 "Israeli-connected" persons (for example, born in the FSU or other countries, lived in Israel for several years, and now live in the US). Pew 2020 data (Pew Research Center 2021) show that about 4% (300,000) of American Jews say they are Hispanic. The largest group of Hispanic Jews are Cubans, most of whom migrated to the US well before 1990. Others came since 1990 from Argentina, Venezuela, Peru, and other Latin American countries (Sheskin 2015a). There are also small numbers of Syrian, Iranian, South African, Ethiopian, and other Jews (Gold 2015).

None of these groups can account for an increase of 1.5 million. Even using high estimates of Israelis, Hispanic Jews, and other immigrants and their descendants might add to 500,000.

) also estimated about 750,000 FSU Jews. 3 The Soviet Jewry Movement

The Soviet Jewry movement (Altshuler 2005) was an international human rights effort that fought for the right of Jews in the Soviet Union to emigrate. The American Jewish Committee, the World Jewish Congress, the National Conference on Soviet Jewry, the Student Struggle for Soviet Jewry, and local community-based organizations all used peaceful political protest. The Jewish Defense League occasionally turned to violent protest. The passage of the Jackson-Vanik Amendment in Congress in 1974 (which linked US trade relations with the Soviet Union to freedom of emigration and human rights) gradually led to increasing emigration of Soviet Jews. But most of the FSU Jews in the US today derive from a major influx which entered the US between 1989-1992.

The Soviet Jewry movement had, as its goal, to rescue Soviet Jews and bring them to Israel where they would be free to practice their religion. When the "floodgates" opened in the late 1980s and early 1990s, the experience was a bit different from the expectation. First, while the vast majority did go to Israel, some chose the United States, Germany, and other places. 4 American Jewish activists in the Soviet Jewry movement had wanted all Soviet Jews to go to Israel. 5 Second, while they were now free to practice their religion, many had little to no interest in doing so. It is this second factor which is explored in this paper.

2 This number is generally consistent with the 600-750,000 cited in Remennick, 2007, 175). The US Department of State reported almost 600,000 Jewish refugees from the USSR/FSU from 1961-2001 and the Department of Justice reported 394,000 (Chiswick and Wenz 2004).

3 For a summary of FSU Jewish migration, See Tolts (2020).

4 Tolts (2020) presents evidence that from 1989 to 2017 about 1,084,000 Jews and their relatives went to Israel, 328,000 to the US, and 229,000 to Germany.

5 Some evidence exists that there was an interest in the Jewish religion among at least some FSU arrivals. See Martin (1991).

Before addressing the issue of the extent to which FSU Jews differ from non-FSU Jews, this paper addresses the question about the size of the FSU population and its role in the estimate of the number of American Jews.

From 1970 to 1990, most agreed that, based upon data from the American Jewish Year Book and the 1990 National Jewish Population Study (NJPS 1990) [START_REF] Kosmin | Highlights of the CJF 1990 National Jewish population survey[END_REF], about six million Jews lived in the US. When the Pew Research Center's report Jewish Americans in 2020 was released, it suggested that, despite a low fertility rate and a relatively high death rate in the US Jewish community, the US Jewish population had increased significantly over the past 30 years (1990 to 2020) to about 7.5 million. Was the 7.5 million correct? Pew based this estimate on a random multi-modal survey (using internet and mail) with Address-Based Sample (ABS). Although expensive, this is currently considered the best survey methodology.1 Some of the expansion from their previous estimate of 6.7 million in 2013 (Pew Research Center 2013) was almost certainly due to a somewhat broadened (by the Pew Research Center) definition of who is counted as Jewish in 2013 and in 2020. Some of the expansion also could have been Pew's change in methodology from a random digit dialing (RDD) telephone survey in 2013 to a multi-modal (internet/mail) ABS survey in 2020. But the 7.5 million is not significantly different from The American Jewish Population Project (AJPP) at Brandeis University's Steinhardt Social Research Institute that estimates a total Jewish population of 7.6 million for 2020 [START_REF] Tighe | American Jewish population project, summary and highlights 2014[END_REF]. It is also not significantly different from the 7.3 million published in the 2021 American Jewish Year Book [START_REF] Sheskin | United States Jewish population[END_REF]. All three of these studies used far from perfect methodologies, but all produced the same basic number (as a percentage, the lowest estimate-7.3 million is only 4% lower than the highest estimate-7.6 million).

Thus, we can have a reasonable level of confidence that both the six million in 1990 and the 7.5 million in 2020 are reasonable estimates. Yet, how do we explain this increase of 1.5 million. It is at odds with the vital statistics (birth and death rates) and the general feeling that the Jewish community is probably losing more members due to assimilation than it is gaining due to people becoming Jews-by-Choice. This paper suggests that much of this increase is due to a significant net migration. Few American Jews have emigrated from the US since 1990. Based on data from the Israeli Central Bureau of Statistics on www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org, it is likely that no more than 60,000 American Jews moved to Israel between 1990 and 2020, some of whom returned to the US. Some Jews have, over the past 30 years, migrated to the US from Israel. Based upon data from Sheskin (2010a), it is likely that there are at least 100,000 Israeli-born Jews in the US and

Literature Review

FSU Jews came to the US from a Soviet society in which religion was suppressed in general (and more suppressed for Jews than others) [START_REF] Wiesel | The Jews of silence[END_REF][START_REF] Korey | The origins and development of Soviet antisemitism: an analysis[END_REF] and in which historically significant antisemitism had occurred and continued to occur. Those who had chosen the US over Israel had, perhaps, fewer connections to their Jewish identity. Some chose the US because they had American relatives. Still others, who knew little about either country, knew that if they chose the US, they could always change their mind and go to Israel in the future but that if they chose Israel, it might become difficult in the future to change their mind and go to the US.

Regardless of their reasons for choosing the US over Israel, many observers thought that the chances were significant that FSU Jews would quickly assimilate and lose the tenuous Jewish identity with which they arrived. Gold (2015, 12) states that "the most significant issues (between the arriving Soviet Jews and the American Jewish community) concerned the extent to which Soviet Jews were expected to conform to the broader community's perspective on where and how they should live their lives." Gold (2015, 13) notes that: American Jews assumed that Russian speakers came to the US to re-establish their religious identities; would graciously accept their instructions on how to become American Jews; and would rapidly repudiate their linguistic, cultural, and sentimental attachments to the FSU. Reflecting this perspective, during the 1970s and 1980s several articles in The Journal of Jewish Communal Service provided resettlement staff with patronizing hints on how to bring Soviet émigrés into the American Jewish community for their own good.

Further, [START_REF] Remennick | Russian Jews on three continents, identity, integration, and conflict[END_REF] as cited in Gold (2015, 14) points out that: Russian-speaking Jewish immigrants are grateful for the benefits and services they receive from American Jews. However, they have very different outlooks and life experiences than their hosts. Accordingly, they sometimes lock horns with members of the host community with regard to the nature of group identity, religious involvement, social and political behavior, and location of settlement. American Jews were often taken aback to find that the newcomers were more interested in finding jobs and attending to their children's futures than frequenting synagogues or keeping kosher; have their own ideas about religious and national identity; prize the Russian language, culture, and landscape; take pride in the accomplishments of the FSU; and retain elements of a Russian identity in the US. [START_REF] Sarna | Toward a comprehensive policy planning for Russian-speaking Jews in North America[END_REF], for the Jewish People's Policy Planning Institute, noted that:

In dealing with Russian-speaking Jews in North America, we face two main challenges and three possible outcomes. The challenges included: 1) Consequences of disintegration of the close-knit immigrant society of newly arrived Russian-speaking Jews; and 2) Utilizing the special strengths of Russian-speaking Jews for the benefit of the wider American Jewish community. The three possible outcomes were: 1) The loss of Jewish identity and rapid assimilation; 2) An adaptation of American-Jewish identity (with the benefits and shortcomings associated with it); and 3) A formation of a distinctive Russianspeaking Jewish identity strong enough to be further sustained. Thus, by the late 1980s, professional and lay members of the American Jewish community finally began to acknowledge that most Soviet Jews in the US were not interested in becoming religious in the manner planned by their hosts. Initial hopes for rapid religious assimilation were replaced by a more realistic acknowledgment of Soviet émigrés' secular and ethnic (rather than religious) identification (Carp 1990, 366-374).

Zeltzer-Zubida and Kasinitz (2005) conclude that these attitudes persist into the second generation (born in the US of Russian-speaking parents):

Even those born in the US often maintain a preference for fellow Russians as friends and marriage partners. The authors of a New York-based study of émigré youth found that as they approach adulthood, the children of Russian-speaking Jewish immigrants frequently develop a new appreciation for co-ethnic interaction and make efforts to improve their Russian language skills to facilitate interactions with fellow émigrés.

