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THE HEADLINE FINDING

Harvard’s Jewish undergraduate enroliment stands at 7 percent today — the lowest recorded since before World War Il
and the lowest of any Ivy League institution with reliable data. That is roughly half what it was a decade ago, and less
than a third of the ~25% share Jewish students held for much of the latter twentieth century. Three independent
instruments converge on the decline: the Harvard Crimson Freshman Survey series, the 2016 Brandeis CMJS stratified
random sample, and Hillel International. All classify Harvard as anomalous. The steepest single-cohort drop occurred
with the Class of 2020 — students who entered in fall 2016, seven years before October 7, 2023.

Jewish enrollment at Harvard and Yale has declined much faster than White non-Jewish enroliment at the same
institutions, while peers with similar structural pressures (especially Princeton and Brown) did not see comparable
declines.
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WHAT WE ARE ASKING

We are asking Harvard to do what it already does for every other group it cares about: count, audit, and publicly report
on a federally protected group that has lost half its representation over a decade.

Track Jewish enrollment — applicants, admits, and enrolled students — using the same
voluntary self-identification Harvard already applies to race, gender, and geography.

Commission an independent review of admissions to determine whether Jewish identity or
affiliated activities function as implicit negatives in subjective evaluations. Harvard conducted
precisely this analysis for Asian American applicants during SFFA litigation.

If the review locates specific policies driving a disproportionate outcome, adjust them and
CORRECT monitor enrollment to confirm the adjustment works. Expand outreach to high-achieving Jewish
students — standard practice for every other community Harvard has identified as
underrepresented.

A MONITORING GAP

Harvard tracks and publicly reports enroliment by race, gender, geography, income, and first-generation status. Jewish
students — a federally protected group under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 — fall outside every one of those
categories. Harvard collected religious preference data through the early 1990s and then stopped. The decline began



around 2004, meaning the monitoring gap preceded it by roughly a decade. By the time the pattern was visible from the
outside, it had been compounding for years. Harvard measures what it chooses to measure. It chose not to measure
this. The result is a monitoring gap that went unaddressed for a decade.

THE J/WNJ RATIO: THE ANALYTICAL METHOD

The J/IWNJ ratio measures the rate of Jewish enroliment decline relative to White non-Jewish enrollment at the same
institution over the same period. A ratio of 1.0x means both groups declined equally. Harvard’s is 1.5-2.3x. Yale’s is
1.4x. Princeton, operating under nearly identical structural pressure in the same decade, produced 0.1x%: Jews declined
at less than one-ninth the rate of their White non-Jewish peers. At Brown and Cornell, Jewish enroliment held or grew.
The schools that declined did so at sharply different rates under otherwise similar structural conditions.

SEVEN EXPLANATIONS TESTED - NONE FULLY EXPLAIN GAP

The report tests seven structural explanations — geographic diversification, socioeconomic targeting, Asian enroliment
growth, international expansion, athletic recruitment, academic credential shifts, and composite stacking — individually
and in combination across all nine universities. None explains the gap. Brown diversified more aggressively than
Harvard geographically and its Jewish enroliment held or grew. Princeton faced identical stacking pressures and
produced a better-than-proportional outcome. Yale added 1,281 seats in 2017: Hispanic, Asian, and Black enrollment all
grew in absolute terms; Jewish enroliment fell by approximately 256 students. The fixed-pie objection is eliminated
entirely. The trade-off accepted as necessary turns out not to have been necessary.

“Prior reporting identified a pattern. This report identifies an anomaly.”

A STRUCTURAL OUTCOME DOES NOT STAY AT HARVARD

Admissions priorities developed at the most selective universities have been absorbed and replicated across the
American higher education system and into the prestigious secondary schools that serve as their feeders. The data do
not support the assumption that Jewish students must bear a disproportionate share of the cost of diversity goals.
Princeton absorbed the same pressures and produced a better-than-proportional outcome. So did Brown and Cornell.
Well-meaning policy without measurement is not accountable policy. This report is an invitation to build the
infrastructure that makes accountability possible.

The full data, methodology, and source documentation — including the full report, appendices, and master data file — are available at:
harvardjewishalumni.org/jewish-enrollment-at-harvard/
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