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undergraduate enrollment at Harvard is down,

Prior coverage established the headline: Jewish

the trend is real, and the cause is unknown. This
report asks the next question. It tests seven structural
explanations against data from eight peer institutions,
and measures Harvard’s Jewish enrollment decline
against a benchmark no prior analysis has applied:

the rate at which White non-
Jewish enrollment fell at the same
institution over the same period.
The gap between Harvard and
Princeton, two schools facing
similar structural pressures, is the
analytical core of what follows.

That reporting identified a pattern.

This report identifies an anomaly.

Prior reporting
identified a pattern.
This report identifies
an anomaly.
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WHAT THIS REPORT FINDS, AND
WHAT IT ASKS

arvard’s Jewish undergraduate
H enrollment stands at 7 percent today,

the lowest level recorded since before
World War II 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 percent share Jewish students
held for much of the latter twentieth century.
Among well-documented peer institutions,
no school has seen a steeper recent-decade
decline.

This decline is not explained by national
trends, demographic shifts, or diversity
policies. Harvard’s J/WNIJ ratio (the rate of
Jewish enrollment decline relative to White
non-Jewish peers at the same institution) is
1.5-2.3x.F Yale’s is 1.4x. At Princeton, operating
under every similar structural pressure in

the same decade, the ratio is 0.1, exactly as
neutral policy predicts. At Brown, which faced
nearly identical overall structural pressure to
Harvard across every factor this report tests,
Jewish enrollment held or grew.

Princeton (0.1x) is the empirical benchmark:

the most structurally comparable school, under

similar structural pressures, whose outcome
was better than proportional, proof that the
structural forces do not mechanically produce
the Harvard and Yale results. Princeton is
selected as the benchmark rather than Penn or
Cornell because it is the only peer institution
with a long-run, consistent, random-sample
religion series (CIRP via Dean Hargadon, 1988~
2003) that predates the modern diversification
era, providing a reliable pre-policy baseline
with 35 years of stability confirmed

independently at both ends: the CIRP series
average (entering cohort, 1988-2003) and the
Daily Princetonian Senior Survey three-wave
average (graduating cohort, 2022-2024).

Yale’s case is analytically distinct, and in some
respects more compelling than Harvard’s.

In 2017, Yale opened two new residential
colleges, deliberately expanding undergraduate
enrollment by 1,281 seats, a 23.4% increase, the
largest in the nine-university dataset, explicitly
designed to expand access and diversity. On
the Chaplain’s Office consistent instrument,
Jewish enrollment fell by approximately 256
students in absolute terms over this period.
Jewish students received none of the 1,281

new seats; they also lost ground within the
existing class. Had Jewish enrollment simply
held its 16.4% baseline share, there would be
approximately 466 more Jewish students at
Yale today than there are. Hispanic, Asian,

and Black enrollment all grew substantially in
absolute terms.

None of them fully

We tested
seven potential
structural
explanations:
geographic diversification, financial aid
targeting, diversity expansion, legacy
contraction, international growth, athletic
recruitment, and academic credential shifts,
tested individually and in combination across
all nine universities. The gap between Harvard
and Yale on one side and their peers on the
other is large, consistent across multiple
independent data sources, and not fully
explained. None of the structural explanations
fully accounts for the gap.

accounts for the gap.
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FIGURE — WHITE DECOMPOSITION ANALYSIS

Same Pressure, Different Outcome

Jewish (solid) vs. White non-Jewish (dashed) enrollment — baseline to 2025

BASELINE 2025
~38%
14 %
Brandeis 2016 ~30%
J/IWNJ ra
7.1%
Hillel 2025

~43.4%

BENCHMARK

DP Survey avg. 2022-24

~29.3%
CIRPwg. 1988-2003 JIWNJ ra
10.5% @— —® 9.9%
Lines nearly parallel — Jews and White non-Jews declined together
35 years of stability across four admissions deans
~39.4%
16.4%
Chaplain avg. 2010s ~26.9%
JIWNJ ra
9.5%

Chaplain 2024
Yale added 1,281 seats in 2017. Every group grew in absolute terms.

Jewish enrollment fell by 256 students

Jewish enrollment White non-Jewish enrollment JIWNJ above 1.0 = Jews declined faster

Princeton (0.1x) is the benchmark: the most structurally comparable school, under similar pressures, whose outcome was proportional.

Sources: Brandeis CMJS/SSRI 2016 - Harvard Crimson Survey series 2017-2027 - Yale Chaplain’s Office -
CIRP via Hargadon (PAW, Feb. 2006) - Hillel International 2025 Princeton WNIJ baseline reflects 2001-02
(CDS), matched to the CIRP/Hargadon Jewish series baseline (1988-2003 avg). Harvard WNJ baseline
reflects 2015-16, matched to Brandeis SSRI. Yale WNJ baseline reflects 2013-14, matched to Chaplain’s
Office cluster average. T Harvard’s WNIJ line reflects a 2015-16 White baseline matched to the Brandeis
survey year; Yale and Princeton use a uniform 2013-14 baseline. The 2.33x ratio is computed from

the matched 2015-16 basis (WNJ -21.2%). Using a uniform 2013-14 basis produces 2.11x. Both classify
Harvard as anomalous.

The absence of data is
itself a data point. Harvard
tracks and publicly reports
enrollment by race, gender,
geography, income, and
first-generation status.
Jewish students, a federally
protected group under the
Civil Rights Act of 1964’s
Title VI, fall outside every
one of those categories.

A group that lost half its
representation over a
decade did so without a
single public institutional
response. Harvard collected
religious preference data
from incoming students
through the early 1990s and
then stopped. The decline
is believed to have begun
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.
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WHAT WE ARE ASKING

Our ask is simple. Harvard already counts, audits, and publicly reports
on every demographic group it formally recognizes (consistent

with its own Anti-Discrimination and Anti-Bullying Policy, effective
September 1, 2023). We are asking it to apply that same standard to a
federally protected group that has lost half its
representation over a decade.

We are asking Harvard
COUNT. Track Jewish enrollment (applicants,

admits, students) using the same voluntary to do what it already

self-identification Harvard already uses for race,
gender, and geography, and akin to the religious does f or every other

preference data that it once used to collect. g7"0 up it cares about

AUDIT. Commission an independent review of

Harvard’s admissions process to determine whether Jewish identity,
religious observance, or affiliated activities function as implicit negatives
in subjective evaluations. The review should include input from internal
and external stakeholders and conclude with a public report. Harvard
conducted precisely this analysis for Asian American applicants during
the SFFA litigation. The same standard should apply here.

CORRECT. If the review reveals that specific policies are driving a
disproportionate outcome, adjust them. Then monitor enrollment to
confirm the adjustment is working. To the extent the audit locates and
confirms the causes, its findings will shape the scope and urgency with
which to expand outreach to high-achieving Jewish students, including
students from across the full range of Jewish communities, including
students who may have concluded that Harvard is not a place where they
belong. That is standard practice for every other community Harvard has
identified as underrepresented.

The full data, methodology, and source documentation are in the report that follows
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We, the Harvard Jewish Alumni Alliance (HJAA), advocate for what

Harvard itself calls “a community that is open, welcoming and
inclusive and that supports all community members in pursuit of the
University’s mission of learning, teaching, research and discovery”

This report is addressed to Harvard, but it is published for everyone.

The pattern documented here has not remained within Harvard’s gates.
Over the past two decades, admissions priorities developed at the most
selective universities have been absorbed, adapted, and replicated
across the American higher education system and into the admissions
architecture of the prestigious secondary schools that serve as their
feeders. Those schools recalibrated their own cultures and criteria

to mirror what they observed at their target institutions. A structural
outcome at Harvard does not stay at Harvard.

There is a broader assumption this report wants to test. The prevailing
view, held across the political spectrum and largely without examination,
has been that Jewish students would bear a disproportionate share of
the cost of achieving the diversity and access goals that American higher
education has rightly pursued. The assumption was that some erosion
was not only expected but perhaps inevitable, a structural trade-off that
well-meaning people had quietly accepted.

But the data does not support that

assumption. Princeton absorbed

the same pressures, pursued the A structural outcome at
same goals, and still produced

a better-than-proportional Harvard does not stay at
outcome. So did Brown and

Cornell. The trade-off accepted as Harvard

necessary turns out not to have

been necessary at all.

This report is an invitation to every institution that has adopted these
admissions frameworks: to ask whether the outcomes they are producing
are the ones they intended, whether anyone is measuring them, and
whether the monitoring infrastructure exists to detect a problem before
it compounds over a decade into something that required an alumni
organization to document. Well-meaning policy without measurement

is not accountable policy. This report is an invitation to build the
infrastructure that makes accountability possible.
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Executive
summary

This report asks whether Harvard’s
outcome is explained by forces
operating across American higher
education, or whether it requires

a different explanation. It can only
be answered comparatively. The
metric is the J/WNI ratio: the rate
of Jewish enrollment change at each
institution measured against White
non-Jewish enrollment change at
the same institution over the same
period.

That comparison, applied across
nine universities, produces a

clear pattern with two striking
exceptions. Harvard and Yale both
saw Jewish enrollment fall far
faster than their White non-Jewish

peers. At Princeton, operating “The schools that declined
under every similar structural ) )

pressure in the same decade, did so at sharply different
the outcome was better than rates under otherwise similar
proportional — Jews declined at o

less than a fifth of the rate of White structural conditions.”

non-Jewish peers. At Brown and
Cornell, Jewish enrollment held or
grew. The schools that declined
did so at sharply different rates
under otherwise similar structural
conditions. That variation is where
the analysis begins.
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FIGURE 1
Estimated Jewish Undergraduate Enrollment at Harvard:
A Century of Context (1920-2025)

30%

20-25%
20-27%
25%

20%

Historical quota cap (~15%)

15% \/ ~70% decline

10%

Jewish Share of Undergraduates (%)

10-15%
(suppressed)
[ J

5%
0%

1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020

= Quota Era Data Desert Decline to
g;ng“Ota (Suppressed) Recovery Peak Era (No Surveys) Current

HOW TO READ: The line traces the estimated Jewish share over time. Higher = more
Jewish students as a share of the class. The share peaked at 20-25% in 1967-1996, then fell
to 7% by 2025 — a roughly 70% decline.

7%

Lowest since before
World War II

Sources: JTA/NYT surveys (1967); Harvard Crimson historical reports; Brandeis CMJS/SSRI 2016; Hillel International Wayback

Machine captures (2013, 2025). Shaded band = estimate range. Princeton WNJ baseline reflects 2001-02 (CDS), matched to the

CIRP/Hargadon Jewish series baseline (1988-2003 avg). Harvard WNIJ baseline reflects 2015-16, matched to Brandeis SSRI. Yale
WNI baseline reflects 2013-14, matched to Chaplain’s Office cluster average.
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Figure 2 shifts the frame from Harvard alone to the nine-
university landscape, asking whether Harvard’s decline is
part of a broad Ivy-wide pattern or an outlier within it.

FIGURE 2
Ivy League Jewish Enrollment: Long-Run Changes Since the 1960s Baseline

<— DECLINE GROWTH —/™
-73%
Penn o
-72% to- 65%
Harvard o e = = = = = = =
-61%
Columbia -«

-53% to-41%

Yale <+«
) -57% to - 34%
Princeton —e

-56% to - 32%

Dartmouth —
Cornell
+20% to +85%
Brown ® >
-80% -60% -40% -20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Relative Change in Jewish Share (%)

Sources: JTA/NYT 1967 survey (New York Times); Hillel International Wayback Machine captures 2025; Yale Chaplain’s
Office series. Range bars reflect JTA-reported bands for grouped schools. Penn and Columbia are the only two schools cited
individually in the JTA survey, each at approximately 40% Jewish enrollment in 1967 — this is their baseline enrollment level,

not a decline figure. Their arrows therefore show no range, reflecting point estimates rather than bands.
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he long-run picture shows declines at
I almost every Ivy League school since the
post-quota peak, with Harvard, Penn,
and Columbia recording the largest drops in
absolute terms. But the last decade sharpened
and accelerated what had been a gradual trend,
and the acceleration preceded October 7, 2023
by years.

At Harvard, three independent measurements
converge on a roughly 50 percent decline
since 2013. At Yale, the Chaplain’s Office series
records a 42 percent decline. Cornell held
steady; Brown held or grew. The divergence
between schools facing similar structural
conditions is not a data artifact. It requires an
explanation.

Harvard’s Jewish enrollment decline did
not happen in isolation. Nine admissions

FIGURE 3
Formally Legitimate
Admissions Levers That Can

First-Gen
Preferences

Compress Jewish
Enrollment

Low-Income
& Wealth Proxies

International
Student Growth

9 Levers

none explain the gap

priorities, each individually serving a legitimate
institutional goal, collectively pointed away
from the demographic profile that Jewish
applicants disproportionately occupy.

Seven of the nine are tested against cross-
institutional data in Section III; the remaining
two (legacy preference shifts and holistic
ratings calibration) are addressed in Sections
IIT and V respectively. This report refers to
this phenomenon as the stacking framework:
the dynamic by which multiple individually
legitimate admissions policies collectively
compress enrollment of a demographic group
that disproportionately occupies the profile
those policies deprioritize. It is the strongest
structural argument for why some Jewish
enrollment decline was entirely predictable.
It is also, ultimately, the argument this report
refutes.

5
6

High-School
Type Targeting

Preference Shifts
Legacy & Donor

Athletes
Recruited

Holistic
& Personal Ratings

. Geographic
Rebalancing

Source: HJAA analysis based on documented Harvard admissions
policies; Crimson Freshman Survey 2017-2027; IPEDS data.