The purpose of this paper, then, using data from the 2000-01 National Jewish Population Survey (NJPS 2000-01), the Century 21 data set, the 2011 Jewish Community Study of New York , and the Pew Research Center's Jewish Americans in 2020 data set, is to examine the extent to which FSU respondents differ from non-FSU respondents. Are FSU respondents less or more religiously and culturally connected to their Jewish identity than non-FSU respondents?6 American Jews have lived in a society where, historically, being Jewish was treated more as a religious identification than as an ethnic identification (Dashefsky, Sheskin, and Winter, forthcoming 2023) particularly in the large Reform movement, while FSU Jews were attuned to Judaism being regarded as a nationality in an atheistic environment. American Jews hoped that FSU Jews would assimilate into the American Jewish community, but only acculturate into American society.

While it is true that the majority of American-born Jews share a common region of origin (Russia and parts of what is now eastern Europe that were under the control of the czars), their parents and grandparents left Europe between 1880-1914 before the establishment of the Soviet Union in 1922. While some Jews spoke Russian and Ukrainian, etc., the vast majority communicated in Yiddish and their "cultural, linguistic, ideological, educational, and religious characteristics are unlike those of the newly arrived" (Gold 2016, 112).

Helping to maintain their Russianness and thus, lessening their need to integrate into the American Jewish community is the fact that many FSU Jews who arrived in the 1989-1992 period settled in Russian neighborhoods (Figure 1), such as Brighton Beach (NY), Bensonhurst (NY), Borough Park (NY), Bay Ridge (NY), Brookline (MA), Newton (MA), Skokie (IL), Berkeley (CA), and West Los Angeles (CA). Gold (2016, 115) points out:

In West Los Angeles or Brooklyn, a Russian immigrant can interact with neighbors; shop for food, clothes, appliances or medications; see a doctor or dentist; read a newspaper; watch cable TV; visit a local park to play dominoes; spend an evening in a nightclub; and interact with numerous acquaintances, all without speaking a word of English.

INSERT FIG. 1 ABOUT HERE

FSU Jews largely derive from the large cities of Russia (Moscow, St. Petersburg) and Ukraine (Kyiv and Odesa) [START_REF] Tolts | Demography of the Contemporary Russian-Speaking Jewish Diaspora[END_REF] and are accustomed to urban living in apartment buildings and being dependent on public transportation (Gold 2016, 115). Unlike non-FSU Jews, relatively few live in the suburbs. In the 8-county New York area (the five boroughs, Westchester, Nassau, and Suffolk which combined contain a large percentage of FSU Jews in the US), only 10% of FSU Jews (who have remained in the 8county area have moved to one of the suburban counties [START_REF] Cohen | Jewish community study of New York[END_REF].

Even outside New York, some Russian neighborhoods were created. For example, In Sunny Isles (FL), in 2022, a local Russian Jewish magazine prints 6,000 copies with pages in Russian and in English. A $13,000,000 Chabad Russian Center will open in 2022 with religious services, educational programming, a Hebrew school, a preschool, and other programs typical at American Jewish Community Centers [START_REF] Berens | Jerusalem on the Atlantic[END_REF]). 7 Stores with signs in Russian are extant. This paper notes much available evidence concerning FSU Jews from previous research which found high levels of cultural Jewish identity and ties to Israel but weaker religious affiliation (Avineri, Chienov, and Gitelman 1997;[START_REF] Chiswick | Soviet Jews in the United States: An Analysis of their Linguistic and Economic Adjustment[END_REF][START_REF] Gold | Soviet Jews in the United States[END_REF][START_REF] Kosmin | The Class of 1979: The "acculturation" of Jewish Immigrants from the Soviet Union[END_REF][START_REF] Liakhovitski | Community conversations with young Russian-speaking Jewish professionals: main findings[END_REF][START_REF] Markowitz | community in spite of itself: Soviet Jewish Émigrés in New York[END_REF][START_REF] Shmulyian | National study of Russian grassroots organizations and media[END_REF][START_REF] Shmulyian | Programmatic needs of the Russian-speaking Jewish community[END_REF][START_REF] Shmulyian | Educational needs analysis and feasibility of creating a Jewish day school for the Russian-speaking Jews in New York[END_REF][START_REF] Simon | The adjustment and integration of Soviet Jews in the United States in the 1980s[END_REF], but concentrates on results from NJPS 2000-01, the Century 21 data set, the 2011 Jewish Community Study of New York, and the Pew 2020 data. All these studies present data which allow us to compare and contrast FSU respondents and non-FSU respondents. 8 7 See Vinokurov, Trickett, and Berman (2019) for a discussion of the impact of local community on acculturation among FSU Jews.

8 Other studies have examined FSU Jews that we do not cover here. Kliger (2004a) presents an analysis of the demographics and religiosity of FSU Jews in New York and Philadelphia compared to a national sample of American Jews. Brym, Slavina, and Lenton (2020) examine FSU Jews in Canada compared to the US, combining data from the Pew Research Center (2013) and the 2018 Survey of Jews in Canada (Brym, Slavina and Lenton, 2020). [START_REF] Rutland | Jews from the former Soviet Union in Australia: assimilating or maintaining Jewish identities[END_REF] and [START_REF] Forest | Strands of Diaspora: The resettlement Experience of Jewish Immigrants to Australia[END_REF] examine whether Jews from the FSU are assimilating or maintaining Jewish identities in Australia. Rutland (2011, 83) concludes that "a high proportion of the Jews from the FSU who migrated to Australia . . . have lost touch with the organized Jewish community and, as a consequence, their Jewish identity has not been reinforced."

Studies of FSU Jews in Israel and Germany

Before turning to an analysis of FSU Jews in the US, it is useful to briefly examine the levels of Jewish connectivity of FSU Jews in Israel and Germany, the other two main destination of FSU emigrants. [START_REF] Tolts | A half century of Jewish emigration from the former Soviet Union: demographic aspects[END_REF] presents evidence that from 1989 to 2017 about 1,084,000 Jews and their relatives went to Israel, 328,000 to the US, and 229,000 to Germany.

In emigrating to these three countries, FSU Jews were met with varying religious milieus. In Israel, assimilating into Israeli society meant assimilating into a society based on Jewish culture and religion. In both the US and Germany, FSU Jews could potentially assimilate and lose their Jewish identity since the majority culture is Christian/secular. But moving to the US, where a 2018 Pew Research Center (Pew Research Center 2018) study shows that 53% of Americans say that religion is very important in their lives is different from moving to Germany where only 10% of respondents indicated thusly. So, wanting to become like other Americans implies the need for some religious identity more than it does in Germany. Note that in Israel, only 36% indicated that religion is very important in their lives.9 

Israel

Table 1 uses a 2016 Pew Research Center (Pew Research Center 2016) report on religion in Israel and divides the sample into those who speak Hebrew and those who speak Russian at home. Significant differences are seen between the two groups. Note that all the US studies referenced below (with the exception of New York 2011) divide the sample into FSU and non-FSU respondents on the basis of place of birth while the Israeli data are based upon the main language spoken at home. Russian speakers are much less likely to be religiously oriented than Hebrew speakers. While 23% of Hebrew speakers view being Jewish as mainly a matter of religion, such is the case for only 5% of Russian speakers. While 31% of Hebrew speakers see religion as very important in their life, only 6% of Russian speakers feel the same.

Religious practices are, thus, much less common among Russian speakers. For example, 31% of Hebrew speakers never attend services, compared to 61% of Russian speakers. Keeping a kosher home is the case for 68% of Hebrew speakers, compared to 20% of Russian speakers. Forty-two percent of Hebrew speakers observe all of most Jewish traditions, compared to only 8% of Russian speakers.

Connections to peoplehood are also lower among Russian speakers in Israel. Eighty-nine percent of Hebrew speakers feel a sense of belonging (a great deal or somewhat) to the Jewish people, compared to 77% of Russian speakers. Fifty-eight percent of Hebrew speakers feel a responsibility (a great deal or somewhat) to help fellow Jews around the world, compared to 26% of Russian speakers.

Note that, as will be shown below, the conclusions for Israel, that Russian speakers are far behind Hebrew speakers in both religious and "peoplehood" measures, are quite different from the conclusions for US Jews. At least part of this is due to the fact that only 8% of American Jews are Orthodox, compared to 18% of Israeli Jews [8% Haredi (ultra-Orthodox) and 10% Dati (religious).10 

INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

Germany

Unlike our analysis of FSU Jews in the US and Israel, no quantitative studies could be found comparing FSU Jews and non-FSU Jews in Germany.

The emigration of FSU Jews to Germany significantly changed the demography of the German Jewish community. By the late 1980's, only about 35,000 Jews lived in Germany (including East Germany) [START_REF] Schmelz | World Jewish population[END_REF]. During the 1990 reunification of Germany, the last German Democratic Republic government allowed the immigration of several hundred Soviet Jews (Remennick 2007, 315). A mass emigration of 224,000 FSU Jews and their (non-Jewish) relatives to Germany occurred between the early 1990's to mid-2000's. From 2002 to 2004, more FSU emigrants went to Germany than to Israel. The number of Jews immigrating to Germany started to decrease dramatically after 2005 when German policy became much more restrictive (Tolts 2015, 24-25). By 2005, FSU Jews in Germany formed the overwhelming majority (90%) of German Jews [START_REF] Ben-Rafael | Russian-speaking Jews in Germany[END_REF][START_REF] Dietz | The Jewish emigration from the Former Soviet Union to Germany[END_REF].

The German government allowed FSU Jews to settle in Germany to strengthen its shrinking Jewish community and to create a stronger Jewish identity among its members. The majority of Jews in Germany tended to be secular with low synagogue attendance [START_REF] Remennick | Russian Jews on three continents, identity, integration, and conflict[END_REF].

Despite endeavors to revive Jewish life in Germany, FSU Jews appear not to have met the expectations of the German government or the existing Jewish community. Most immigrants were middle-age and upon arrival struggled to integrate socially and economically. According to Ben-Rafael (2016, 275), 34% of FSU immigrants were unemployed or were living on social welfare: their social adaptation may be depicted as unsuccessful. Ben-Rafael also highlights that only a small minority of FSU Jews in Germany felt close to religious orthodoxy (13%), whereas one-fifth felt closer to the liberal Jewish movements. One of every three defined themselves as somehow traditional, and another third as secular. One quarter of respondents came from families where one parent was not Jewish, and 38% of married respondents had a spouse or partner who was not halakhically Jewish. [START_REF] Remennick | Russian-speaking Israelis in the ethno-social tapestry of Israel[END_REF] found that, in the early 2000s, the participation of young FSU Jewish immigrants in community activity had decreased over time. Moreover, Remennick recalls that many FSU Jews had "unpleasant encounters" with German Jewish officials, and many decided to resign from the Jewish networks in Germany. We can attribute those unpleasant encounters to the German Jewish officials' perspective regarding the religious definition of Judaism, where there is less tolerance for intermarried couples. In addition, German Jewish officials did not agree with the overall attitude of FSU Jews toward the community and the services it provided. FSU Jews have different interpretations of Jewishness, and they do not consider attending synagogue or eating kosher food important [START_REF] Remennick | Russian Jews on three continents, identity, integration, and conflict[END_REF].

Thus, the expectation that FSU Jews would behave as "genuine Jews" by the German government and the local Jewish communities did not eventuate. German FSU Jews, especially in intermarried families, tended to associate with the Russian-speaking population rather than the Jewish community [START_REF] Zilberg | Unit 10: The Post-Soviet Russian-Jewish diaspora[END_REF]. The Russian language remained prevalent among friends and family, and the vast majority rarely attended synagogues and had little exposure to Jewish media (Ben-Rafael 2016).

At the same time, FSU Jews under age 40 showed the strongest involvement in the (Jewish) community, with three-quarters attending synagogue at least several times per year. Moreover, respondents who had been in Germany for a longer time showed stronger attachment to Jews and Jewry. Furthermore, FSU Jews under age 40 expressed a stronger desire to offer their children a Jewish education. They conceived of Judaism and the Jewish people in more halakhic terms than those over age 60. As in the US, there was also strong support for Israel, with more than 80% feeling different degrees of solidarity with Israel and the Jewish people.

Despite those findings, note that more than 50% of Rafael's respondents did not consider Jewish education as very important and almost 40% of all-Jewish families did not oppose marrying non-Jews, compared to 60% of intermarried families (Ben-Rafael 2016, 175, 178-182). Regardless of the dynamism of FSU Jews in Germany and feelings of belonging to the Jewish people and Israel, the religious aspect seemed to be neglected. Sveta [START_REF] Roberman | Performing Jewishness and Questioning the Civic subject among Russian-Jewish migrants in Germany[END_REF] presents different arguments based on one-on-one interviews with FSU Jewish immigrants in Germany. Roberman argues that her respondents consistently indicated that they were pretending to be Jews. She recalls that Germany expected immigrants to be Jewish and Jewishness was the identity that the newcomers were expected to present. Roberman also points out that many of the immigrants she met conceived Jewishness as repulsive, "a heavy burden they must bear." [START_REF] Pokrov | Russian-speaking groups in Germany: motivation for migration[END_REF] focus on the main motivations that encouraged FSU Jews to emigrate to Germany. Many FSU Jews arrived in Germany as refugees, after suffering many years from social and political discrimination, but the authors argue that it was economic factors that motivated them to emigrate to Germany. Most respondents (particularly from the Baltic states) did not consider antisemitism or social discrimination to be the central motivation for emigration and they argued that they had experienced discrimination not only as Jews but also as Russians. Those who arrived from Germany not because of antisemitism, but to improve their economic situation and find political security were less likely to become involved Jewishly. This analysis suggests that FSU Jewish emigrants to Germany have certain things in common with the US (weaker religious, but stronger peoplehood connections). The integration process in Germany, however, shows some differences compared to the US. We are however, comparing qualitative findings in one country (Germany) to quantitative findings in another (the US) so such comparisons should be treated with caution.

Quantitative Studies of FSU Jews in the US Since 2000

Figure 2 shows that, until the 1880s, very few American Jews traced their heritage to Russia/Eastern Europe. But between 1880 and 1917, the vast majority of Jewish immigrants derived from Russia/Eastern Europe.11 By 1971, only small numbers of Jews from the Soviet Union had immigrated to the US due to the Soviet policy of barring (for the most part) Soviet citizens from leaving the country. Thus, the 1971 National Jewish Population Survey (NJPS 1971) [START_REF] Massarik | United States National Jewish Population Study: A First Report[END_REF] makes no mention of Jews from the Soviet Union. From the 1990 National Jewish Population Survey (NJPS 1990), the only mentions of Jews from the USSR was that approximately 20,000 had arrived in the country after the screening stage of the survey, too late to be included in the sample and 160,000 Core Jews from the USSR lived in the US, with 43% in the Northeast, 37% in the West, 13% in the South, and 7% in the Midwest (Kosmin et al. 1991, 6, 22).

INSERT FIG 2 ABOUT HERE

In 1997, Ritterband concluded that "in many ways, the new immigrants, despite their lack of religious training and with few exceptions, score as high -or higher -on the religious, secular, and affiliational dimensions of Jewishness as do other New York Jews" (Ritterband 1997, p. 333;[START_REF] Cohen | Jewish community study of New York[END_REF]Sheskin 2010b).

Six tables present results from studies of FSU respondents compared to non-FSU respondents, based on NJPS 2000-021 (Table 2), the Century 21 data set (Table 3), and the 2011 Jewish Community Study of New York (Table 4). The overall results from Pew 2020 are shown in Table 5. 12 Table 6 shows results from Pew 2020 only for households in which the respondent is under age 65. Table 7 also uses the Pew data, showing odds ratios for the impact of being an FSU household on various measures while controlling for various demographics.

NJPS 2000-01

By the time of NJPS 2000-01 (Kotler-Berkowitz et al. 2003), the FSU population had reached the point where a separate report was produced on immigrants and FSU immigrants were separated from other immigrants [START_REF] Ament | Jewish immigrants in the United States[END_REF]). This study reports that about 227,000 US Jewish adults were born in the FSU and arrived in the US since 1980. Another 22,000 adults and 40,000 children lived in households with FSU immigrants for a total of 289,000 people.

Table 2 presents some of the results from [START_REF] Ament | Jewish immigrants in the United States[END_REF]. For reasons explained in the note to the table, these data can be treated as comparing FSU respondents and non-FSU respondents. Demographically, the data show that FSU respondents are older, with 34% being age 65 and over, compared to 24% for non-FSU respondents. FSU respondents are more likely to be married (by 68% to 57%). They are more likely to have a college degree or higher (by 60% to 55%), but less likely to also have a graduate degree (by 17% to 24%). Because of their older age, they are considerably more likely to be disabled and unable to work (by 26% to 4%.). 13 14 INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE.