Race / Ethnicity
(Jews as White)
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WHY SOME ASSUME A DECLINE WAS
EXPECTED

ewish undergraduates are concentrated in a
Jspeciﬁc demographic profile: predominantly
coastal, disproportionately high-income,

continuing-generation, and rarely recruited
athletes. That profile sits on the unfavored side
of every major admissions priority Harvard has
implemented since 2004.

Beginning around 2004, Harvard adopted
documented shifts across seven dimensions
simultaneously: geographic rebalancing away
from the Northeast; socioeconomic targeting
toward low-income and first-generation students;
international enrollment expansion; racial and
ethnic diversity goals; legacy pathway contraction;
holistic evaluation recalibration; and academic
credential de-emphasis. Each priority is legitimate
on its own terms. None was designed to affect
Jewish students. Their combined effect on a group
concentrated in exactly the demographic profile
each priority moves away from is the subject of
Section III.
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THE STACKING PREDICTION
AND WHY IT FALLS SHORT

he stacking framework predicts a
I roughly proportional outcome: Jewish

enrollment declining at approximately
the same rate as White non-Jewish peers,
producing a J/WNJ ratio near 1.0. Princeton,
exposed to the same stacking pressures,
produced a J/WNI ratio of 0.1x. Brown,
whose composite stacking score (0.5) is
nearly identical to Harvard’s (0.6), saw Jewish
enrollment hold or grow.

Think of the composite score as a pressure
gauge: it measures how hard the combined
weight of all four admissions forces is
pushing against Jewish enrollment at

each school. It combines four dimensions,
each normalized across the nine schools,
with equal weight given to current level

and rate of change since 2014. A score

of 1.0 represents maximum structural
stacking pressure among the nine schools;
0 represents minimum. The four factors

are the quantifiable subset of the seven
mechanisms identified above; the remaining
three (legacy preference shifts, holistic
ratings calibration, and recruitment pipeline
changes) resist precise cross-institutional
measurement and are addressed qualitatively
in Section III.

On this scale, Stanford ranks highest (0.7),
followed by Columbia (0.6) and Harvard

(0.6). Brown scores 0.5. The gap between
Harvard and Brown (0.1 composite points)

is negligible in structural pressure; the gap
in Jewish enrollment outcome is between

50 and 92 percentage points depending on
instrument pairing, a difference in kind, not
degree. Yale scores 0.3, below Princeton’s
0.4, yet produces a J/WNI ratio of 1.4x versus
Princeton’s 0.1, a pairing that strengthens
the Yale anomaly independent of any Harvard
comparison. The stacking model does not
predict what happened. The full analysis is in
Appendix F.

The stacking framework offers the most
complete structural hypothesis of why

some Jewish enrollment decline may be
predictable. This report accepts the stacking
framework in full, and then shows, with the
same data and the same methodology, that
it cannot explain what actually happened at
Harvard and Yale. The gap between what the
stacking framework predicts and what the
data show is the subject of everything that
follows.
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Section I. The Data

WHY HARVARD IS THE
PRIMARY FOCUS

arvard is not singled out because
H it has experienced the largest

relative decline; Yale’s consistent-
instrument decline is 42 percent, and
Penn’s long-run decline from 40 percent
(1967) to ~11 percent (2025) is larger in
absolute terms over a longer window.
Harvard is singled out because of where
it has arrived: at 7.1 percent, Harvard
now has the lowest absolute Jewish
enrollment of any well-documented Ivy
League institution. This is the lowest
absolute level Harvard has recorded
since before the Jewish enrollment surge
of the 1950s and 1960s.

A university that was at 25 percent
Jewish and is now at 7 percent has
declined far faster than its White non-
Jewish peers. It has been, in effect,
emptied, whether by design or by

an accumulation of policies no one

has measured in combination. The
proportional declines at Penn and
Columbia are large and troubling on
their own terms, and this report does
not minimize them. But the more recent
data supporting those institutions’
numbers are substantially weaker
(primarily single-instrument Hillel
figures with limited corroboration) and
are therefore presented as directional
signals rather than established findings.
The same caveat applies to Stanford
and Dartmouth, where Hillel is the only
available instrument and the figures
carry the widest uncertainty bands in
the dataset.
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WHAT THE DATA ESTABLISH,
AND WHAT THEY DO NOT

his report does not claim Harvard
I or Yale operate explicit quotas.

It does not accuse any individual
of anti-Jewish intent. It does not allege
discrimination. What it establishes, at the
highest level of evidentiary confidence
available from public data, is a statistical
outcome: Jewish students at Harvard
declined at 1.5-2.3x the rate of their White
non-Jewish peers (Crimson lower bound
to Brandeis preferred), a range that sits
13.6x-21.2x above the Princeton benchmark
of 0.1x, At Yale, the ratio is 1.4x on consistent
instruments, second only to Harvard. At
Brown, Jewish enrollment held or grew
across the measurement period while White
non-Jewish enrollment contracted.

The pattern is the argument. Harvard and
Yale sit at the anomalous end of a nine-
university distribution; Princeton sits at the
expected benchmark; Brown and Cornell sit
at the outperformer end. Every structural
factor that should explain the Harvard-
Yale divergence from their peers, tested
individually and in combination, explains
essentially nothing.

Even with the MENA precedent as a
model, our current instruments cannot
fully separate admissions decisions from
applicant self-selection and evolving
Jewish identity labels; this is precisely why
institution-run, consistent counting is a
necessary next step.

The evidentiary standard appropriate to
documenting this anomaly is not peer-
reviewed publication, and for a specific
reason: the data that would make peer-

reviewed analysis possible does not exist,
because Harvard has not collected it. We
are working with proxies not by choice but
by necessity, and the reason that necessity
exists is not a gap in public data collection
generally. It is a specific institutional
decision: Harvard tracks every other
demographic characteristic it reports and
has chosen not to track this one. That is

the condition this report is documenting.
The question it asks is narrower than

peer review: is there enough here, across
multiple independent instruments and a
nine-school distributional pattern, to say
that something is worth a serious look? The
answer is yes, and the appropriate response
is for Harvard to begin collecting the data
that would make definitive analysis possible.

WHAT THIS REPORT CAN AND
CANNOT SHOW

Can: robust outcome anomaly (J/
WNIJ patterns) at Harvard and Yale
vs. peers; strong evidence that
simple “diversity/ secularization”
stories are insufficient.

Cannot (yet): apportion causality
across admissions decisions,
applicant self-sorting, and evolving

Jewish identity labels
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Three Instruments.

One Direction

1. THE HARVARD CRIMSON FRESHMAN SURVEY

(PREFERRED INSTRUMENT)

ince 2015, the Crimson has asked
S entering freshmen to identify their

religion. Ten cohorts are available,
Classes of 2017 through 2027, excluding
2026 (see Appendix B, esp. B.1). The early
cluster average (Classes 2017-2019): 9.8
percent. The late cluster average (Classes
2023, 2024, 2025, and 2027; no 2026 survey
published): approximately 5.8 percent.
That is a 40 percent relative decline on a
cluster-average basis. On a peak-to-trough
basis, comparing the series high of 10.1
percent (Class of 2019) to the series low of
5.2 percent (Class of 2024), the decline is
approximately 49 percent. Throughout this
report, ‘approximately 40 percent’ refers to
the conservative cluster-average estimate;
‘approximately 50 percent’ refers to the
peak-to-trough and Brandeis-baseline
figures. The truth lies in that range, and both
ends of it are anomalous.

One cohort within the late cluster warrants a
note: the Class of 2025 recorded 7.4 percent,
the highest reading since 2021 and well
above the surrounding cohorts (5.3, 5.2, and
5.4 percent). Single-cohort variation of this
kind is a known feature of opt-in survey
data; the cluster-average methodology is
used precisely because it is robust to such
spikes. The Class of 2027 figure (5.4 percent)
confirmed the underlying level: the spike did
not hold. A methodological note on the Class

of 2027: the response rate for that survey
(45.8%) was substantially lower than the
preceding cohorts (~76-78%); the response-
rate validation in Appendix B.16 confirms the
figure is reliable, but the lower response rate
should be noted when citing the 5.4% figure
in isolation.

The most striking feature of the series is the
Class of 2020: Jewish enrollment fell from
a series peak of 10.1 percent in the Class

of 2019 to 6.3 percent in a single cohort, a
3.8 percentage point drop. These students
entered in the fall of 2016, seven years
before October 7. The decline is measured
on religious self-identification only, which
means secular Jews who identify ethnically
rather than religiously are not captured.
An adjustment to the figures would in
principle be needed to estimate inclusive
enrollment. But because the Crimson uses
the same definition at both the starting
point and the endpoint, any such adjustment
applies equally to both ends of the trend:
the multiplier cancels out of the ratio,

and the relative decline is unaffected. The
assumption underlying this argument, and
its directional implications if secularization
has shifted the multiplier over time, are
addressed in Appendix A.7.
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JéWish Share of the Harvard Freshman Class

Harvard Crimson Freshman Survey - Classes of 2017-2027

CLASSES OF 2017-2019 CLASSES OF 2023-2027
Early period average Late period average
8 O/ 8 (y -41% between periods
o O o O
12%
AVG 9.8%

10%
Steepest drop
Class of 2020

8%

AVG 5.8%

6%

4%

2%

(no 2026)

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2027
Early period Late period

0% '

Source: The Harvard Crimson Freshman Survey, Classes of 2017-2027 (Class of 2026 not published). Values represent Jewish
religious self-identification. Early cluster average (Classes of 2017-2019): 9.8%. Late cluster average (Classes of 2023, 2024,
2025, 2027): 5.8%. The Class of 2020 decline of 3.8 percentage points in a single cohort (students who entered in fall 2016,

seven years before October 7) is the most structurally significant data point in the series.
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2. THE BRANDEIS CMJS/SSRI
SURVEY (PREFERRED BASELINE
FOR MAGNITUDE)

n 2016, the Brandeis Center for Modern
IJewish Studies conducted a stratified

random sample at Harvard, with a
sample size exceeding 1,000 and a 44.7
percent response rate (see Appendix A.3
and A.5), the gold standard of available
instruments. Their estimate: approximately
14 percent of Harvard undergraduates
identified as Jewish under the inclusive
definition. This is the central estimate used
throughout this report. From 14 percent
(2016) to 7.1 percent (Hillel, 2025) implies
approximately a 49 percent relative decline.
A methodological note: the Brandeis and
Hillel figures use different survey designs
and inclusion criteria, so this cross-
instrument comparison carries somewhat
wider uncertainty than a single-instrument
window. This is why the Crimson-only
window, a consistent instrument showing
approximately 40 percent cluster-average
decline and approximately 49 percent peak-
to-trough, is also reported throughout. Both
windows classify Harvard as anomalous; the
instrument-mixing affects precision, not the
direction or tier classification.

Independent scholarly estimates for the
mid-2010s baseline have run higher than the
Brandeis figure, some reaching 20 percent
or above for the entering classes of that
period. A higher baseline would imply a
larger decline than this report’s preferred
conservative estimate. The report uses the
lower Brandeis figure precisely because

it is the most methodologically rigorous
instrument available; if anything, that choice

understates the magnitude of what occurred.

3. HILLEL INTERNATIONAL
(UPPER-BOUND REFERENCE)

illel's 2013 Wayback Machine capture
H shows 25 percent Jewish enrollment

at Harvard; its 2025 figure is 7.1
percent, a 72 percent relative decline. This
upper-bound figure is cited for cross-
school comparability, where Hillel is the
only consistent instrument across all nine
institutions. It is not the primary estimate.
The 2016 Brandeis CMJS random-sample
study found 14 percent inclusive enrollment
at Harvard against Hillel's reported 25
percent, establishing that Hillel's 25 percent
figure was inflated roughly 1.8-fold. Harvard
Hillel revised its figure downward following
that study. The 7.1 percent endpoint
has survived contact with independent
scholarship. The 25 percent starting point
has not.

A pre-digital corroboration exists. Hillel's
14th Edition print guide (1999), held in the
HJAA research collection, placed Harvard’s
Jewish undergraduate enrollment at
approximately 21 percent — consistent

with the 2013 Wayback Machine capture’s
upper-bound range of 25 percent. The 1999
estimates were produced at a time when
some universities still circulated religious
preference cards, which Hillel's campus
personnel would have had access to as an
input; this may make the 1999 edition more
data-grounded than later estimates produced
after card use declined. The two figures,
taken together, indicate that Harvard’s Jewish
enrollment was broadly stable in the range of
roughly 20 to 25 percent from at least 1999
through 2013, before the decline documented
in this report.
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THE DATA DESERT (THE
ABSENCE OF ANY VERIFIED
INSTITUTIONAL CENSUS
OF JEWISH ENROLLMENT)
AND MULTI-SOURCE
TRIANGULATION

hree independent instruments, using
I different architectures and different
definitions of Jewish identity, disagree
on the exact magnitude of the decline. That
disagreement is expected and acknowledged
throughout this report, which is why
ranges are used rather than a single figure.
What the instruments do not disagree on
is the direction or the order of magnitude:
Harvard’s Jewish enrollment has fallen by
at least 40 percent, and very likely closer
to 50 percent, over the past decade. No
plausible adjustment to any baseline changes
that conclusion. The full triangulation is in
Appendix A.4.

The response bias objection holds that
Jewish students may have over-responded
in early cohorts and under-responded in
later ones, inflating the apparent decline.

The objection requires a mechanism shifting
response propensity directionally for religion
while keeping every other Harvard-tracked
dimension stable; the Crimson’s Senior
Survey certifies demographic alignment
across four consecutive classes, and none
has been identified. The direction-of-bias
check calibrates early Crimson figures to an
inclusive basis, producing approximately 14.7
percent, consistent with the 2016 Brandeis
estimate of 14 percent: accurate early-year
figures, not inflated ones. Full treatment

in Appendix B.16. A related concern — that
secularization reduces self-identification
independent of actual enrollment change —
is addressed in Appendix A.7. The Crimson
data refute it: the 3.8 pp single-cohort

cliff, with every other religious group flat
that year, cannot be explained by gradual
relabeling. See A.7.
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FIGURE 5

Jewish / White Non-Jewish Decline Ratio (J /WNJ)

How much faster did Jewish enrollment fall relative to White non-Jewish peers?