More important, the Ament ( 2004) study examined the Jewish connections of FSU respondents compared to non-FSU respondents. Thirteen of these comparisons are presented in Table 2. As expected, given the suppression of religion in the FSU, FSU respondents are much less likely to identify Jews as a religious group than non-FSU respondents (by 67% to 81%) and much more likely to identify Jews as a nationality, by 69% to 42%.

Of the remaining eleven items in Table 2, FSU respondents show a more positive Jewish connectivity profile than non-FSU respondents on seven items, an equal connectivity profile on two items and a lower connectivity profile on two items. For example, 70% of FSU respondents attended synagogue services in the past year, compared to 60% of non-FSU respondents. Ninety-one percent of FSU respondents are in-married compared to only 68% of non-FSU respondents. Seventy-one percent of FSU respondents report half or more of their close friends are Jewish, compared to 51% of non-FSU respondents. FSU respondents and non-FSU respondents do not differ on lighting Shabbat candles and having a mezuzah on the door. Only for belonging to a synagogue (by 26% to 48%) and holding or attending a Passover seder (by 70% to 80%) are FSU respondents lower than non-FSU respondents. The former may be related to the cost of synagogue membership and the latter by age and the lack of family in the US. Ament (2004, 21) concludes that "measures of Jewish ethnicity and selected ritual observance are relatively strong among FSU Jews." This is reasonable evidence that approximately a decade past arrival in the US, levels of Jewish connectivity for FSU respondents were comparable to other American Jewish households.

Century 21 Data Set

The Century 21 data set15 combines data from twenty-nine local Jewish community studies (in 27 Jewish communities because two communities did two studies since 2000) 16 conducted by Ira M. Sheskin as the principal investigator from 2000 through 2018. This data set includes 27,122 20-minute interviews and is a random sample of about 774,000 American Jewish households. This data set has several significant advantages in that the methodology for all 29 studies was quite similar.17 

For the current application, this data set provides a unique advantage. Any individual data set from one local Jewish community has a sample size of FSU respondents (except for New York-a community not part of Century 21) that is too small to facilitate analysis for local communities. 18 Combined, Century 21 has 791 FSU respondents and 26,331 non-FSU respondents. It is important to remember that this sample does not represent all American Jews but is a random sample of the Jewish population in the 27 communities. Thus, the actual percentages do not represent Jews nationally. For that, the reader should use Table 5. Also note that Century 21 does not include the seven largest American Jewish communities. Thus, the picture here is of Jewish communities outside the largest cities. In particular, not Fourth, all 29 community studies used the same definition of a Jewish person: A Jewish person is defined as any person who currently considers himself/herself Jewish (or who is identified as such by the respondent) or who was born Jewish or raised Jewish and has not formally converted to another religion and does not regularly attend religious services of another religion (irrespective of formal conversion). A Jewish household is defined as any household containing a Jewish person.

having New York in the data set means that the data set is missing many of the very old FSU respondents who have remained in their area of first settlement, such as Brighton Beach.

Table 3 shows that this sample of FSU respondents is younger than the non-FSU respondents. Only 31% are age 65 and over, compared to 41% of non-FSU respondents. This result is opposite the result shown in the other three data sets used in this paper for several reasons. First, Century 21 contains a significant number of retirement communities, leading to a high percentage of age 65 and over in non-FSU respondents. Second, as is the case with many immigrant groups, 30 years after arrival, the persons who remain in the original immigrant neighborhoods of Brooklyn (like Brighton Beach) tend to be older. Consistent with the data in New York 2011 (Table 4) and Pew 2020 (Table 5), the median income of FSU respondents ($59,000) is well below non-FSU respondents ($82,000).

INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE

As would be expected from a population that, as described above, arrived from the secular atmosphere of the FSU, 61% of FSU respondents are Just Jewish, compared to 32% for non-FSU respondents. This is consistent with NY 2011. The percentage Orthodox shows little difference in Century 21. In NY 2011, the percentage Orthodox is different because of the very high percentage of Orthodox (20% of households) in New York. FSU respondents, again consistent with NY 2011, are much lower for Conservative and Reform identification. The story is quite different for Pew 2020 suggesting that processes of assimilation into the American Jewish community have been occurring.

In the section of Table 3 on religious practice and Jewish behavior. FSU respondents are lower on six items (synagogue membership, service attendance once per month, Jewish organization membership, Passover seder, mezuzah, and charity) higher on four (Chabad, JCC, Shabbat candles, and in-married), and about the same on six (never attend services, JCC participant, Chanukah candles, Christmas tree, kosher home, and donated to the Jewish Federation). 19As expected, the percentage of FSU respondents who are synagogue members is only 29%, compared to 37% of non-FSU respondents. Given the relationship between synagogue membership and income shown in numerous surveys, this is not a surprising result. It is consistent with NJPS 2000-01 but note that synagogue membership of FSU respondents is about equal to non-FSU respondents in NY 2011 and Pew 2020.

As suggested above, and given the outreach efforts of Chabad,20 27% of FSU respondents were Chabad participants in the past year, compared to only 20% of non-FSU respondents. This finding is supported by the New York 2011 study and by the work in Australia by Rutland (2011, 83). JCC membership and participation is equal to or higher for FSU respondents. Jewish organization membership for FSU respondents is half of non-FSU respondents (14% compared to 28%). As refugees from a society without traditions of volunteerism, FSU Jews are highly individualistic and tend to avoid participating in communal organizations -which are central to the philanthropic and collective lives of American Jews [START_REF] Goldscheider | The transformation of the Jews[END_REF].

Passover seder is lower for FSU respondents (69% compared to 75%) which is consistent with New York 2011, but not with Pew 2020 (61% compared to 63%). Mezuzah on the front door is lower for FSU respondents which may be related to the lower percentage of FSU respondents who own their home.

The two groups are about even on Chanukah, Christmas tree, and kosher home. The Christmas tree response is surprising in that in the USSR the trees were New Year's trees and having a tree was not given any religious significance. Apparently, this practice has declined among FSU respondents.

In-marriage is somewhat higher for FSU respondents, by 78% to 73%. Probably in recognition of the significant help provided by Jewish federations (and Jewish Family Services) when they arrived, FSU respondents are just as likely to donate to the local Jewish federation, although giving to other Jewish charities, perhaps because of income, is lower for FSU respondents.

Consistent with Pew 2020, adults in FSU households were just as likely to attend Jewish day school as adults in non-FSU households, but 63% of adults in FSU households had no Jewish education as a child compared to only 26% of non-FSU households. Orleck (1999, 98) notes that "though most Soviet emigres have not embraced Judaism in the United States, more than one-third have sent their children, at least for a while, to yeshivas run by Orthodox Jewish congregations." In some cases, such as Miami, the children of FSU immigrants were given a few years of free Jewish day school education.

Adults in FSU households were much less likely to have attended a Jewish overnight camp, Hillel while in college, or a Jewish teenage youth group than adults in non-FSU respondents.

FSU respondents are more likely to have been to Israel, although fewer have been to Israel on a Jewish trip21 (18% compared to 24% for non-FSU respondents) and many more have been on a general trip (44% compared to 30%). The percentage of FSU respondents who had visited Israel is the same relationship as found in Pew 2020.

Emotional attachment to Israel is also considerably higher as many FSU Jews have relatives and friends in Israel. The result in the Century 21 data set is about equal to the result in the Pew 2020 data set.

Again, because of the help provided by Jewish federations upon arrival, familiarity with the Jewish federation is almost as high among FSU respondents as among non-FSU respondents.

New York Jewish Community Study

As of 2011, about 216,000 Jews lived in Russian-speaking households in the 8-county area served by UJA-Federation of New York (Table 4). 22 Of the more than 200 local Jewish community studies available on the Berman Jewish Data Bank (www.jewishdatabank.org), only New York has a sample size large enough to facilitate accurate analysis. Consistent with NJPS 2000-01 and Pew 2020, FSU respondents tend to be older (32% age 65 and over compared to 20% for non-FSU respondents) and of lower income (69% with household income under $50,000 compared to 37% for non-FSU respondents).
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FSU respondents are much less likely to identify as Orthodox, Conservative, or Reform and much more likely to identify in a manner that can be classified as Just Jewish (by 77% to 38%) than non-FSU respondents. In-marriage rates are much higher for FSU respondents as well, 87% to 76% for non-FSU respondents.

Table 4 presents five questions that indicate ethnic connections to one's Jewish identity. On every measure, FSU respondents are much more likely to exhibit stronger connections than non-FSU respondents. For example, 59% are very attached to Israel, compared to only 41% of non-FSU respondents.

Looking at religious connections, we find that, unlike Century 21, the percentages for attending services once per month or more is about equal for FSU and non-FSU respondents. The same relationship is found for kosher home. FSU respondents have higher percentages for fasting on Yom Kippur and lighting Sabbath candles. The most likely explanation here is that FSU respondents who never left their original area of settlement upon arrival in the US (New York City) are different from those who eventually spread to other Jewish community throughout the US.

Pew 2020

The Pew Research Center (Pew Research Center 2021) conducted a survey of the American Jewish population in 2020, the first such survey by Pew since 2013. 23 The sample size was 4,718 US adults who identify as Jewish, either as Jews-by-Religion (JBRs) (N=3,836) or Jews of No Religion (JNRs) (N=882).24 FSU households25 were defined as households in which the respondent was born in the Former Soviet Union (FSU) and/or at least one of the respondent's parents was born in the FSU. The sample size of FSU respondents was 597; 4,121 were non-FSU respondents. Three tables are used to examine these data. Table 5 shows simple crosstabulations.

Demographics. Table 5 compares FSU respondents and non-FSU respondents on a number of demographic and Jewish connectivity measures. We also compare Pew 2020 with the three previous surveys (NJPS 2000-01, Century 21, andNew York 2011) where appropriate.

The demographics section of Table 5 shows that FSU respondents are much more likely to be age 65 and over than non-FSU respondents, by 62% to 26%. This is very much at odds with the Century 21 results above because the Pew data are for the entire nation, including the original areas of Russian settlement in New York, and not just for 27 Jewish communities combined. FSU respondents are more likely to be widowed and less likely to be single, never married. FSU respondents are somewhat less likely to be college graduates (by 50% to 58%) but are just as likely to have a graduate degree. Consistent with the age distribution, 63% of FSU respondents are not employed, compared to 35% of non-FSU respondents. Finally, 34% of FSU respondents earn under $50,000 compared to 20% of non-FSU respondents. Likewise, the median income for FSU respondents is $81,000, much lower than the $113,000 for non-FSU respondents. FSU respondents are more likely to live in the Northeast (by 43% to 38%) and less likely to live in the West (by 20% to 25%). 26Compared to NJPS 2000-01 (which was also a nationwide random sample), FSU respondents have aged considerably, from 34% to 62% age 65 and over. The percentage currently married has decreased from 68% to 63%. The percentage who are college graduates decreased from 60% to 51%. The percentage employed full time decreased from 43% to 29%. These decreases are clearly due to the increase in age of the FSU population.

The percentage living in the Northeast (the area of arrival in the US) decreased from 59% to 43%. The 43% compares to 38% for all US Jews. The percentage in the South increased from 9% to 27% and now matches the percentage of US Jews in the South.

INSERT TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE

Types of Jews. To identify Jewish households, Pew first asked respondents (Q1) "What is your present religion, if any?" Those who responded Jewish or "Judaism" were classified as "Jews by Religion," while those who answered atheist, agnostic, nothing in particular, etc. were asked (Q2): ASIDE from religion, do you consider yourself to be Jewish in any way (for example: ethnically, culturally or because of your family's background)? The latter group was then classified as Jews of No Religion.

Unexpectedly,75% of FSU respondents were classified as Jews by Religion, compared to 73% of non-FSU respondents. Given the perception of American Jewish activists in the Soviet Jewry movement in the late 1980s, one might have expected FSU respondents to say less frequently that their religion is Jewish (Q1) and to qualify as Jews of No Religion based on Q2. Either the original perception was wrong, or over three decades, FSU respondents have changed their perceptions. Another possible explanation is the changes in demographics noted above.

However, as expected, the percentage of FSU respondents who say they are of no particular denomination (what some might call "Just Jewish" (41%) is much higher than for non-FSU respondents (32%). Only 3% of FSU respondents are Orthodox compared to 9% of non-FSU respondents. It is also likely that upon arrival very few FSU respondents would have responded Conservative or Reform, which are now chosen by 20% and 33%, respectively. Choosing these options is a sign of the assimilation of FSU respondents into the American Jewish community. Note as well that in the Century 21 data which covers 2000-2018, only 33% are Conservative or Reform compared to 53% in Pew 2020. This would also seem to indicate that, with greater length of residence in the US, FSU respondents are assimilating to the American Jewish community.

A higher percentage of married FSU respondents (66%) are married to Jews than among non-FSU respondents (55%). Jewish Education. FSU respondents were about as likely to have attended Jewish day school as a child, albeit for fewer years, compared to non-FSU respondents. This is probably due to the fact that many FSU Jewish children were given free Jewish day school for several years upon their arrival. For FSU respondents, 55% did not attend Hebrew or Sunday School as a child, compared to only 40% of non-FSU respondents. FSU respondents were less likely to have attended a Jewish camp and to have been bar/bat mitzvah as a child (Orleck 1999, 110). Jewish Attitudes. Respondents were asked if being Jewish (to you personally) is mainly a matter of religion, ancestry, or culture. Respondents could select 1 to 3 responses. Consistent with expectations, perhaps because it is "mainly a matter of" and not simply a Yes/No question, only 22% of FSU respondents indicated that being Jewish is mainly a matter of religion, compared to 42% for non-FSU respondents. Likewise, only 14% of FSU respondents indicated that religion is very important in their lives, compared to 22% of non-FSU respondents. On the more important question of how important being Jewish is in your life, 84% of FSU respondents responded very or somewhat important compared to 76% of non-FSU respondents.

Most at odds with the thesis that the descendants of FSU respondents would be lost to the Jewish community, is that 75% of FSU respondents say that it is very/somewhat important that their grandchildren are Jewish, compared to only 62% of non-FSU respondents. Belief in God does not differ significantly between the two groups, despite the somewhat lower level of importance of religion to FSU respondents. This is somewhat at odds with the findings of [START_REF] Kliger | Russian Jews in America: status, identity and integration[END_REF] that a much higher percentage of Soviet Jews call themselves atheists or agnostics than all US Jews (although note that Kliger's results are only for New York.). Finally, respondents were asked "How important is each of the following to what being Jewish means to you?" They were presented a list of ten items. The widest differences between FSU respondents and non-FSU respondents were on having a good sense of humor (22 percentage points higher for FSU respondents), eating traditional Jewish foods (13 percentage points), remembering the Holocaust (11 percentage points), being intellectually curious (7 percentage points), caring about Israel (5 percentage points), and being part of a Jewish community (4 percentage points). The higher percentage for the Holocaust is probably related to the fact that a larger percentage of the parents and grandparents of FSU respondents were survivors than for non-FSU respondents [START_REF] Kliger | Russian Jews in America: status, identity and integration[END_REF]). The higher percentage for Israel is probably related to the higher percentage of FSU respondents with friends and relatives living in Israel. The higher percentage for being a part of a Jewish community, while only three percentage points, also shows that the fears that FSU respondents might not integrate into the Jewish community were unfounded.

Non-FSU respondents gave more importance to continuing family traditions (8 percentage points), working for justice and equality (6 percentage points), and observing Jewish law (5 percentage points). Continuing family traditions is lower because many FSU respondents, due to antisemitism in the FSU, did not have family traditions around Jewish rituals.

Religious Practice/Jewish Behavior. Eight traditional Jewish behaviors are shown in Table 5 in the Religious Practice/Jewish Behavior section. Four of the behaviors (synagogue membership, service attendance, Passover, and Yom Kippur) show minor differences between FSU respondents and non-FSU respondents. Marking Shabbat is higher for non-FSU respondents by eleven percentage points and keeping a kosher home by seven percentage points. On the other hand, donating to a Jewish charity is higher for FSU respondents by six percentage points.

Often or sometimes participating with Chabad is five percentage points higher for FSU respondents. Although they lack religious training, FSU respondents are attracted to Chabad's familiar ambiance and make use of its extensive immigrant-oriented programming, including "Russian synagogues" in major places of settlement [START_REF] Goldscheider | The transformation of the Jews[END_REF]). Such appears to still be the case.

Note that no significant differences exist in the percentage of FSU and non-FSU respondents who do 1 or more and 4 or more of these eight behaviors. Likewise, the mean number of behaviors done is about three for both groups.

Note that compared to NJPS 2000-01, synagogue membership increased from 26% to 35%, again showing greater acculturation. For Passover seder, in NJPS 2000-01, 70% of FSU respondents always or usually held or attended a Passover seder. The Pew 2020 question about attending a seder "in the past year" at 61% would seem to indicate that this behavior has continued at about the same level.