NEUTRAL 1.0%
o o 05 10 15 2.0 25
1
1
1
Harvard I
Brandeis 2016 2.33X
(14% —7.1%) preferred
Harvard Crimson 1992 X
(~25% —7.1%) 176
Harvard Crimson series ~1, 5 X
(9-8% —5.8%) lower bound
1
1
1
1
Yale ! HOW TO READ
| ! 1.0x = proportional decline.
| Yale Chaplain's Office | 1.39x 2.0x = Jews fell twice as fast
: (16.4% —9.5%) ! preferred as White non-Jewish peers.
1
1

Princeton benchmark: 0.11x
Under similar structural pressures, Jews at Princeton declined at less than one-ninth the rate of their White non-Jewish peers.

The 1992 baseline reflects an era when Harvard still collected religious preference cards, making both the Crimson estimate
and contemporaneous Hillel figures more data-grounded than later estimates. The 7.1% current endpoint is used across all
three Harvard bars because it is the only post-2018 Hillel figure corroborated by independent scholarship: the 2016 Brandeis
random sample makes a further decline to ~7% by 2025 directionally consistent, and the Crimson series confirms the same
order of magnitude on a wholly separate instrument.
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THE PRINCETON STABILITY TEST:
BENCHMARK

students applying) tested in Section III

carries the same prediction: the forces
driving Jewish enrollment down at Harvard act
on the entire applicant pool and should produce
broad decline across peer institutions. Princeton
is the direct test of that prediction. Four decades
of consistent measurement show it fails.

E very supply-side explanation (fewer Jewish

Princeton is selected as the benchmark rather
than Penn or Cornell because it is the only

peer institution with a long-run, consistent,
random-sample religion series (CIRP via Dean
Hargadon, 1988-2003) that predates the modern
diversification era, providing a reliable pre-policy
baseline with 35 years of stability confirmed
independently at both ends: the CIRP series
average (entering cohort, 1988-2003) and the
Daily Princetonian Senior Survey three-wave
average (graduating cohort, 2022-2024).

Fred Hargadon, Princeton’s Dean of Admissions
from 1988 to 2003, documented Jewish
enrollment on the CIRP Freshman Survey
throughout his tenure. The year-to-year range
was 9 to 13 percent, with an average of 10.5
percent. Hillel's 1999 print edition, produced
contemporaneously with the Hargadon series by
campus personnel using independent methods,
placed Princeton’s undergraduate Jewish
enrollment at 12.0 percent — squarely within
that range. Three independent methodologies, a
full-cohort institutional survey, a Hillel campus
personnel estimate, and subsequent annual
newspaper surveys, all converge on the same
band for Princeton across more than three
decades.

Hillel's 2013 capture shows 13 percent.
Since 2022, the Daily Princetonian

has conducted annual Senior Surveys
providing a consistent multi-wave religion
series: the Class of 2022 at 11.8 percent,
the Class of 2023 at 8.3 percent, and the
Class of 2024 at 9.5 percent, each with
approximately 500 respondents and a 41
percent response rate using an identical
check-all-that-apply question format.
Because any single wave of a voluntary
survey at that response rate carries
meaningful year-to-year noise (the three
waves span a range of 3.5 percentage
points), the preferred current endpoint
is the three-survey average across all
available waves: (11.8% + 8.3% + 9.5%) + 3
=9.9 percent. Averaging across available
waves is standard practice when survey
samples are small and the goal is a
directional endpoint rather than a single
cohort snapshot.

A voluntary survey with a 41 percent
response rate raises selection bias
questions: however, the Princetonian is a
general survey administered to all seniors
regardless of religion, meaning Jewish
and White non-Jewish students face
identical response incentives. Selection
bias would have to affect those two
groups differentially to distort the J/WNIJ
ratio, and there is no mechanism for that.
Hillel's independent instrument confirms
the same conclusion: Princeton’s Jewish
enrollment fell approximately 34 percent
over the same window, against a White
non-Jewish decline of roughly 56 percent.
Jews declined at roughly 60 percent of the
rate of their White non-Jewish peers, a
better-than-proportional result on a non-
survey instrument with no self-selection
issue.
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The incoming Class of 2029, measured by the
Frosh Survey 2025, registered 9.4 percent,
virtually identical to the most recent graduating
class. Across 35 years, spanning four admissions
deans, the rise of test-optional policies, the
post-2004 diversification era, and the full period
of documented Jewish enrollment collapse at

socioeconomic targeting, the same international
expansion, and the same holistic evaluation
recalibration as Harvard. Its applicant pool drew
from the same secularizing generation. Its Jewish
students faced the same competition from peer
institutions. The forces that supposedly drove
Harvard’s 50 percent decline were operating at

Princeton in full. Princeton’s four decades
of stability is therefore not a baseline
fact about Princeton. It is a four-decade
controlled experiment showing that
those forces do not mechanically produce
the Harvard outcome. If secularization,
competition, or neutral diversification were
sufficient explanations, Princeton’s data would
show it. Princeton’s data shows the opposite of
Harvard’s. That is the finding.

Harvard, Princeton’s Jewish enrollment has
moved within a narrow band of roughly 8 to 13
percent. There is no trend. There is no collapse.
There is stability, confirmed simultaneously

at both ends. The entering cohort and the
departing cohort are within half a percentage
point of each other.

This matters because Princeton is not a
protected enclave. It implemented the
same geographic diversification, the same

FIGURE 6

The Control and the Anomaly
White non-Jewish enrollment fell comparably at all three institutions. Jewish enrollment did not.

WHITE NON-JEWISH ENROLLMENT
Percentage point change, 2013 -2024-25 (CDS B2)

JEWISH ENROLLMENT
Relative change (%), preferred baseline —2024-25

-49%

-14.1

-42%

-6%

Princeton
10.5%>9.9%

Harvard Yale
14%—71% 16.4%—9.5%

Princeton
43.4% — 29.3%

Harvard Yale
38.9% —29.8% 39.4%—26.9%

Three similar declines — the control Two anomalous declines — one that is not

Sources: Left panel: White Non-Jewish figures calculated on uniform 2013-14 CDS basis, Pew 90%-adjusted, domestic students
only (international excluded from denominator at both endpoints).Right panel: Harvard: Brandeis CMJS 2016 baseline (14%) to
Hillel 2025 (7.1%); Yale: Chaplain’s Office 2010s cluster average (16.4%) to Chaplain 2024 (9.5%); Princeton: CIRP via Hargadon
(PAW, Feb. 2006) 1988-2003 average (10.5%) to Daily Princetonian Senior Survey 3-year average 2022-2024 (9.9%).
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Section I1.

The Comparisons: Nine
Universities, Four Tiers

arvard’s decline does not exist in
H isolation. Eight peer institutions
faced the same national
conditions: the same demographic shifts,
the same diversification pressures, the
same secularizing applicant pool. Some
collapsed alongside Harvard. Others
held. One grew. The peer comparison

JEWISH ENROLLMENT

AT A GLANCE: NINE
UNIVERSITIES, THREE TIME
HORIZONS

he table below summarizes Jewish
I enrollment at the nine universities

examined in this report (detailed
source data in Appendix C.1 and C.3).
The 1967 baseline is drawn from the
Jewish Telegraphic Agency’s report
of a New York Times survey, the only
contemporaneous systematic cross-
school measurement. Because the JTA
reported ranges for groups of schools
rather than individual figures, those
cells reflect the band as published;

is not supplementary to the Harvard
finding; it is what makes the Harvard
finding legible. Without it, a 50 percent
decline could reflect a dozen different
forces. Against the peer distribution,
only a few explanations survive, and
Section III eliminates those.

Columbia and Penn are the only two
schools cited with individual estimates.
The 2013 Hillel figures are the earliest
available Wayback Machine captures
from Hillel International’s College
Guide. The 2025 figures reflect the

best available current estimate, with
corroborating instruments noted where
they exist. Hillel estimates are treated
as directional; schools with independent
corroboration carry higher confidence.
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ScHooL 1967 BASELINE (BEST EST.) 2025 PRIMARY INSTRUMENTS
Harvard 20-25% 14% (Brandeis 2016) 7% Brandeis CMJS random sample + Crimson series (10
cohorts) + Hillel
o . - . . —_—
Vale 920-25% 16.4% (Chaplain’s 1.8% Chaplgms Office (since 1930s) + Yale Daily News + Hillel;
2010s avg.) three instruments converge on same enrollment level
Princeton  13-20% 10.5% (CIRP avg) 8.69] Sllill)]zlla Hargadon (PAW, Feb 2006) series (1988-2003)
Hillel + Brown Daily Herald intercept poll series (Fall
— [o) i . — o) : _
Brown 13-20% 20% (Hillel 2013) 949% 2024 = 14%, multi-select; Fall 2025 = 9.0%, single N
select; survey format changed between waves; religion
tracking began Fall 2024)
Penn ~40% 16% (Brandeis 2016) 11% Brandeis CMIJS (2016) + Hillel
Columbia  ~40% 22% (Hillel 2013) 15.7% Hillel only; GS denominator complicates comparisons
Cornell 20-25% 23% (Hillel 2013) 20.1% Hillel only; stability finding less contested than decline
Stanford 10% (Hillel 2014) 7.9% Hillel only; no corroboration
Dartmouth  13-20% 119 (Hillel 2014) 3.9% Hillel only;. no corroboration; J/WNJ excluded on
mathematical grounds

Baseline (best est.) reflects the highest-reliability instrument at each school. Where a rigorous sample exists it replaces Hillel: Harvard and Penn
use Brandeis CMJS 2016; Yale uses the Chaplain’s Office 2010s average (Classes 2010-2020); Princeton uses CIRP/Hargadon (1988-2003 avg).
Remaining schools use Hillel only. § Harvard and Yale Hillel figures were revised downward in 2016 and 2018; baselines reflect each school’s
preferred instrument. § Stanford and Dartmouth earliest Hillel captures are 2014. § Yale: two series available — Hillel 27%—11.8% (-56%);
Chaplain’s Office 16.4%—9.5% (-42%, preferred). The 11.8% figure shown in the 2025 column is the Hillel-inclusive estimate; the preferred
endpoint for J/WNIJ ratio calculations is 9.5% (Chaplain consistent instrument). See App. A.2. | Princeton: two series available — Hillel 13%—8.6%
(-34%); CIRP—DP Senior Survey 10.5%—>9.9% (-6.0%, preferred). The 8.6% figure shown in the 2025 column is the Hillel estimate; the preferred
endpoint for J/WNIJ ratio calculations is 9.9% (DP Senior Survey 3-yr avg). See App. A4.

A Note on Data Quality

Not all nine universities are treated with equal analytical confidence.
The report uses a four-tier framework (HIGH, MEDIUM-HIGH,
MEDIUM, MEDIUM-LOW) based on the number and independence
of available instruments; full criteria are in Appendix A.5. Harvard
and Yale are HIGH confidence; Princeton is MEDIUM-HIGH; Penn
and Brown are MEDIUM; Cornell, Stanford, and Dartmouth are
MEDIUM-LOW and treated as directional signals only. Columbia is
flagged separately due to a denominator complication that makes its
Jewish share materially uncertain. These confidence ratings appear
in Table 2 and determine how strongly each school’s findings are
cited throughout the report.
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FIGURE 7

Relative Change in Jewish Enrollment — Nine Universities
Preferred baseline to 2024-25 - sorted by severity of decline

o Anomalous - HIGH confidence

Harvard 14%—7.1% - 1 /WNIJ: 1.48-2.33x
Brandeis 2016
o Anomalous - HIGH confidence
Yale 16.4%—>9.5% - 1 /WNI: 1.39%
o Proportional - MEDIUM confidence
Penn 16%—11% - J/WNI: 0.68x
~ Borderline* - LOW confidence
Columbia 22%—15.7% - J/WNJZ 1.15x%
o Proportional - MEDIUM-LOW confidence
Stanford 10%—7.9% - 1 /WNI: 0.48x
o} Proportionalf - MEDIUM-LOW confidence
Dartmouth 11%—8.9% - J/WNI: 3.55x}
o Stable - MEDIUM-LOW confidence
Cornell 23%—>20% - 1/WNIJ: 0.32x
o Expected - MEDIUM-HIGH confidence
Princeton -6% 10.5%—>9.87% - 1/WNI: 0.11x - benchmark
o Outperformer - MEDIUM confidence
Brown 20%—14-24% - ] /WNI: not calculables

Relative Change in Jewish Enrollment (%)

Sources: Harvard and Yale: Brandeis CMJS 2016 / Chaplain’s Office series (High confidence). Penn: Brandeis CMJS 2016 (Medium confidence).
Columbia: Hillel 2013 (Low confidence); GS denominator complicates comparison. Stanford, Dartmouth, Cornell: Hillel 2014 /2013 (Medium-
Low confidence). Princeton: CIRP via Hargadon (PAW, Feb. 2006) 1988-2003 average (Medium-High confidence). Brown: Hillel 2013 (Medium
confidence). Bars show relative percentage change in Jewish enrollment from each school’s preferred baseline instrument to 2025. Bar opacity
encodes confidence level. Dartmouth J/WNIJ ratio excluded on mathematical grounds.

* Harvard preferred baseline: Brandeis CMJS 2016 random sample (14%). Hillel pre-revision (~25%) is stale and methodologically undocumented;
treated as directional only. Under any pairing of available baselines and endpoints, Harvard’s decline is anomalous and the divergence from
Brown is the largest in the dataset. Full baseline sensitivity analysis in Appendix C. o Princeton = benchmark (OUTPERFORMER): Jews declined
at 17% of the rate of White non-Jewish peers (J/WNJ ratio 0.1x), better than proportional, establishing the most conservative available reference
point for the Harvard and Yale anomalies.