Consistent with being "refugees from a society lacking in a tradition of volunteerism, Russianspeaking Jews are highly individualistic and tend to avoid participating in communal organizations-a major feature of the collective life of American Jews" (Gold 2016, 116), 57% of non-FSU respondents volunteered for an organization (either Jewish or non-Jewish) in the past year, compared to 36% of non-FSU respondents. Note, however, that the 2021 American Jewish Year Book lists 15 Jewish organizations whose primary purpose is to assist FSU respondents in the US, FSU respondents in Israel, and Jews still living in the states of the former Soviet Union. These include the Alliance of Bukharian Americans, the Limmud FSU International Foundation, the Genesis Philanthropy Group, and RAJE-Russian American Jewish Experience.

Finally, few difference are seen between FSU respondents and non-FSU respondents in ownership of ritual items (menorah, mezuzah, prayer book, seder plate), except that FSU respondents (by six percentage points) are more likely to own a mezuzah. Jewish Cultural Connections. Table 5 explores seven Jewish cultural connections. Only for cooking or eating traditional Jewish foods are FSU respondents and non-FSU respondents about equal. For the other six (visit synagogues or historic Jewish sites when traveling, watch TV shows with Jewish or Israeli themes or content, read Jewish literature, books on Jewish history, or biographies, read Jewish newspapers or seek out Jewish news online, listen to Jewish or Israeli music, go to Jewish Film Festivals seek out Jewish films), FSU respondents are more likely to often or sometimes participate than non-FSU respondents. For example, for both watching TV shows and listening to music, FSU respondents surpass non-FSU respondents by about twelve percentage points, although the difference is not as stark for being involved in at least one of the seven activities.

Note that 83% of both FSU and non-FSU respondents engage in at least one of the eight traditional Jewish behaviors or one of the seven cultural connections.

Connections to Peoplehood/Israel. With a difference of 21 percentage points from non-FSU respondents, FSU respondents indicate that all or most of their closest friends are Jewish. This is not surprising as many of their friends are other Jewish immigrants (or their children) with whom they share a common cultural and linguistic background. This is typical of all immigrant groups. Knopp (2014, 106) notes that "when looking at RSJs (Russian-speaking Jews) from a Jewish communal perspective, what is most significant is the fact that, as a group, they are still (after about 30 years in the US) highly recognizable and still feel a strong sense of group attachment.

For the "sense of belonging to the Jewish people" question little difference is seen between FSU (88%) and non-FSU respondents (85%). For a similar question, [START_REF] Ben-Rafael | Building a diaspora: Russian Jews in Israel, Germany, and the USA[END_REF] found that 70% of FSU respondents believe that being Jewish meant belonging to the Jewish people. But for the "feel a responsibility to help fellow Jews around the world" question, 87% of FSU respondents, but only 80% of non-FSU respondents, said they felt this a great deal or somewhat. Many FSU respondents have relatives in both Israel and the FSU.

Connections to Israel are also greater for FSU respondents. Sixty percent have been to Israel, compared to 44% of non-FSU respondents and 34% are very attached to Israel, compared to 25% of non-FSU respondents. These findings are similar to the data from the previous studies above.

Political Party. The overwhelming majority of American Jews have voted for Democratic candidates since the times of Franklin Delano Roosevelt (Sheskin 2015b). FSU respondents are more likely to be Republican/lean Republican than non-FSU respondents, by 37% to 25%. The Republican party historically has been viewed as stronger, more capitalist, and more anti-Russia. Yet, note that 60% of FSU respondents are Democrats, not that far below the 73% for non-FSU respondents. [START_REF] Remennick | Russian Jews on three continents, identity, integration, and conflict[END_REF] notes that although FSU respondents take advantage of many entitlement programs, they tend to vote Republican (Kliger 2005). Kliger also notes that younger Russians vote less Republican than older Russians and that Russians were tending to vote for Republicans for president, but for Democrats for local office [START_REF] Kliger | Russian Jews in America: status, identity and integration[END_REF].

Controlling for Age in Pew 2020

Before embarking upon a full-scale analysis using binary logistic regression to see the impact of being an FSU household while controlling for a number of different variables, it is useful to first look at the impact of age upon the differences between FSU and non-FSU respondents. This seems appropriate because, as seen above, the results in Table 5 for all respondents show that 62% of the respondents in FSU respondents are age 65 and over, compared to only 26% of respondents in non-FSU respondents. Thus, Table 6 examines some of the same variables for respondents under age 65. Note that those under age 65 will either be (for the most part) American-born adults or FSU-born adults who were brought to the US at an early age.

The lack of a significant difference between FSU respondents and non-FSU respondents who were categorized as Jews by Religion (Table 5) maintains when we examine only respondents under age 65 (Table 6).
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For all respondents, the percentage who selected no particular denomination (Just Jewish) is higher for FSU respondents than non-FSU respondents (41% vs. 32%, a 9-percentage point difference). This difference increases to 25 percentage points for respondents under age 65.

For all respondents, the percentage who are in-married is higher for FSU respondents than non-FSU respondents (66% vs. 55%, an 11-percentage point difference). This difference is reversed for respondents under age 65: the percentage of non-FSU respondents who are inmarried is higher than the percentage of FSU respondents who are in-married (50% vs 44%, a 6 percentage point difference).

The lack of a significant difference between FSU respondents and non-FSU respondents who attended Jewish day school as a child (Table 5) maintains when we examine only respondents under age 65 (Table 6). For attending Hebrew or Sunday school a 5-percentage point advantage for FSU respondents becomes a 14 percentage point advantage for non-FSU respondents.

For religion being very important in your life, an 8-percentage point advantage for non-FSU respondents doubles to 16-percentage points when examining only respondents under age 65.

The lack of a significant difference between FSU respondents and non-FSU respondents who say that being Jewish is very important in their lives (Table 5) maintains when we examine only respondents under age 65 (Table 6).

For remembering the Holocaust (as an essential part of what being Jewish means) and for caring about Israel, the relationship maintains when we examine only respondents under age 65. But for being part of a Jewish community , the percentage is higher for FSU respondents than non-FSU respondents (37% vs. 33%, a 4-percentage point difference), but is 9-percentage points lower for FSU respondents under age 65.

The religious practice/Jewish behavior results for all respondents show that , only for marking Shabbat in a way that is meaningful to you are FSU respondents significantly lower than non-FSU respondents. But for respondents under age 65, FSU respondents are 6 to 20 percentage points behind non-FSU respondents on everything except Chabad and Jewish charitable donations .

The Jewish cultural connections for all respondents show that, only for cooking or eating traditional Jewish foods, are FSU respondents not significantly higher than non-FSU respondents. But for respondents under age 65, FSU respondents are about the same as non-FSU respondents, except for Jewish foods and visiting synagogues and Jewish sites while traveling, for which they are 9-and 8-percentage points lower, respectively.

Table 5 shows a 22-percentage point advantage for having all or most of your closest friends being Jewish for FSU respondents. This advantage decreases to only 6-percentage points for respondents under age 65.

Feeling a sense of belonging to the Jewish people is about equal for all respondents, but there is a 9-percentage point advantage for non-FSU respondents under age 65. The results for helping fellow Jews in need still show a 7-percentage point advantage for all FSU respondents, compared to a 4-percentage point advantage for respondents under age 65 .

Although FSU respondents under age 65 are still more likely (by 11 percentage points) to have visited Israel , there is less of a difference than for all FSU respondents (14 percentage points). The same can be said for attachment to Israel.

For political party, the major change is in the percentage who are Republican/lean Republican. For all respondents, the percentage Republican is 12-percentage points higher for FSU respondents than non-FSU respondents compared to only 5 percentage points for respondents under age 65.

A major conclusion here is that for Jews under age 65 traditional religious practices are considerably lower for FSU respondents. This was not the case for all respondents. For all respondents, cultural connections are much higher than for non-FSU respondents, whereas for FSU respondents under age 65, cultural practices are about equal to non-FSU respondents under age 65.

Higher differences between FSU respondents and non-FSU respondents for those under age 65 than for all respondents are seen in the percentage Orthodox, no particular denomination (Just Jewish), in-marriage, importance of religion in your life, and marking Shabbat.

For two variables the percentage difference changed from being higher for all FSU respondents to being lower for FSU respondents under age 65: being part of a Jewish community and feeling a sense of belonging to the Jewish people.

Logistic Regression

To this point, we have looked at 4 different data sets (NJPS 2000-01, Century 21, New York 2011, and Pew 2020) to examine differences in Jewish beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors between FSU and non-FSU respondents.

For Pew 2020, because of the significant differences in age between FSU respondents (62% age 65 and over) and non-FSU respondents (26% age 65 and over) we also examined the differences between FSU respondents under age 65 and non-FSU respondents under age 65.

In this section, we look at the impact of being an FSU household after controlling not only for age, but also for gender, household size, presence of children in the household, level of education, and income. The model compares:

 age 18 to 64 relative to persons age 65 and over (age 65 and over = 1)  gender (women = 1)  level of education (college degree = 1)  income ($100,000 and over = 1)  household size (single person households = 1)  presence of children (children present = 1) Many studies have shown the importance of age and gender in levels of religious belief and connections to one's Jewish identity. Level of education and income are shown in the Pew 2020 report to have a significant impact on religiosity.

Household size is also used as an independent variable because single person households are less likely to be involved in Jewish life. If one is single, that person must decide to join a synagogue, for example. If two or more adults are in a household, than if either want to join, chances are the household will join. Thus, more adults in a household leads to greater synagogue membership. Likewise, children in a household are more likely to lead to households joining synagogues, attending a seder, etc. 27Table 7 presents the odds ratios from more than 20 logistic regressions that control for the six variables above and then see if the FSU variable still has an impact on the attitude or behavior.
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As an example, the odds ratio for religion being very important in your life is 0.652, indicating that even after controlling for the six demographic variables, FSU respondents are still significantly less likely to indicate that religion is very important than are non-FSU respondents. For "being Jewish is very important," FSU makes virtually no difference in one's attitudes (odds ratio is 1.003). 28Note that of the six religious practice/Jewish behavior variables, the odds ratios are lower than one for five of the variables. Only for Chabad participation is the ratio larger than one, indicating that FSU respondents are more likely to participate in Chabad than are the non-FSU respondents. The 95% confidence interval (CI) column tells us that for synagogue membership, marking Shabbat, and donations, the odds ratio of one is within the CI indicating that, at the 95% CI, we cannot say that FSU respondents are less likely to be involved in this behavior. Nevertheless, that fact that five of the six values are less than 1 is consistent with the religion is important in your life attitude question discussed above.

For the 12 Jewish cultural connection, the connections to peoplehood, and Israel, in all but one case (cooking or eating traditional Jewish foods), the ratio is above one indicating that FSU respondents are more likely to exhibit the attitude or behavior than non-FSU respondents. Note that in only two cases (Jewish TV shows and Jewish books), the odds ratio of 1 is within the CI indicating that at the 95% CI, we cannot say that FSU respondents are more likely to be involved in this behavior.

The pattern is clear. FSU respondents, after controlling for the six demographic variables, are less likely to be involved in the religious aspects of their Jewish identity and more likely to be involved in Jewish cultural connections, the connections to peoplehood, and Israel.

Finally, note that after controlling for demographics. FSU respondents are much more likely to identify as Republicans.

Conclusions

The 750,000 FSU Jews (the immigrants and their American-born children) are about 10% of the American Jewish population. The Soviet Jewry movement was instrumental in opening the doors of the Soviet Union after 1967 and particularly after 1973, but it was the fall of the Soviet Union that led to a massive outmigration of the Jewish population from 1989-1992.

The Soviet Jewry movement had, as its goal, to rescue Soviet Jews and bring them to Israel where they would be free to practice their religion. When the "floodgates" opened between 1989-1992, the experience was a bit different from the expectation. First, while the vast majority did go to Israel, some chose the US, Germany, and other places. Second, while they were now free to practice their religion, many had little or no interest in doing so. It was noted that many FSU Jews had strong ethnic and cultural ties to their Jewish heritage.

As of this writing, it is about 30 years since the large migration of FSU Jews in about 1990. For the first time since 2003 (when NJPS 2000-01 became available), we have national data which facilitate examining the extent to which FSU respondents differ from non-FSU respondents. Are FSU respondents less or more religiously and culturally connected to their Jewish identity than non-FSU respondents? The purpose of this paper, then, has been to use data from the 2000-01 National Jewish Population Survey (NJPS 2000-01), the Century 21 data set, the 2011 Jewish Community Study of New York , and the Pew Research Center's Jewish Americans in 2020 data set, to examine this question.

Both NJPS 2000-01 and Pew 2020 show that, as expected, FSU respondents are more likely to view being Jewish as being part of a nationality or ethnic group and less as a religious group. NJPS 2000-01 (Table 2) shows that, for nine of eleven measures of Jewish connectivity, FSU respondents are more likely to be Jewishly-connected than non-FSU respondents.

The Century 21 data set (Table 3) based on 27,000 interviews in 29 local Jewish community studies shows that FSU respondents are less likely to belong to a synagogue and attend services but are more likely to be JCC members. While FSU respondents are about equal in lighting Chanukah candles, they are a bit lower in participating in a Passover seder. FSU respondents are much more likely to be Just Jewish.

The 2011 Jewish Community Study of New York (Table 4) shows that 77% of FSU respondents are Just Jewish, compared to only 38% of non-FSU respondents. In New York, synagogue membership, service attendance, and keeping a kosher home are all about equal for FSU and non-FSU respondents. FSU respondents are more likely to fast on Yom Kippur and to light Sabbath candles.

For Pew 2020 (Table 5), we find that FSU respondents are only about nine percentage points higher on being Just Jewish and that significant numbers now identify as Conservative or Reform. In-marriage is still higher for FSU respondents, but not as high as in 2000-01. While religion is less important for FSU respondents, being Jewish is a bit more important than non-FSU respondents.

In Pew 2020, eight traditional Jewish behaviors were examined. Four of the behaviors (synagogue membership, service attendance, Passover, and Yom Kippur) show minor differences between FSU respondents and non-FSU respondents. Marking Shabbat is higher for non-FSU respondents and donating to a Jewish charity is higher for FSU respondents.

But Pew 2020 also shows that FSU respondents indicate that all or most of their closest friends are Jewish. For the "sense of belonging to the Jewish people" question only a slight difference is seen between FSU and non-FSU respondents. The same is true for the "feel a responsibility to help fellow Jews around the world" question. Connections to Israel are also greater for FSU respondents.

We next examined FSU and non-FSU respondents under age 65 (Table 6) . As expected, there is some diminution of Jewish connectivity for respondents under age 65. A major conclusion here is that for Jews under age 65 traditional religious practices are considerably lower for FSU respondents. For non-elderly FSU respondents, cultural practices are about equal to non-FSU respondents under age 65.

Of course, the issue arises that the difference between FSU respondents and non-FSU respondents could be due to demographic differences rather than being from the FSU. The pattern is clear. In Table 7, FSU respondents, after controlling for six demographic variables (age, gender, level of education, income, household size and presence of children) , are less likely to be involved in the religious aspects of their Jewish identity and more likely to be involved in Jewish cultural connections, the connections to peoplehood, and Israel.

The American Jewish community through the Soviet Jewry movement was correct in assuming that FSU respondents would be more connected in an ethnic sense than in a religious sense. All four studies basically show this to be true. But, for so many measures, even when FSU respondents have lower levels of Jewish connectivity, those levels are not all that much lower. Perhaps most telling is that synagogue membership is now just over one-third for both FSU and non-FSU respondents. In Pew 2020, 82% of FSU respondents do at least one of eight religious behaviors as do 81% of non-FSU respondents. Thirty-nine percent do four or more of these behaviors for FSU respondents and 41% for non-FSU respondents. FSU respondents show greater Jewish connectivity for eight of nine Jewish cultural behaviors.

In sum, the American Jewish community was strengthened in numbers by the influx of FSU respondents. It is clear that they have adapted to the American Jewish community but are somewhat less likely to be connected religiously and more likely to be connected culturally. But, as shown by the Pew 2020 data, such is increasingly the case for all American Jews. Local Jewish communities with significant FSU populations should keep these differences in mind when planning Jewish engagement programming. Note: This table is derived from [START_REF] Ament | Jewish immigrants in the United States[END_REF]. There are three differences between this table and Table 3. First, this table does not strictly compare FSU respondents and non-FSU respondents. The 227,000 FSU respondents are included in the Total Respondents column. Since they are only 5.5% of the total households, they have relatively minor impact on the percentages in the total column. Second, this table includes only those immigrants arriving after 1980. Since only very small numbers of FSU Jews arrived before 1980, this has minor impact on comparisons. Third, this table does not include adult children of FSU immigrants living on their own. In 2000, the number of such households was probably relatively small. Thus, we treat these data much like we treat the data in Table 3.

Note: The 13 Jewish connection comparisons shown here are those selected by [START_REF] Kotler-Berkowitz | The National Jewish population survey 2000-01: strength, challenge and diversity in the American Jewish population[END_REF] for inclusion in the overall report on the study. 