Harvard (7%) and Yale (~11.8%) diverged sharply from their peers at the apex of American higher education.
Princeton, under similar structural pressures in the same decade, produced a better-than-proportional result. That
divergence, including possible self-selection effects addressed in Section 111, is the central puzzle this report is built
to investigate.
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YALE: THE STRONGEST
INDEPENDENT REPLICATION

ale is not a secondary data point. It is
-! a co-protagonist. The Yale University
Chaplain’s Office has been conducting
institutional freshman surveys since the 1930s:
the only school in this dataset with a consistent

long-run instrument that predates the current
admissions era entirely.

That instrument shows Jewish enrollment

at Yale falling 42 percent on a consistent
measurement: the 2010s cluster averaged

16.4 percent and the entering Class of 2028
measured 9.5 percent, the preferred consistent-
instrument pairing (the longer 2005-2008 to
2021-2024 window yields approximately 50
percent).

The Chaplain’s series, the Yale Daily News
freshman survey, and Hillel International all
agree, with the Chaplain and YDN figures
converging to within 1.0x despite no shared
methodology.

The Chaplain’s modern instrument is voluntary,
with an acknowledged 40-50 percent response
rate; a skeptic might argue this over-represents
religiously engaged students. That concern
cuts in one direction only: a voluntary religious
affiliation survey disproportionately captures
students with stronger Jewish identity,

making the Chaplain figures a floor on Jewish
enrollment, not a ceiling. Any decline in the
Chaplain series is therefore a conservative
estimate of the true enrollment decline, not an
inflated one. The three-instrument convergence
at 1.0x provides independent confirmation that
the Chaplain’s selection profile is not materially
distorting the trend.

Yale’s expanding enrollment makes Yale’s
decline more analytically powerful than

Harvard’s, not less. Yale deliberately added
1,281 undergraduate seats through the opening
of two new residential colleges in 2017: a

23.4% enrollment increase, the largest in the
nine-university dataset, explicitly designed to
expand access and diversity. On the Chaplain’s
consistent instrument, Jewish enrollment fell
by approximately 256 students in absolute
terms over the same period, meaning Jewish
students not only received none of the 1,281
new seats; they also lost ground within the
existing class. Had Jewish enrollment simply
held its 16.4% baseline share, there would be
approximately 466 more Jewish students at Yale
today than there are. Hispanic, Asian, and Black
enrollment all grew substantially: Hispanic +572
(+104%), Asian +577 (+64%), Black +263 (+72%).
(Enrollment growth figures for Hispanic, Asian,
and Black use the 2017 residential-college
expansion as baseline; CDS 2013-14 baseline
figures yield marginally different totals. See
Appendix C.5 for year-by-year detail.)

This eliminates the fixed-pie objection entirely.
When enrollment is growing and a specific
shared ancestry group is shrinking in absolute
numbers while every other group grows, the
supply-side explanation (fewer Jewish students
applying) requires an implausibly targeted
collapse in Jewish applicants to a single
institution that is simultaneously expanding
capacity. Yale’s White Decomposition J/WNJ
ratio is 1.4x on consistent instruments, second
only to Harvard’s 2.3x (1.5x on the Crimson lower
bound). The composite stacking model sharpens
the paradox: Yale scores 0.34 on aggregate
structural pressure, below Princeton’s 0.4. Yale
faces less quantifiable stacking exposure than
Princeton, yet produces a J/WNI ratio more
than twelve times worse.
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PRINCETON: PROOF THE
PRESSURES DON'T MECHANICALLY
FORCE THIS OUTCOME

rinceton is the single most important data
point for understanding why the Harvard

and Yale results require explanation
(see Appendix E.3). Princeton operates
under every structural pressure this report
identifies as a plausible contributor to Jewish
enrollment decline: geographic diversification
away from the Northeast and Mid-Atlantic,
socioeconomic targeting toward lower-income
students, international enrollment growth, and
a deliberate reduction in the White share of
the entering class. Princeton has engaged in
all of these, in the same decade, at the same
selectivity tier. Its four-factor composite
stacking score is 0.4, ranking 7th of 9 in the
peer group, below the midpoint on aggregate
structural pressure.

Princeton’s Jewish J/WNIJ ratio: 0.1x. Jews
declined at 11 percent of the rate of White
non-Jews, substantially more protected than

at Harvard or Yale. This is exactly the outcome
the stacking framework predicts for a school
applying race-conscious diversification goals
without ancestry-specific bias: a Jewish decline
roughly proportional to, or slightly better than,
the overall White decline. Princeton’s
result is not evidence that Princeton
treats Jewish students especially well;
its OUTPERFORMER classification
reflects outcome, not intent. It is
evidence that the structural pressures
Harvard and Yale cite as explanations
are not sufficient to produce the
Harvard and Yale outcomes.

A useful way to frame it: Princeton

is the control case in a natural
experiment that cannot be run any
other way. Remove Princeton from the
analysis and one might argue that any

school with aggressive diversification goals will
inevitably produce a large Jewish enrollment
decline. Princeton’s result refutes that argument
directly. The diversification agenda does not
force the outcome witnessed at Harvard and
Yale. Something additional happened at Harvard
and at Yale.

A note on methodological transparency:
using Hillel 2013 (13%) to Hillel 2025 (8.6%)
alone, Princeton’s J/WNJ would calculate

to approximately 1.3x, which would appear
anomalous. This is precisely why consistent
instruments matter. The Hillel 2013 figure

for Princeton is independently estimated

to be approximately 2.5 percentage points
above Princeton’s concurrent CIRP measure
of 10.5 percent, the same pre-2016 Hillel
inflation documented at Harvard, Yale, and
Penn. Correcting to matched religion-only
instruments (CIRP 10.5 percent to DP Senior 9.5
percent) produces a J/WNJ of 0.1x. The Hillel-
only comparison does not reveal a Princeton
anomaly; it illustrates why pre-revision Hillel
figures are not used as preferred baselines
throughout this report.
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FIGURE 8

Undergraduate Enrollment by Group — Four Universities
Percentage of undergraduate enrollment - 2024-25

. Harvard . Yale - Princeton . Cornell

27% o “ o

White Asian Int'l Hispanic Black Jewish
(est.)

40%

30%
20%

30% 31%
0%

| LOWEST

10%

Harvard's Jewish enrollment is the lowest of any group shown — and the lowest of any peer institution.

Sources: Common Data Set 2024-25 (Section B2). Jewish estimates: Harvard: Crimson Freshman Survey, 2024-25; Yale: Hillel International
(800/6,758 = 11.8%, rounded to 12%); Cornell: Hillel International, 2024-25. Higher-of-two-estimates approach used; minimizes undercounting.
Yale’s Hispanic share (17%) is higher than Harvard and Cornell (12-13%), reflecting its more aggressive Pell and geographic diversification push;
all other demographic dimensions are comparable. Cornell figures reflect degree-seeking undergraduates only, excluding statutory college
students per CDS B2.

NINE INSTITUTIONS, FOUR TIERS

he White Decomposition analysis, dataset; it is also the lowest absolute Jewish

which asks whether Jewish enrollment enrollment level of any well-documented

declined faster or slower than Ivy League institution. A school that was
White non-Jewish enrollment at the same at 25% and is now at 7% sits below its own
institution, sorts all nine universities 1920s quota-era ceiling. That absolute-level
into four distinct categories. The full context belongs alongside the relative-
methodology appears in Section IV. One decline taxonomy (see Appendix E.4 for full
distinction that the relative-change analysis taxonomy).

does not capture but belongs in any honest
accounting: Harvard’s 7% is not just the end-
point of the steepest relative decline in the
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PENN: THE LONG-RUN WARNING

enn is the most alarming long-run
Pstory in the dataset, and it requires

separate treatment precisely because
its recent-decade J/WNIJ ratio (0.7x) classifies
as normal, which can obscure the larger
picture. Penn had one of the highest Jewish
undergraduate enrollment figures of any Ivy
League institution in 1967, approximately
40 percent, tied with Columbia. Today it
is approximately 11 percent. That is a ~73
percent relative decline over six decades: the
largest long-run Jewish enrollment collapse
of any school in this dataset, by a significant
margin, accumulated at an institution that
was once the most Jewish university in the
Ivy League.

The Brandeis CMIJS survey provides a useful
intermediate checkpoint. In 2016, Brandeis
estimated Penn’s Jewish undergraduate
enrollment at approximately 16 percent.
Against Hillel's 2025 figure of approximately
11 percent, that implies a 31 percent recent-
decade Jewish relative decline, classified

as normal on both the Brandeis and Hillel
baselines. (Note: Appendix D.3 shows Penn’s
Jewish relative decline as -56.0%; that
figure uses the earlier Hillel 2013 baseline
of 26%, not the Brandeis 2016 baseline of
16%. Both figures are accurate under their
respective baselines; both produce a Normal
J/WNI classification. See Table C.3 for
reconciliation.)

These two facts are not in conflict. They
tell different stories about different time
windows. The modern normal classification
says: between 2013 and 2025, Penn’s Jewish
students bore their expected share of the
White enrollment contraction. But that
proportional result is layered on top of a

1967-2013 collapse that already took Penn
from 40% to ~16%. Penn is not exonerated
by its recent-decade J/WNI ratio. It is a
warning. Once a large enough baseline
decline has accumulated, even proportional
subsequent declines leave you at historically
catastrophic levels. Harvard is at an earlier
stage of the same trajectory. Penn is what
the end of that trajectory looks like if no one
builds monitoring infrastructure along the
way. Had the J/WNIJ framework been applied
to Penn over the full 1967-2025 window (once
matched White non-Jewish data for that
period become available), Penn would almost
certainly classify as anomalous, not normal.
The same logic applies to Columbia, which
fell from approximately 40 percent (1967)

to 15.7 percent today: a 60 percent relative
decline whose long-run J/WNJ is unknown
but whose direction is not in doubt. The
recent-decade normal classification for both
schools is a narrow technical finding, not an
exoneration.

“Penn is what the end of
that trajectory looks like if
no one builds monitoring
infrastructure along the
way.”
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BROWN AND CORNELL: THE
COUNTER-NARRATIVE

rown and Cornell provide the counter-
narrative. Brown’s Jewish enrollment

shows modest growth on the only
available consistent-instrument comparison:
Hillel's inclusive figure rose from 20 percent
in 2013 to approximately 24 percent in 2025.
A 2024 BDH religion-only intercept poll found
14 percent, consistent with the documented
gap between inclusive and religion-only
instruments at peer institutions. Because no
2013 religion-only baseline exists for Brown,
the BDH figure yields a current snapshot, not
a trend. The Hillel-consistent trend (the only
calculable one) is modestly positive. Even if
Jewish enrollment had merely held at the 2013
Hillel baseline, that would represent six decades
of stability against the same national pressures
Penn and Harvard faced. Brown’s outcome is
not accidental. The university made a deliberate
institutional decision to recruit observant
Jewish students, including building a kosher
dining facility, a signal of active recruitment
intent that distinguishes its posture from peer
institutions. Cornell’s undergraduate enrollment
has declined modestly from approximately 23

to 20 percent, a 13 percent relative decline that
classifies as an outperformer in the dataset.
Even at the most pessimistic recent reading,
Cornell runs at roughly double Harvard’s
current level: a comparison that requires no
further elaboration.

A methodological note on Brown’s current
enrollment figure is warranted. Hillel
International reports approximately 24 percent
Jewish enrollment at Brown in 2025, above its
2013 baseline of 20 percent, suggesting growth.
The Brown Daily Herald’s Fall 2024 intercept
poll (n=1,177) found 14 percent on a religion-
only basis. These figures are not in conflict:
Hillel's inclusive definition captures cultural
and secular Jews that a religion-only question
does not, and a 10-point gap between the two
is consistent with the documented inclusive-
to-religious-only ratio at other institutions.
Because the BDH poll has no 2013 baseline, a
consistent-instrument trend for Brown cannot
be established from that series. This report
treats the Hillel figure as the best available trend
estimate while acknowledging the instrument
uncertainty.
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There is a further constraint on Brown’s
J/WNIJ calculation that requires direct
acknowledgment. Brown’s CDS B2 White
enrollment in 2024-25 is 32.9 percent.
Hillel’s inclusive Jewish figure of 24 percent,
if treated as a subset of White students,
would imply that Jewish students constitute
approximately 73 percent of Brown’s White
population: an arithmetic impossibility. The
resolution is methodological: Hillel's inclusive
definition captures students across racial
self-identification categories, including
Sephardic, Mizrahi, multiracial, and Middle
Eastern-origin students who frequently
mark “Two or more races,” “Other.” or leave
the racial category blank on institutional
forms. Hillel and CDS are measuring different
things. The consequence is that a reliable
JNW denominator cannot be calculated

for Brown from available data: we cannot
determine what share of Hillel's 24 percent
sits inside the CDS White category. Brown’s
J/WNI ratio is therefore not calculable

with confidence from public sources and is
excluded from ratio-based analysis in this

report. Brown’s analytical role is limited to
what it reliably establishes: it faced the same
structural pressures as Harvard and Yale and
Jewish enrollment did not collapse.

The analytical conclusion is unchanged
under any plausible Brown scenario. Whether
Brown’s Jewish enrollment is closer to Hillel's
inclusive 24 percent or the BDH’s religion-
only 14 percent, it produced a radically better
outcome than Harvard under nearly identical
composite structural pressure (Brown 0.5,
Harvard 0.6; a gap of 0.1 on a 0-1 scale).

The stacking falsification does not depend

on Brown growing. It depends on Jewish
enrollment at Brown not collapsing.

With the peer landscape established and
the anomaly identified, Section III asks what
caused it, by first systematically eliminating
what did not.
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Section 111

What the Evidence

Eliminates

efore reaching any explanation,
B this report first eliminates possible

explanations, one by one, using the
same nine-university comparative data.
The logic is straightforward: if a given
force caused the decline at Harvard, it
should produce the same outcome at
every school that experienced the same
force. Where it does not, the explanation
fails. Each of the seven structural
explanations most commonly offered
for Harvard’s and Yale’s undergraduate
Jewish enrollment declines fails to
explain the peer divergence when tested
at scale: that is, each fails to predict

which schools’ Jewish enrollment
collapsed and which grew. The following
analysis focuses primarily on Harvard
because the data are richer, but the same
logic applies equally to Yale. Brown and
Princeton are cited not as favorites but
as the benchmarks that make the peer
comparison possible.

The machinery is precise. The blind
spot is total.
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1. GEOGRAPHIC
DIVERSIFICATION: RULED
OUT AT LEVEL A

arvard deliberately shifted
H enrollment away from the Northeast

and Mid-Atlantic, home to nearly
half of all American Jews (Gelman, 2013).
The shift is real, documented, and publicly
acknowledged as intentional policy: a
March 2015 Harvard Crimson investigation
documented Dean of Admissions William
R. Fitzsimmons describing geographic
diversification as an ongoing institutional
priority, with admissions representatives
conducting visits to all 50 states and
aggressively recruiting in historically
underrepresented regions. Harvard’s SFFA
trial testimony (2018) further established
that the admissions office explicitly lowered
PSAT score thresholds for recruitment
letters sent to students from rural “sparse
country” areas to advance this goal.
Harvard’s Northeast and Mid-Atlantic share
of admitted classes fell approximately 5
percentage points between 2005 and 2025,
implying roughly 83 fewer annual seats
from the most Jewish-dense region in the
country; New York State enrollment fell
from 264 students (1992) to 160 (2024).
If that geographic rebalancing drove the
Jewish enrollment decline, schools that
diversified more aggressively should show
larger drops.

And yet geography fails two independent
tests that are each, alone, sufficient for
Level A falsification. If geography drove
the decline, schools that diversified most
aggressively should show the largest
Jewish drops. Brown diversified 1.7 times
more aggressively than Harvard between
1992 and 2024: a 19.2 percentage-point
decline in Northeast/Mid-Atlantic share

(57.9%—38.7%) versus Harvard’s 11.4-point
decline (49.7%—38.3%), arriving at
essentially the same terminal geographic
profile. Brown diversified more, reached
the same destination, and produced the
opposite Jewish enrollment outcome:

24% (Hillel inclusive instrument) vs. 7%. If
geography were the cause, Brown’s Jewish
enrollment should have fallen further

than Harvard’s, not grown while Harvard’s
collapsed. The four-factor composite
model confirms this: Brown’s normalized
Northeast corridor dimension score (0.6)
exceeds Harvard’s (0.4), meaning the model
formally registers Brown as facing greater
geographic stacking pressure than Harvard.

The Temporal Inversion Test asks: did the
timing of the geographic shift match the
timing of the Jewish enrollment decline? It
does not. Geographic rebalancing was most
active in Era 1(1992-2004, 6.3 pp NE+Mid-
Atlantic per IPEDS), when Jewish enrollment
held stable at approximately 25%. It slowed
markedly in Era 2 (2004-2014, -1.5 pp),
when approximately 183 Jewish students
were lost. The mechanism with the least
movement in Era 2 coincided with the
largest enrollment collapse. A cause that
was moving fastest when nothing changed,
and slowest when everything changed, is
not the cause. Geography simultaneously
provides more precise evidence of
mechanism scale and rules itself out as
primary cause. This is a Level A falsification,
meaning established by convergent
independent evidence, requiring new
institutional data to revise. (The full three-
tier Claims Ladder with evidence citations
appears in Appendix A.8.)
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2. SOCIOECONOMIC ACCESS INITIATIVE: INSUFFICIENT TO

EXPLAIN ON ITS OWN

arvard’s laudable access initiative
H since 2004 was considerably broader

than its financial aid reform, though
that reform was its most visible element:
SO family contribution for incomes under
$65,000, no-loan aid packages, and a
deliberate expansion of financial accessibility
that has made Harvard tuition-free for
the majority of American families. The
initiative also encompassed a systematic
expansion of geographic and socioeconomic
recruitment: joint travel programs with
peer universities reaching all 50 states, the
Harvard College Connection (launched 2013)
combining digital outreach with in-person
recruitment to identify high-achieving
students in underrepresented communities,
and (as documented in SFFA trial testimony)
explicitly lowered PSAT score thresholds for
recruitment letters to rural students. Holistic
review was simultaneously recalibrated to
weight socioeconomic context, parental
occupation, and first-generation status as
positive factors. These are legitimate and
commendable goals. Expanding educational
access for first-generation and low-income
students is not the subject of this report’s
concern, and nothing in this analysis
challenges those goals or the students who
benefited from them. This report takes
no position on the appropriate weighting
of socioeconomic factors in admissions;
its ask is only that the outcomes those
factors produce for all protected groups be
measured and published.

The question this report asks is narrower:
whether this initiative explains the

specific outcome differential between
Harvard and its peers. Jewish applicants

are disproportionately higher-income,
continuing-generation, and concentrated in
coastal urban centers, characteristics that sit
on the unfavored side of all four dimensions
of this initiative simultaneously. If the access
initiative drove the Jewish enrollment
decline, schools that pursued these goals
more aggressively should show larger Jewish
drops.

The cross-institutional data rule out the
initiative as a primary explanation. Harvard’s
any-aid rate grew from 82.8% to 87.2% (+4.4
percentage points, 2013-2024): a modest
increase in financial assistance that coincided
with a 50 percent Jewish enrollment collapse.
Stanford expanded financial assistance more
than any other school in the dataset, from
75.7% to 91.1% (+15.4 percentage points),
reaching the highest any-aid rate in the

peer group, and produced normal Jewish
enrollment outcomes. Cornell’s aid rate fell
over the same period (65.9%—62.3%, —3.6pp)
and is an outperformer. Brown’s rate was
essentially flat (75.7%—76.3%, +0.6pp) and

is the outperformer. Yale’s rate also held

flat (67.5%—67.1%) yet sits in the anomalous
tier. The directional prediction fails in every
direction: more aid expansion does not
predict worse Jewish outcomes; less aid
expansion does not predict better ones.
Financial assistance expansion is retained as
a Level B directional contributor, meaning it
creates real pressure on Jewish applicants

as a group, but it cannot explain which
specific schools produced collapse and which
produced stability or growth.
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3. ASIAN ENROLLMENT GROWTH: NEAR-ZERO CORRELATION

sian enrollment at elite universities

A:cagrew substantially over this period,
nd Jewish and Asian applicants

are said to compete for similar academic
credential slots. If growing Asian enrollment
displaced Jewish students, schools with the
most Asian enrollment growth should show
the largest Jewish declines.

But the displacement hypothesis (that
growing Asian enrollment crowded out
Jewish students through competition for
shared admissions slots) is refuted by the
cross-institutional data. The simplest test:
Penn, Brown, and Cornell all experienced
approximately ten percentage points of
Asian enrollment growth, the maximum

in the dataset. Penn: -31% Jewish decline.
Cornell: -13%. Brown: 0% to +20%
(instrument-dependent). Identical Asian
growth exposure; three different outcome
tiers. If Asian growth were displacing Jewish
students, all three should have moved in
the same direction. They moved in three
completely different directions. Yale
experienced less Asian growth than any

of those three yet shows a larger Jewish
decline than all of them. Asian enrollment
growth was explicitly assessed for inclusion
in the four-factor composite stacking
model and excluded on methodological
grounds: its cross-institutional correlation
with Jewish enrollment change is weak
(Pearson r = +0.274, p = 0.48, n = 9) and
runs in the wrong direction: more Asian
growth is weakly associated with better

Jewish outcomes, the opposite of what the
displacement hypothesis predicts. This dual
failure (no significant correlation, wrong
directional sign) confirms this conclusion.

A more sophisticated version of the
argument holds that Jewish students
have lost competitive ground not through
displacement by numbers alone, but
because successive generations of an
established community have assimilated
and no longer compete with the intensity
of recent immigrants whose children

and grandchildren are still climbing. This

“The directional prediction fails

in every direction.”

framing has been advanced by serious
scholars of American higher education.
Princeton refutes it directly: Asian
enrollment at Princeton grew over the same
period at a comparable rate to Harvard
(Princeton +3.4 percentage points, Harvard
+4.8 percentage points (see Table D.3)), yet
Princeton’s Jewish enrollment was flat for
35 years. If generational assimilation were
eroding Jewish competitive standing at
elite universities, it would do so regardless
of which campus the students attended.

It did not do so at Princeton, eliminating
this hypothesis along with the simpler
displacement version.
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4. INTERNATIONAL ENROLLMENT GROWTH: PATTERN
AMONG PEERS SHOWS ONLY WEAK ASSOCIATION

arvard expanded its international
H student share over this period.

International students come from
a uniformly and dramatically less Jewish
applicant pool, which naturally depresses
the enrollment pipeline for Jewish students
as international share grows. If international
growth drove Jewish decline, the schools
with the largest international expansions
should show the largest Jewish drops.

International enrollment growth at Harvard
(+4.3 pp, 2014—-2024; IPEDS EF, first-time
UG) grew the non-Jewish share of the
class. But the cross-institutional pattern
does not support it as a primary driver of
Jewish enrollment decline. In the matched
2014—-2024 window, Brown grew its
international share at a comparable rate
(+3.3 pp) and produced the opposite Jewish
outcome: a flat-to-positive outcome on the
Hillel-consistent instrument. Dartmouth and

Stanford both grew international enrollment
faster than Harvard (+6.4 pp and +6.5 pp
respectively; IPEDS EF) and sit in the normal
outcome tier; their normalized international
scores (Dartmouth 0.7, Stanford 0.7) rank
first and second in the peer group, above
Harvard’s 0.6. Yale is the most instructive
case: it scores 0.1 on the international
dimension, among the lowest in the peer
group, registering near-zero international
pressure. A mechanism with essentially zero
presence at Yale cannot explain Yale’s result,
yet Yale sits in the anomalous outcome tier
alongside Harvard. Across nine universities,
more international enrollment growth

is weakly associated with better Jewish
outcomes, the wrong direction for the
hypothesis. International growth contributes
additively to Harvard’s specific outcome; it
does not explain why Harvard diverges from
peers.
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5. ATHLETIC RECRUITMENT: RULED OUT

thletic recruitment preferentially admits students
who are disproportionately non-Jewish and often

ower-income, reducing the acceptance rate for
the academic pool where Jewish students concentrate. If
athletic recruitment drove the decline, schools with higher
recruitment rates should show larger Jewish drops.

Brown recruits athletes at a comparable or higher rate
than Harvard (13% vs. 10-11%), and athletic recruitment is
documented as skewed toward lower-income students at
Harvard. The plain-English version of the test: if athletic
recruitment were suppressing Jewish enrollment by
consuming seats that would otherwise go to high-credential
academic applicants, the school that recruits the most
athletes should have the worst Jewish outcome. Brown
recruits more athletes than Harvard and has the best Jewish
enrollment outcome in the dataset. Athletic recruitment
cannot be the mechanism that distinguishes Harvard

from Brown when Brown’s exposure is higher. Princeton
provides independent corroboration: it recruits athletes

at approximately 12 percent, comparable to Harvard’s
documented 10-12 percent range, yet produces a J/WNIJ
ratio of 0.11x, the lowest calculable ratio in the dataset.
Cornell’s recruitment rate is approximately 14 percent, at
or above Harvard’s, and Cornell is an outperformer. In each
of the three comparator schools, a comparable or higher
athletic recruitment rate is paired with a better Jewish
enrollment outcome than Harvard’s, the opposite of what
the hypothesis requires.
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6. COMPOSITE STACKING: THE HYPOTHESIS

THAT EXPLAINS NOTHING

erhaps no single mechanism suffices,
but their combination does. Jewish

applicants sit on the unfavored
side of every major admissions priority
simultaneously, geographic, socioeconomic,
racial, international, and athletic. Stacked
together, these pressures might fully explain
the decline without requiring any ancestry-
specific factor. This is the strongest version
of the structural argument.

The four-factor composite stacking

model tests exactly this, combining the

four quantifiable dimensions into a single
OECD/JRC normalized composite score

and ranking all nine universities by their
total structural exposure. Think of the
composite score as a pressure gauge: it
measures how hard the combined weight of
all four admissions forces is pushing against
Jewish enrollment at each school. If stacking
were the explanation, the school under the
most pressure should produce the worst
outcome. The models failure is visible in

the distribution itself: the rank-ordering of
composite scores does not correspond to the
rank-ordering of outcomes at any point in
the distribution.

The model’s failure operates at four
independent levels, each sufficient on its
own. The primary falsification is directional:
Yale’s composite score (0.34) is lower than
Princeton’s (0.38), meaning the model
formally identifies Princeton as facing more
structural pressure than Yale. The enrollment
outcome inverts this prediction completely.
Yale’s J/WNI ratio (1.39x) is more than twelve
times worse than Princeton’s (0.11x). Less
composite pressure, catastrophically worse
outcome.