Table 1

 1 Jewish Connectivity of Israelis Based Upon Language Most Commonly Spoken at Home from Pew 2016

	Hebrew Speakers	Russian Speakers
	Jewish Attitudes	

Table 2

 2 Profile of FSU and All Non-FSU Respondents based on NJPS 2000-01

	FSU Respondents	Total Respondents
	Demographics	

Table 3

 3 Profile of FSU and Non-FSU Respondents based on the Century 21 Data Set(2000)(2001)(2002)(2003)(2004)(2005)(2006)(2007)(2008)(2009)(2010)(2011)(2012)(2013)(2014)(2015)(2016)(2017)(2018) 

	FSU Respondents	Non-FSU Respondents
	Demographics	

Table 4

 4 Profile of FSU and Non-FSU Respondents based on the 2011 New York Jewish Community Study

	FSU Respondents	Non-FSU Respondents
	Demographics	

Table 5

 5 Profile of FSU and Non-FSU Respondents based on Pew 2020 Regardless of whether you have grandchildren right now, imagine for a moment that you do have grandchildren. How important would it be that your grandchildren are Jewish?The sample size of FSU respondents was 597 and 4,121 were non-FSU respondent.

	FSU Respondents	Non-FSU Respondents
	Demographics	

Source: Sheskin from Pew Research Center. Jewish Americans in 2020 (https://www.pewforum.org/2021/05/11/jewish-americans-in-2020/)

Table 6

 6 Profile of Non-Elderly FSU and Non-FSU Respondents based on Pew 2020How important is each of the following to what being Jewish means to you?The sample size of FSU respondents was 183 and 2,439 were non-FSU respondents.Source: Sheskin from Pew Research Center. Jewish Americans in 2020 (https://www.pewforum.org/2021/05/11/jewish-americans-in-2020/)

		FSU Respondents < 65 Non-FSU
			Respondents < 65
	Jewish Categories	
	Jewish category		
	Jewish by Religion (JBR)	65.5%	69.4%
	Jews of No Religion (JNR)	34.5	30.6
	Total	100.0%	100.0%
	Do you consider yourself?		
	Orthodox	3.5%	11.7%
	Conservative	8.6	13.9
	Reform	26.8	35.3
	Other denomination	1.2	4.7
	No particular denomination		
	(Just Jewish)	59.9	34.5
	Total	100.0%	100.0%
	of marriage		
	In-married	44.0%	50.4%
	Jewish Education	
	Respondent attended a full-time		
	Jewish day school as a child	26.1%	23.1%
	Respondent attended some other kind		
	of formal Jewish education, such as		
	Hebrew School or Sunday School as a		
	child	57.1%	42.6%
	Had a bar/bat mitzvah when young	39.3%	51.4%
	Jewish Attitudes	
	Religion is very important in your life? 5.6%	22.3%
	Being Jewish is very important in your		
	life?	38.4%	41.5%

Table 7

 7 Odds Ratios for Jewish Connectivity Measures

	Odds	95% Confi-
	Ratio	dence Limit

Note that Pew found that

2.4% of adults who responded to the survey were Jewish. Had they estimated 2.3%, then the Jewish population estimate would be 330,000 persons lower. Likewise, had they estimated 2.5%, the population estimate would be 330,000 persons higher. The 2.3% and the 2.5% are within the margin of error (MOE) of the 2.4%. Hence the problem of estimating accurately the number of American Jews.

This paper does not deal with the extent to which FSU Jews have maintained their Russian cultural identity. See[START_REF] Dizik | Enough with Russia Already, I Want to Be an American[END_REF] andGitelman (2016) for discussion of this topic.

Similarly, 36% of Americans attend worship services at least weekly, compared to 30% of Israelis and

10% of Germans. Also, 55% of Americans pray daily, compared to 27% of Israelis and 9% of Germans.

For additional information on Russian Jews in Israel, see[START_REF] Larissa | Women with a Russian accent in Israel: gender aspects of Immigration[END_REF][START_REF] Larissa | Identity quest among Russian Jews of the 1990s: before and after emigration[END_REF][START_REF] Remennick | Case study in transnationalism: Russian Jewish immigrants in Israel of the 1990s[END_REF][START_REF] Remennick | Russian Jews on three continents, identity, integration, and conflict[END_REF][START_REF] Remennick | The Russian-Jewish diaspora at the beginning of the twenty-first century[END_REF]Remennick ( , 2012[START_REF] Remennick | Russian-speaking Israelis in the ethno-social tapestry of Israel[END_REF][START_REF] Remennick | Generation 1.5 of Russian-speaking immigrants in Israel and in Germany: an overview of recent research and a German pilot study[END_REF] 

Note that because date of immigration to the US was not asked in the Pew 2020 survey, it is possible that a few respondents who said that their parents were born in Russia came to the US prior to the creation of the Soviet Union in 1917.

For a discussion of Jews who came from the Soviet Union in the 1960 and 1970s, see[START_REF] Simon | The Jewish dimension among recent Soviet immigrants to the United States[END_REF].

This perhaps explains why these Jews selected the US, perhaps believing that medical care would be better in the US than in Israel. In addition, older households were more likely to have relatives in the US that they might remember from pre-Soviet times.

For an older analysis of FSU immigrants to the United States, see[START_REF] Gold | Patterns of adaptation among contemporary Jewish immigrants to the US[END_REF] 

This data set is not publicly available. Contact isheskin@miami.edu for access.

The 27 communities include Atlantic County (NJ), Bergen, Broward, Detroit, Hartford, Houston, Indianapolis, Jacksonville, Las Vegas, Lehigh Valley, Miami, Middlesex, Minneapolis, New Haven, Omaha, Pinellas, Portland (ME), Rhode Island, San Antonio, St. Paul, Sarasota, South Palm Beach, Tidewater, Tucson, Washington DC, West Palm Beach, and Westport.

First, the questionnaire used in each of these local Jewish community studies was basically the same, with minimal variation from community to community in almost all basic measures of Jewish identity. Second, Sheskin used the same basic methodology for determining the survey sample (usually a combination of Random Digit Dialing and Distinctive Jewish Name techniques) for each study[START_REF] Hartman | The relationship of Jewish community contexts and Jewish identity: A 22-community study[END_REF]. Third, the same procedure was used to select a respondent from the household to interview (any cooperative adult, Jewish or not, who answered the telephone in a Jewish household). In each study, a respondent was pursued intensively until a high cooperation rate was achieved.

25 of the 29 community studies have fewer than 50 interviews with FSU respondents; many have fewer than 25.

What we call a Christmas tree in the US was not seen as such in the former Soviet Union and carries no religious significance to FSU Jews. Rather, it was called a New Year's tree (yolka). This explains the higher percentage for FSU Jews.

Chabad has established specific Chabad Centers aimed at the Russian-speaking population in locations around the country.

Defined as a trip with a Jewish group, such as a Federation, synagogue, or Jewish organization.

New York City (Bronx, Brooklyn Manhattan, Queens, Staten Island) and Nassau, Suffolk, and Westchester counties.

Prior national surveys of the American Jewish population were conducted by the forerunner organizations of the Jewish Federations of North America in 1971(NJPS 1971), 1990 (NJPS 1990) and 2000-01 (NJPS 2000-01).

A major market research firm (Westat) did the field work online and by mail from November 19,2019 to June 3, 2020 (both before and during the Covid-19 pandemic). Address-based sampling (ABS) was used. This involved a national, stratified random sample of residential mailing addresses from all fifty states and DC. No distinctive or common Jewish names, Jewish organization lists, or lists from commercial vendors that purport to identify likely Jewish households were used. More than 68,000 people answered the "screener' which determined whether anyone in the household was Jewish (Pew Research Center 2020, 2). The response rate for the screening interview was 20.1%. For the longer Jewish portion of the questionnaire, the response rate was 82.4%. See Appendix A in Jewish Americans in 2020 for more information about the methodology.

The publicly available data set did not include a variable defining FSU respondents. Thanks to Alan Cooperman and Becka Alper at the Pew Research Center for creating the FSU/non-FSU variable

For a discussion of education and earnings in the FSU population, see[START_REF] Chiswick | Russian Jewish immigrants in the United States the adjustment of their English language proficiency and earnings in the American community[END_REF]. For the economic integration of FSU Jews in Israel, see[START_REF] Razin | Israel's immigration: A unique assimilation story with a message[END_REF].

See any local Jewish community study report by Sheskin (for example, Sheskin 2018) for numerous tables that show relationships with age, gender, education, income, household size, and the presence of children.

If the odds ratio is equal to 1 then being an FSU household has no impact on one's attitudes or behavior. The further the ratio is from 1 (and the closer it is to 0) , the less likely FSU respondents are to exhibit a given attitude or behavior. The higher the ratio, the more likely it is for FSU respondents to exhibit a given attitude or behavior.