Both endpoints rest on independent survey
instruments: the Yale Chaplain series and
the Princeton CIRP/Hargadon and Daily
Princetonian series. A critic cannot challenge
this falsification without attacking the two
highest-confidence data series in the peer
group simultaneously. A second falsification
runs in the opposite direction and confirms
the first from a different angle: Penn’s
composite score (0.49) is substantially
higher than Yale’s (0.34), meaning the model
registers Penn as facing greater structural
stacking pressure. Penn’s ] /WNIJ ratio is
0.68x, a Normal outcome. Yale’s is 1.39x,

an Anomalous one. The school with more
structural pressure produced a better
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outcome. Penn’s Jewish enrollment figures
draw on Brandeis CMJS independent
survey data, the same instrument class as
Harvard’s preferred baseline. Together,
the Yale-Princeton and Penn-Yale pairs
constitute a two-directional falsification:
Yale underperforms a school with more
composite pressure, and Penn outperforms
Yale despite carrying more composite
pressure. Both pairs require no Hillel-only
data at their primary endpoints.

A third falsification operates on magnitude:
Harvard’s composite (0.58) sits 0.2 points
above Princeton’s (0.38), a gap the model
should translate into a proportionally larger
Harvard decline. Harvard’s ]/WNIJ ratio
(1.5-2.3%, depending on baseline) is indeed
worse than Princeton’s, but by a factor of 13
to 21.

A fourth falsification involves the model’s
highest-ranked school: Stanford holds the
highest composite score in the dataset
(0.68) and produces a J/WNIJ ratio of 0.48x.

Brown provides a fifth, corroborating
comparison: Harvard’s composite (0.58) is
higher than Brown’s (0.51), yet Harvard’s
outcome is catastrophically worse, with

a gap of between 50 and 92 percentage
points for a 0.07-point composite difference
depending on instrument pairing. Brown’s
data carry acknowledged instrument
uncertainty (see Appendix C), and this
pairing is treated as corroborating rather
than primary. Its direction is fully consistent
with the four independent falsifications
above. The full analysis is in Appendix F.

A note on scope. The composite model
covers nine universities. Nine is sufficient to
establish the pattern this report describes:
the Yale-Princeton directional inversion, the
Penn-Yale directional reversal, the Harvard-
Princeton magnitude discrepancy, the
Stanford top-of-distribution falsification,
and the corroborating Harvard-Brown
comparison, taken together constituting
the formal failure of the model to predict
direction and magnitude of outcome at
the two anomalous institutions. Nine is
not large enough for broad statistical
generalization, and this report makes

no such claim. Expanding the stacking
framework to a larger institutional sample,
testing it with updated instruments,

and exploring whether the Harvard-Yale
anomaly holds across a thirty- or fifty-
school universe is genuinely important
work. It is also beyond the purview of this
report. HJAA is making the underlying
data, composite methodology, and analysis
available for researchers who wish to
extend it. This report’s contribution is to
document the pattern within this nine-
school peer group, demonstrate that
structural explanations fail within that
universe, and establish that the residual
warrants investigation. Someone else
should take it further.
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7. ACADEMIC CREDENTIALS LESS IMPORTANT:

DATA DISPROVES IT AT LEVEL A

ewish overrepresentation at elite
Juniversities was built on academic

credentials, top SAT scores, strong GPA
profiles. As test-optional policies spread and
the pool of White high-scorers shrank as a
share of applicants, Jewish enrollment should
have fallen proportionally with the White
academic pool. If a devaluing of academic
credentials drove the decline, the J/WNIJ
ratio should be close to 1.0, Jews tracking
their White peers equally.

Arelated question: does growing Jewish
racial diversity affect the analysis? It does
not weaken it. The Jewish figures in the
numerator already capture all self-identifying
Jews regardless of racial background. The
White non-Jewish denominator is derived by
subtracting Jews from the White total. If Jews
of color represent a growing share of total
Jews over time, fewer Jews are subtracted
from the White pool at the endpoint than at
the baseline, meaning the WNJ denominator
is larger at the endpoint. A larger WNJ
denominator means White non-Jews
declined less in relative terms, which makes
the J/WNIJ ratio worse, not better. The Jews
of color argument, if anything, strengthens
the finding.

This is falsified by the only direct evidence
that exists. Direct analysis of Harvard
Crimson Class of 2017 freshman survey

data finds that religiously identified Jewish
freshmen scored 56 points above their White
peers on the SAT, and within 10 points of East
Asian and Indian students. Jewish students
at Harvard were not tracking the White
average on academic credentials; they were
tracking the Asian average. In plain terms: a
policy that compresses the White academic
pool generally should barely touch a group
performing at Asian credential levels. Under
credential-compression logic, Jews should
have held their relative position within the
White pool while the pool shrank, producing
a J/WNIJ ratio close to 1.0. The data show
1.5-2.3x. Princeton’s ratio on the same
pressures is 0.1x. Cornell’s is 0.3x. The same
credential landscape hit all nine universities.
The SAT pipeline explanation cannot
produce a 13.6x gap in J/WNIJ ratios between
Harvard (1.5%, conservative lower bound) and
Princeton (0.11x) when both face identical
credential compression. If that explanation
were sufficient, Harvard and Princeton
would move together: the same test-optional
wave and credential-compression dynamics
operated on both campuses simultaneously.
They do not move together. They are 13.6
times apart. This is a Level A falsification.
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THE LEGACY TAILWIND PARADOX

ews constituted roughly 25 percent of Harvard
Jundergraduates for most of the 1970s through

1990s, meaning Jewish alumni hold legacy
eligibility at approximately that same share of the
eligible pool. That is a proportionate figure, not an
inflated one, but with current Jewish enrollment
at only 7 percent, that legacy footprint still
represents a significant structural advantage. It
should function as a substantial tailwind for Jewish
applicants. Yet enrollment collapsed from roughly
25 percent to 7 percent anyway. Harvard does not
publish legacy rates disaggregated by ancestry, so
this assumption is unverified; it is itself part of what
the monitoring ask would address.

The Crimson’s data quantify the erosion of even
that tailwind: among legacy students, those from
families earning $500,000 or more fell from 43.2
percent (C/0O 2019) to 29.3 percent (C/O 2027).
The combined parent legacy rate fell from 16.8
percent to 12.0 percent. The channel that should
disproportionately benefit Jewish applicants is
itself contracting, shifting away from the income
profile where Jewish families concentrate.

The historical irony is sharp. Legacy preference
was introduced at Harvard in the 1920s specifically
to exclude Jews, as documented in the Crimson’s
November 2023 investigation, “The White Man’s
College. The mechanism has since reversed: the
alumni cohorts that legacy preference now draws
from are disproportionately Jewish relative to
today’s enrollment. Even so, it cannot hold Jewish
enrollment at anything close to historical levels. An
apparent structural advantage that should produce
lift produces none. To be clear: this report takes no
position on legacy preference. The practice has its
own contested history at Harvard and elsewhere,
and that debate does not belong in this report.
Legacy is cited here for one purpose only, as a test:
even this apparent structural advantage could not
arrest a decade-long decline in Jewish enrollment.
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A NOTE ON THE DEMAND SIDE

he demand-side theory (that Jewish
I students simply stopped applying)

collapses under three independent
lines of evidence. Harvard’s total applications
nearly tripled over this period, from ~20,000
to approximately 56,000-61,000 (most
recently published cycle: ~56,000), meaning
Harvard became dramatically more attractive
to applicants generally, at exactly the
moment it became dramatically less Jewish.
A demand collapse does not look like that.
The Jewish college-age population remained
stable at ~90,000 per cohort (Pew 2020).
And peer institutions maintained 2-3.5x
Harvard’s Jewish enrollment throughout. For
the demand-side theory to explain a decline
from ~25% to ~7%, one must posit that the
most education-invested demographic
group in America quietly stopped applying
to the world’s most prestigious university,
while continuing to apply enthusiastically to
Brown, Cornell, and Columbia, and no one
noticed. This is not a credible account.

One piece of evidence this report cannot
provide is Jewish application counts by

year. Harvard does not release religion-
coded applicant data, which is itself one

of the central monitoring gaps this report

is asking Harvard to address. The tripling

of total applications and the stability of
Jewish enrollment at peer institutions are
strong circumstantial evidence against a
Harvard-specific demand collapse, but they
are not dispositive. The demand-side theory
is unfalsifiable with public data, because
Harvard holds the applicant pipeline and
has never released it. That silence is not a
defense. An institution that tracked every
other demographic characteristic of its
applicant pool for decades, and chose not to
track this one, owns the ambiguity it created.

A NOTE ON PENN AND
COLUMBIA

enn and Columbia both show
Plarge apparent Jewish enrollment
declines and belong in any
honest account of this phenomenon.
Penn’s long-run decline from ~40
percent (1967) to ~11 percent (2025) is
directionally supported by Brandeis
and Hillel data and, on a recent-decade
basis, produces a J/WNIJ ratio of 0.7x,
normal by the Princeton benchmark
but built on a catastrophically eroded
baseline. Columbia’s figures (Hillel:
~22% —~15.7%) carry a General Studies
complication that limits precision. This
report features Harvard and Yale as
primary subjects (and Princeton and
Brown as methodological controls)
not because Penn and Columbia are
less important as subjects of concern,
but because the data foundations at
Harvard and Yale are the only ones
strong enough to support the specific
quantitative claims this report makes. As
better data become available for Penn
and Columbia, the analysis should be
updated accordingly.

With all seven structural mechanisms
shown to fail individually, the four-
factor OECD/JRC composite model
tests them jointly: it confirms that
aggregate structural exposure,
normalized across the nine-school peer
group, cannot explain the distribution
of Jewish enrollment outcomes. Section
IV quantifies what remains: the anomaly
itself, measured precisely against the
only benchmark that controls for the
forces this report has just eliminated.
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Section IV,

The White Decomposition:
The Analytical Centerpiece

Il nine universities experienced
AWhite enrollment decline,

between 3.9 and 18.9 percentage
points. Approximately 90 percent of
American Jews identify as White, non-
Hispanic in official racial categories (Pew,
2021; see Appendix C.3 and E.1-E.2). The
question the White Decomposition asks
is simple: within the White enrollment
decline that every school experienced,
did Jewish and White non-Jewish
students fare equally? Or did one group
bear a disproportionate share? One
construction note: White non-Jewish
enrollment is derived by subtracting

the estimated Jewish count from total
reported White enrollment. Because
the Jewish estimate carries uncertainty,
that uncertainty propagates into the
denominator. The Crimson consistent-
instrument series, which measures both
groups on the same survey and requires
no such subtraction, is presented
alongside the cross-instrument figures
throughout to confirm that the ratio
finding does not depend on the derived-
denominator construction.

Figure 9 answers that question across all
seven universities.
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FIGURE 9

J/WNIJ Ratio — Seven Universities

Jewish relative decline + White non-Jewish relative decline - same institution - same period
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J/WNIJ Ratio = Jewish relative enrollment decline divided by White non-Jewish relative enrollment decline, same institution, over each school’s
preferred baseline window (approximately 2013-2025; Harvard and Penn use the 2016 Brandeis baseline; Yale uses the Chaplain’s 2010s cluster
average; Princeton uses the CIRP series average as baseline). A ratio of 1.0x means both groups declined equally; above 1.0x means Jews declined
faster. Ratios in the body text are rounded to one decimal place for readability; precise figures appear in Appendix E.4 and the supporting tables.
For example, Yale’s ratio appears as 1.4x in the body text and 1.39x in the appendix tables; Harvard's lower bound appears as ~1.5x throughout
(range 1.42x-1.60>* depending on White baseline methodology; see Appendix E.1). This rounding convention applies throughout.

Princeton (0.1x) is the empirical benchmark: the most structurally comparable school, under similar structural pressures, whose outcome was
proportional, proof that the structural forces do not mechanically produce the Harvard and Yale results. Princeton is selected as the benchmark
rather than Penn or Cornell because it is the only peer institution with a long-run, consistent, random-sample religion series (CIRP via Dean
Hargadon, 1988-2003) that predates the modern diversification era, providing a reliable pre-policy baseline with 35 years of stability confirmed
independently at both ends: the CIRP series average (entering cohort, 1988-2003) and the Daily Princetonian Senior Survey three-wave

average (graduating cohort, 2022-2024). Penn’s series begin mid-trend; Princeton’s does not. Dartmouth excluded: Hillel-only instrument, low
confidence; ratio inflated by near-zero White non-Jewish denominator. Sources: Brandeis CMJS /SSRI 2016; Harvard Crimson survey series; Yale
Chaplain’s Office; CIRP via Hargadon (PAW, February 2006); Hillel International; IPEDS CDS 2013-2025.
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he seven-university picture establishes the pattern: Harvard and Yale are the apex

anomalies; Princeton is the proof-of-concept that the structural forces do not force

the outcome — and its result is better than proportional, making the Harvard and Yale
anomaly larger than a neutral benchmark would suggest. Figure 10 zooms in on Harvard
specifically, tracing the Jewish share of White enrollment from 1992 through 2025, the full arc
from peak to present.

FIGURE 10

Harvard White Decomposition — 1992 to 2025

Jewish and White non-Jewish enrollment as share of Harvard undergraduates
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Both groups declined — Jewish far more steeply
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*1992 baseline: Harvard Crimson survey. 2025: Hillel International (7.1%) - Common Data Set B2 (White total). Non-Jewish White = Total White minus Jewish estimate.

What Figure 10 shows is not a recent anomaly. The Jewish share of Harvard’s total enrollment
peaked at roughly 25 percent in the early 1990s. Measured from that 1992 baseline (Hillel
upper-bound; De Silva 1992 Crimson White base 63.5%; no Pew adj.), Jewish enrollment fell 71.6
percent while WNJ enrollment fell 40.7 percent, a J/WNIJ ratio of 1.76%, closely consistent with
the 1.5-2.3x range derived from the preferred Brandeis window. Both time horizons produce
the same finding. The disproportionality is not an artifact of baseline choice. It is the signal.
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HARVARD (1.5-2.3x) AND YALE (1.4x):

THE APEX ANOMALIES

arvard’s preferred window
H runs from the 2016 Brandeis

baseline of 14 percent to
Hillel's 2025 figure of 7.1 percent: a
49.3 percent Jewish relative decline
against a 21.2 percent White
non-Jewish decline over the same
period. Ratio: 2.3x. On the Crimson
consistent instrument alone,
endpoint to endpoint (Class of 2017:
9.5% to Class of 2027: 5.4%), the
ratio is 1.5x. The Harvard J/WNJ
range is 1.5-2.3x, with both ends
firmly anomalous.

Yale’s Chaplain’s Office consistent
series runs from a 2010s cluster
average of 16.4 percent to the
entering Class of 2028 at 9.5
percent: a 42.1 percent Jewish
relative decline against a 30.4
percent White non-Jewish decline.
Ratio: 1.4x. Together, the two most
selective research universities

in the United States are the two
largest anomalies in the nine-
university dataset.

Princeton’s result is the clearest
available benchmark for what
non-anomalous performance
looks like under similar structural
pressure. Its Jewish enrollment has
been essentially flat for 35 years

in absolute terms: the CIRP series
average during Dean Hargadon’s
tenure (1988-2003) was 10.5

percent; the Princetonian 2022~
2024 three-survey average is 9.9
percent. That stability is confirmed
at both ends independently: the
entering Class of 2029 measured
9.4 percent on the Frosh Survey,
and Hillel's recent-decade window
(13% — 8.6%, —34%) corroborates
proportionality on an instrument
comparable to Harvard’s. No ratio
construction changes this. The J/
WNI ratio for Princeton on this
window is 0.1x, with White non-
Jewish relative decline at ~56.4%.

A precision note on that figure:
Princeton’s baseline (CIRP,
1988-2003) is substantially earlier
than Harvard’s (Brandeis, 2016) or
most other schools’ (~2013-2014
CDS). Over a longer window,
Princeton’s White non-Jewish
enrollment naturally declined
more, because it reflects thirty-
plus years of diversification rather
than nine. That larger denominator
mechanically compresses the
ratio toward zero. The 0.1x figure
should be read as a directional
signal of proportionality, not a
precise cross-school comparison.
The core claim does not rest on it.
Princeton’s Jewish enrollment was
stable for 35 years while Harvard’s
collapsed by roughly half. That is
the finding.
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YALE: THE METHODOLOGICAL TRAP

A methodological trap lurks in this data. In

plain terms: the baseline you choose matters
enormously, and mixing measurement tools
across the two endpoints can make a large
decline disappear entirely. The Chaplain’s Office
uses religion-only identification; Hillel uses an
inclusive definition that captures secular and
cultural Jews as well. If you pair the Chaplain’s
religion-only 16.4% baseline with Hillel's current
figure of 11.8%, you are comparing a narrower
measure at one end to a broader measure at the
other. That mismatch artificially narrows the
apparent gap. The cross-method calculation
produces a J/WNI ratio of approximately 0.8,
which would classify Yale as proportional.

But that result is an artifact of the instrument
switch, not a finding. Correcting to a consistent-
instrument comparison (Chaplain baseline 16.4%
— Chaplain current 9.5%) reclassifies Yale from
proportional to anomalous, from second-best
to second-worst in the dataset, with a J/WNIJ
ratio of 1.4x. The lesson is exact: methodology
inconsistency in baseline selection can disguise
the second-largest anomaly in the nine-
university dataset as a normal outcome. This is
precisely why consistent instruments matter.
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A NOTE ON JEWS OF COLOR AND MEASUREMENT

The White Decomposition measures Jewish
students as a subset of White enrollment.
This section explains why that is the
appropriate analytical choice, why it is not
a claim about Jewish identity, and why the
growing diversity of the Jewish community
does not undermine the methodology.

Why White is the correct proxy for
enrollment data. University enrollment
data (CDS Section B2, IPEDS) collect race
and ethnicity using federal OMB categories:
White, Black or African American, Hispanic
or Latino, Asian, American Indian or Alaska
Native, Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander,
Two or More Races, and Nonresident Alien.
Jewish is not a category. When Ashkenazi
Jews, who constitute the large majority of
American Jewry, are presented with these
categories, they select White at near-
universal rates. This is not a choice the
report makes: it is how Ashkenazi Jewish
students have consistently responded to
federal racial classification instruments,

a behavioral fact documented in the
Crimson survey series, Pew, and other
national studies. Using White as a proxy for
Ashkenazi Jewish enrollment reflects what
the data actually capture. No other available
category does.

Jews of Color: identity, measurement,

and what is already counted. The Jewish
community is not monolithic in racial
identity. Approximately 12-15% of American
Jewish adults identify as Jews of Color,
including Jews who identify as Black,
Hispanic, Asian, multiracial, or another
non-White category (Jews of Color Initiative,
2019). This report fully acknowledges and
respects that diversity. Critically, Jews of
Color are already counted in this report’s
findings: the Jewish enrollment figures in

the numerator, the Hillel estimates and the
Brandeis SSRI stratified random sample,
count Jews inclusively regardless of how
individual students identify on institutional
race and ethnicity forms. The 7.1% current
Harvard figure and the 14% Brandeis baseline
both include Jewish students of every racial
background. The White proxy affects only
the denominator of the J/WNIJ ratio (the
White non-Jewish comparison group), not
the count of Jewish students itself.

The generational diversity of American
Jewry makes this a conservative
methodology. Pew’s 2021 Portrait of Jewish
Americans documents a meaningful
generational shift: while approximately

8% of all Jewish adults identify as Jews of
Color, that share rises to roughly 15-17%
among Jewish adults under 30, the college-
age cohort most directly relevant to this
analysis. This has a specific and directional
implication for the White Decomposition.
Because younger Jews are more racially
diverse than older Jews, a growing share of
Jewish students at baseline and endpoint
identify in non-White categories and

are therefore not subtracted from the
White enrollment pool. That means the
WNIJ enrollment count at the endpoint is
artificially depressed by over-subtraction,
which makes the WNJ decline percentage
appear steeper than it actually is. A steeper
denominator makes the J/WNIJ ratio smaller
than the corrected figure would show,
meaning the true ratio is slightly higher than
what this report reports. The Jews of Color
argument, taken seriously, means we are
understating the anomaly, not overstating it.
The figures in this report are conservative
estimates. This is further documented in
Appendix E.1-E.2.
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ScHooL JewisH BASELINE ~ CURRENT (%) ‘éEWISH WNJ CHANGE TN TIErR CONFIDENCE
HANGE RatiO
Harvard Brandeis 14% 71% -49.3% -21.2% 1.5-2.3x ANOMALOUS HIGH
Yale Chaplain 16.4% 9.5% -42.1% -30.4% 1.4x ANOMALOUS HIGH
Dartmouth . ANOMALOUSY (I/  MEDIUM-
(o) (o) — [0 — (o) x
4 Hillel 11% 8.9% 19.1% 5.4% 3.6xF WNJ excluded) LOW
Columbia  Hillel 22% 15.7% -28.6%  -24.9% 1.2x PROPORTIONAL LOW
9.9% OUTPERFORMER MEDIUM-
Princeton * .59 -6.09 -56.4% Ix
rinceton * CIRP 10.5% (3-yr avg) 6.0% 0.1 (benchmark) HIGH
Penn Brandeis 16% 11.0% -31.2% -45.8% 0.7x NORMAL MEDIUM
Stanford  Hillel 10% 7.9% 21.0%  -43.3%  0.5<  NORMAL e
Cornell  Hillel 23% ~20% -13.0%  ~40.3% 03«  OUTPERFORMER | > '
. 0% to
Brown Hillel 20% 23.9% 120% -54.8% n/c OUTPERFORMER MEDIUM
(o]

Notes: * Princeton = expected benchmark (0.1x). HIGH: Harvard, Yale. MEDIUM-HIGH: Princeton. MEDIUM: Penn, Brown. MEDIUM-LOW:
Cornell, Stanford, Dartmouth (Hillel-primary; treat as directional signals only). LOW: Columbia (General Studies denominator complicates
comparisons; treat with caution). § Dartmouth: do not cite as a finding. Penn and Columbia J/WNIJ ratios reflect recent-decade windows only
(approximately 2013-2025); their long-run classifications would almost certainly be anomalous once matched White non-Jewish data for the full
period are available. All changes are relative (%), not absolute pp.

WHAT THE DECOMPOSITION ESTABLISHES

Level A confidence: Jewish students at Harvard declined at approximately 1.5-2.3x the rate of White
non-Jews over the preferred 2016-2025 window. At Yale, 1.4x on consistent instruments. At every
other well-characterized school in the dataset, Jews declined at the same or slower rate than their
White non-Jewish peers. The decomposition does not establish why the differential exists. It rules
out compositional, geographic, and stacking explanations. It identifies a pattern the structural model
cannot account for.

The decomposition establishes the pattern. What generated it is the subject of Section V.
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Section V.

The Unexplained and the

Untested

THE CLAIMS LADDER

The evidence supports three tiers

of conclusion. Level A findings are
established by evidence confirmed by
multiple independent sources and would
require new institutional data to revise.
Level B findings are analytically well-
supported but await confirmation. Level
C findings are inferential and should
not be cited as findings. The full Claims
Ladder with evidence citations is in
Appendix A.8.

THE HOLISTIC RATINGS
HYPOTHESIS

Of the mechanisms that remain after
the structural analysis of Section III, one
is both unstudied and consistent with
the evidence: whether Harvard’s holistic
rating system produces differential
outcomes for Jewish applicants, not
through explicit instruction or intent,
but through the calibration of what
subjective rating categories reward and
penalize.

The SFFA litigation established that
this type of mechanism can operate

in holistic admissions without explicit
policy. Harvard’s trained admissions
readers assigned Asian American
applicants systematically lower
personal ratings on traits like likability,
leadership, and social engagement, a
statistically significant disparity that
persisted after controlling for academic
and extracurricular profiles. The
District Court did not find this rose to
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intentional discrimination. But the trial
record established that subjective reader
calibration can produce measurable group-
level disparities without any discriminatory
instruction.

Whether an analogous pattern exists for
Jewish applicants is simply unknown.
Harvard has not released religion-coded
ratings data, and the SFFA litigation did

not analyze Jewish applicants as a distinct
group. This report does not assert that
such a pattern exists. It observes that the
mechanism is documented, that the data to
test it exist, and that the test has not been
run.

Three things would answer the question:
personal ratings data disaggregated

by ancestry; a comparison of alumni
interviewer versus reader ratings for Jewish
applicants (the SFFA analysis found the
disparity was isolated to trained readers,
not alumni interviewers); and a review of
reader training materials for how traits
associated with Jewish identity are coded.
Harvard holds the infrastructure to produce
all three. The question is whether it will
look.

THE DATA THAT WOULD
ANSWER THIS

The full answer requires one thing: religion-
coded applicant pipeline data. Harvard
and Yale both know, for every application
cycle, how many Jewish students applied,
how many were admitted, and how many
enrolled. The pipeline data would establish
at which stage (applications, admit rates,
or yield) the decline originates. Neither
Harvard nor Yale has released these data.
The same data request applies, with
equivalent force, to Penn and Columbia,

where the directional evidence of large
long-run declines is present but the
analytical precision to establish the
mechanism is not.

The data that would resolve the remaining
uncertainty: applicant pool composition

by ancestry (2010-2025); admit rates

for Jewish vs. non-Jewish applicants,
controlling for academic profile; yield

rates by ancestry: a yield decline would
signal campus-climate concerns predating
October 7; geographic stratification of
Jewish applicants and admits by metro
area; and holistic ratings analysis (Personal,
Academic, Extracurricular) for Jewish vs.
non-Jewish applicants, the parallel to SFFA’s
analysis for Asian Americans. If Harvard’s
internal data show no ancestry-correlated
disparities in admit or yield rates, this
report would require fundamental revision.
Harvard may not have this data at all. The
application does not ask about Jewish
identity or ancestry, and no systematic
collection mechanism is known to exist.
That is precisely the problem, and it is what
the COUNT ask is designed to address.

An institution that tracked every other
demographic characteristic of its applicant
pool for decades, and chose not to track
this one, cannot now claim the absence

of data as a defense. It owns that absence.
Producing the data is where this report’s ask
begins.
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THE 1920S PARALLEL

The demand to look carries particular weight
given this institution’s specific history.

The parallel to the 1920s is invoked not as
accusation but as institutional obligation: a
university that once formally targeted this
ancestry group through neutral-seeming
tools should apply heightened scrutiny when
formally neutral tools are again producing
concentrated outcomes in the same group.
This report draws no equivalence between
the mechanisms or intent of 1922 and

2025; historical pattern is not evidence of
contemporary intent, and no such claim is
made here. The obligation to look does not
require it.

In the 1920s, Harvard classified applicants

as J1 (“definitely Jewish”), J2 (“probably
Jewish”), or J3 (“possibly Jewish”), based on
surname, school, and residence. President A.
Lawrence Lowell’s 1922 Board memorandum
proposed explicit geographic caps as a
formally neutral means of limiting Jewish
enrollment: regional diversification as the
stated objective, ancestry-group limitation
as the effect. Jewish enrollment was capped
at approximately 15 percent during the quota
peak. By the 1970s, following the collapse of
the quota system, it had climbed back to 25
percent.

Today, Harvard’s Jewish enrollment stands
at 7.1 percent: a numerical outcome that

sits below the Lowell-era ceiling, not by
intent as far as any available evidence shows,
but as an outcome no one at Harvard has

measured or examined. That is what the
parallel suggests: not that 2025 resembles
1922, but that a university with this specific
history has a particular obligation to look
when the numbers move in a direction its
monitoring infrastructure cannot detect.
That heightened scrutiny is not what this
report finds. No one has measured it. Take a
look.

THE MOST PARSIMONIOUS
EXPLANATION

Of the mechanisms that remain after the
structural analysis in Section III, holistic
ratings calibration is the most parsimonious
single explanation consistent with what

the data show. It is documented in the
institutional record: the SFFA litigation
established that trained admissions readers
assigned Asian American applicants
systematically lower personal ratings on
subjective traits, producing measurable
group-level disparities without any
discriminatory instruction. The mechanism
is real, it operates without explicit policy,
and it is capable of producing school-specific
outcomes at the scale documented here
without leaving traces in the structural data
that the stacking analysis would capture.
Whether an analogous pattern applies

to Jewish applicants is not a finding of

this report. It is a hypothesis the data are
consistent with and that Harvard is uniquely
positioned to test. No outside party can
answer it from the data that are publicly
available. Harvard can.



HARVARD JEWISH ALUMNI ALLIANCE | HARVARDJEWISHALUMNI.ORG

The three core requests in the next section
are designed with that hypothesis in mind.
COUNT creates the pipeline visibility

to locate at which stage — applications,
admissions, or yield — the decline
originates; without it, the mechanism
cannot be tested at all. AUDIT tests directly
whether holistic evaluation produces
ancestry-correlated rating disparities, the
parallel to the SFFA analysis that was run
for Asian American applicants and has never
been run for Jewish applicants. CORRECT
addresses any confirmed disparities that
the audit identifies. Each of the three core
asks is necessary because no single one of
them, alone, closes the diagnostic loop.
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WHAT WE ARE ASKING: THREE REQUESTS, ONE STANDARD

he evidence is in. Seven structural
I mechanisms have been tested and

eliminated. The anomaly at Harvard
and Yale is established at the highest level of
confidence available from public data. What
follows is not more analysis. It is what the
analysis demands: three core asks, grounded
in what Harvard already does for every other
group it tracks.

1. COUNT.

Add Jewish ancestry, national origin, and
ethnic characteristics to Harvard’s annual
enrollment dataset. Applicants, admits,
matriculants. The same voluntary self-
identification mechanism Harvard already
uses for every other category. Voluntary
post-matriculation surveys, aggregated
and anonymized, are sufficient and legally
unambiguous. This requires no finding of
discrimination, no policy change, and no new
law.

2. AUDIT.

Harvard should commission an independent,
third-party investigation, with input from
both internal and external stakeholders,
including a review of training materials,
scoring rubrics, reader calibration processes,
and other related practices and goals

to ensure they are applied consistently

and in ways that align with Harvard’s

stated institutional objectives. The review
should examine whether Jewish identity,

observance, Israel-related activities, or
affiliation markers correlate with rating
outcomes in any category. The methodology
and findings should be published in a public
report. An internal review that Harvard
conducts and summarizes for itself is not an
objective audit.

3. CORRECT.

Where the audit confirms that specific policy
combinations are driving a disproportionate
outcome, adjust them. Monitor Jewish
enrollment going forward as a check that the
adjustment is working. This is not a quota.

It is not a target. It is the same outcome-
awareness Harvard already applies to every
dimension of diversity it actually cares

about measuring. To the extent the audit
locates and confirms the causes, its findings
would shape the scope and urgency with
which to expand outreach to high-achieving
Jewish students, including students from
across the full range of Jewish communities,
including students who may have concluded
that Harvard is not a place where they
belong. That is standard practice for every
other community Harvard has identified as
underrepresented.



HARVARD JEWISH ALUMNI ALLIANCE | HARVARDJEWISHALUMNI.ORG

WHAT WE ARE NOT ASKING

ne thing this report does not ask for: punitive

enforcement or funding withdrawal. Each of these

asks is within Harvard’s power to initiate and direct,
accountable to its own community. The same monitoring
infrastructure this report asks Harvard to build for Jewish
students should apply consistently to all protected groups.
Consistent monitoring is the standard. It is not currently
being met for any religious or ancestral group.

We are not asking Harvard to admit more Jews. We are
asking Harvard to count Jews, and correct any deficiencies
in the process. Every other protected group Harvard cares
about has monitoring infrastructure. Jewish students do
not. That gap is what this report asks Harvard to close. If
Harvard’s admissions process is producing a roughly 50
percent decline in a group historically defined by academic
achievement, intellectual engagement, and contributions to
university life, the process is working against Harvard’s own
interest in assembling the most exceptional student body it
can. That is reason enough to look.
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ON COUNTING JEWISH STUDENTS: THE MENA

PRECEDENT

ome will object that Judaism is a
S religion, and that no university tracks

students by religion. The objection
misunderstands what is being asked. We
are not asking Harvard to track religious
affiliation. We are asking Harvard to track
ethnic self-identification, which Jewish
Americans share regardless of religious
practice. A secular Jew, an atheist Jew, and
an Orthodox Jew share a common ancestry
and a documented history of targeted
institutional discrimination. That is the same
basis on which every other protected group
in higher education is tracked, and it is a
Title VI claim, not a theological one.

The precedent is not novel. For decades,
Arab Americans were classified as White
under federal standards, a classification
that, in the words of the American-Arab
Anti-Discrimination Committee, “erased

the community and erased any data on

the community” Arab American advocates
argued for more than thirty years that

the White category made discrimination
against their community invisible in the
data. In March 2024, the federal government
agreed, creating the first new racial and
ethnic category on federal forms since

1977. The logic Arab American advocates
used is identical to the logic of this report:
when a distinct ethnic group with a history
of targeted discrimination is folded into a
broader category, the data cannot show
what is happening to them. The remedy is to
count them separately. (Sources: American-
Arab Anti-Discrimination Committee, NBC
News, April 2024; NPR, March 2024; Office of

Management and Budget, Statistical Policy
Directive No. 15, March 2024.)

That precedent also answers the slippery
slope objection. The standard Arab American
advocates met was not simply that they are
a distinct group. It was that the existing
White classification was actively erasing

a community with specific experiences

of discrimination that did not align with

the broader category to which they had
been assigned. Jewish Americans meet that
standard. The question is not how granular
demographic tracking should become in

the abstract. It is whether this specific
group, with this specific history, at these
specific institutions, meets the threshold for
separate accounting. The answer, as it was
for Arab Americans, is yes. And notably: Arab
Americans now have their count. We are
asking for ours.

WHAT SUCCESS LOOKS LIKE

We are asking Harvard to build the
infrastructure to answer a question it
currently cannot answer, whether Jewish
undergraduates are being admitted at rates
comparable to peer institutions, and if not,
why not. If Harvard implements these asks
and the enrollment anomaly corrects itself,
that is a win. If Harvard implements them
and the pattern persists, that is also valuable:
it would mean the causes lie elsewhere, and
the investigation can follow the evidence.
What is not acceptable is the status quo: a
decade-long anomaly that no one at Harvard
has measured, examined, or explained.
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QUESTIONS FOR HARVARD

his analysis raises concrete
I accountability questions for two
audiences inside Harvard: the
admissions office that makes the decisions,
and the Harvard Corporation that bears
fiduciary responsibility for institutional

integrity.
For Admissions Leadership

e Has the admissions office tracked
Jewish enrollment internally? What do
those records show?

*  When geographic diversification efforts
intensified (documented 2015), was
ancestry-specific impact modeled?

* Has the office reviewed holistic
evaluation training materials to confirm
that Jewish religious identity, cultural
observance, or views on Israel etc. are
not functioning as implicit negative
signals in any rating category?

For the President and Fellows of Harvard
College, as the Harvard Corporation is
Formally Known

e Have the Fellows been informed
that an independent alumni analysis
estimates a 50 percent decline in Jewish
undergraduate enrollment over the
past decade, and that Yale’s Chaplain’s
Office long-run series shows a parallel
42 percent decline? If not, what does
that absence reveal about the Harvard
Corporation’s information architecture?

» If Jewish enrollment in a federally
protected ancestry group fell by half
over ten years, would Harvard’s current
monitoring systems have surfaced it?

* Have the Fellows ever been shown an
ancestry-group impact assessment
for geographic diversification,
socioeconomic targeting, or holistic
evaluation?

Being partners does not mean being silent.
Some have asked why HJAA pursues this
through public reporting rather than quiet
collaboration with Harvard’s administration.
The answer is structural, not adversarial.
We maintain direct dialogue with the
administration and intend to continue it.
But private dialogue cannot substitute for
this report for a reason that has nothing to
do with goodwill on either side: a private
conversation cannot generate a public
commitment, and a public commitment is
the only form that is visible, verifiable, and
durable.

The asks in this report are designed
precisely with that constraint in mind.
Voluntary self-identification through
existing instruments, published in
aggregate, does not require Harvard to
produce or share litigation-sensitive
internal data. It requires Harvard to ask a
question it has chosen not to ask and to
publish the answer in the same format it
already publishes every other demographic
characteristic it tracks. That is a request
a public report can make. A private
conversation cannot.
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POSTSCRIPT: THE DECLINE PRECEDED OCTOBER
7 BY A DECADE

ollowing the Hamas attack of October They represent student responses to campus
F7, 2023, Jewish students began climate layered on top of an enrollment

migrating away from Ivy League pattern that had already lost half its Jewish
institutions toward schools perceived as representation at Harvard, and 42 percent at
more welcoming, Tulane (reaching 40-44% Yale. The Harvard Crimson series shows the
Jewish per Horowitch, “College-Age Jews sharpest single-year decline occurred with
Are Heading South,” The Atlantic, August the Class of 2020, students who entered in
26, 2025), Vanderbilt, Emory, the University fall 2016, seven years before October 7. The
of Miami. Yeshiva University reported a 53 Yale Chaplain’s series shows a marked decline
percent increase in transfer applications that has remained steady at the 9-10% level
for Fall 2024-2025. These post-October 7 since 2021.

dynamics are analytically distinct from the
pre-2023 decline documented in this report.

A WORD TO PROSPECTIVE STUDENTS

final word to the students considering Harvard today. This report
Adocuments a trend. It does not describe a verdict. The alumni writing

it chose Harvard, have spent their lives connected to it, and believe it
capable of being what it has always claimed to be: genuinely open to every
student of exceptional ability and character, without exception and without
quiet asterisk. The CORRECT ask in this report is not the ask of an institution
being condemned. It is the ask of an institution being held to its own standard
by people who still believe it can meet it. That standard includes reaching
across the full range of Jewish communities, as Harvard already does for every
other community it has identified as underrepresented.
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A NOTE ON THIS WORK
This report represents an early-stage effort

to document what the available data show

about Jewish enrollment at nine selective
universities between 2004 and 2025. The authors
believe the core finding, that Harvard and Yale
show a pattern of disproportionate Jewish
enrollment decline that is not explained by the
structural forces documented in Section III, is
supported by the evidence assembled here. But we
hold that finding with appropriate humility about
what is not yet known.

The data available to independent researchers have
real limits. Institutional enrollment records do

not identify Jewish students directly. Hillel figures
carry the calibration uncertainty documented in
Appendix A. The Crimson series, the most rigorous
instrument available for Harvard, covers only ten
cohorts and one institution. Peer-institution data
for the full 2004-2025 window remains incomplete
for several schools in this study. The causal
mechanism, why this pattern exists, is inferential.
This report establishes the pattern and eliminates
the most plausible innocent explanations. It does
not establish intent.

We want to get this right. If you have access to data
that could strengthen, correct, or complicate this
analysis, including institutional records, admissions
data, historical enrollment figures, longitudinal
survey data, or methodological critiques, we want
to hear from you. If you see something in the
methodology that could be done better, tell us.
Version 2.0 of this report will incorporate what we
learn.

Contact: harvardjewishalumni.org/jewish-
enrollment-at-harvard/
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A GUIDE TO THE APPENDICES

This report is accompanied by seven
technical appendices that contain the full
data, source evaluations, and methodological
detail underlying every claim. The
appendices are designed to be consulted
alongside the relevant sections of the report
rather than read sequentially.

Appendix A (Data, Methods, and Source
Evaluation) covers the six primary data
sources, Hillel calibration methodology

and audit log, the Harvard measurement
hierarchy, school-by-school source quality
ratings, the confidence level framework, and
the source catalog for Penn, Yale, Princeton,
and Brown. Readers assessing data reliability
for any individual school should start here,
particularly Sections A.2 through A.9.

Appendix B (Harvard Crimson Freshman
Survey Data Series) presents the complete
fourteen-table Crimson dataset, covering
religious self-identification, White and ethnic
self-identification, regional distribution,
family income, legacy status, athletic
recruitment, first-generation rates, and
post-SFFA essay behavior. Sections B.15 and
B.16 document the statistical significance
tests and instrument validation framework,
including analysis of White over-sampling,
race/ethnicity bias, and geographic bias.

Appendix C (Enrollment Data Tables)
contains the primary enrollment data tables:
nine-school Jewish enrollment summary,
demographic shift summary, nine-school
White decomposition, and CDS race/
ethnicity tables for all nine universities.

Appendix D (What the Evidence Eliminates)
contains the full falsification data for all
seven alternative mechanisms: athletic
recruitment, socioeconomic targeting,

Asian enrollment growth, the double-bind
framework, international enrollment growth,
post-October 7 dynamics, and geographic
substitution with era-by-era decomposition
including the temporal inversion test.
Financial aid profiles appear in D.11.

Appendix E (The White Decomposition

— Sensitivity and Benchmarks) presents
three-scenario sensitivity analyses for
Harvard and Yale, Princeton as the stability
and outperformer benchmark with the full
historical database from the 1920s through
2025, the four-tier taxonomy of Jewish
enrollment outcomes, and the distribution
symmetry analysis.

Appendix F (The Stacking Model) presents
the nine-university composite stacking
score analysis: methodology, four-factor
composite scores for all nine schools, the
core falsification finding, limitations, and
conclusion.

Appendix G (References and Source
Notes) is the complete bibliography for

the report and appendices, organized by
category: primary data sources, Jewish
enrollment estimates, Harvard Crimson
surveys, demographic and research studies,
secondary sources, legal and government
sources, athletic recruitment data, and
archival sources.



