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The journey of identity development
for Jewish Millennial college students

Kimberley Kushner

This paper discusses the ethnoreligious identity development of the Jewish
millennial college student. Through analyzing Parks’ (1986, 2000) theory
of faith development and Phinney's (1992, 1996) model of ethnic identity
development, this paper examines the shift from institutionalized Jewish
community to non-institutionalized, Jewish peer networks of belonging and
proposes that this shift occurs to help Jewish students make meaning of their
minority identity within a majority White and Christian campus culture.

Current college student development research provides a lim-
ited understanding of the identity development of Jewish college students
(Behneman, 2007). One of the most prominent difficulties in understanding
and researching Jewish identity development occurs because Jewish college
students “do not fit neatly into established and understood notions of ethnic,
racial, national, or religious identity” (MacDonald-Dennis, 2006, p. 267).
Although American higher education typically sees Judaism as a religion, it
is important that university administrators, student affairs practitioners, and
developmental researchers also account for the ethnic components of this
complex minority identity (Cousens, 2007).

Jewish college students often define themselves through blending
both the religious and ethnic components of this distinct social identity.
Although some students may identify as merely religious Jews or as merely
ethnic Jews, most understand their identities as “primarily cultural and
secondarily religious,” and often have difficulties making meaning of these
two identities and how they are connected within contemporary American
society (Behneman, 2007, p. i; Cousens, 2007 ). Therefore, to make mean-
ing of these multiple identity components, Jewish students who were raised
with less conservative and less-defined Jewish backgrounds find networks of
belonging amongst Jewish friends or other Jewish communities on campus.
Traditionally, these networks were created through institutionalized commu-
nities such as synagogues, campus centers (e.g., Hillel: the Foundation for
Jewish Campus Life), and Jewish community centers that directly related to
Jewish peer group experiences. However, this traditional community struc-
ture has changed significantly with the rise of the millennial student genera-
tion. Millennial students, born between the early 1980s and the beginning
of the twenty-first century, “are unlike any other youth generation in living
memory...[t}hey are more mumerous, more affluent, better educated, and
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more ethpically diverse” (Howe & Strauss, 2000, p. 4). Jewish millen-

nial students come to college with a diverse sct of ethnoreligious Jewish
experiences and do not utilize institutionalized Jewish organizations on
campus like previous generations. As a result of the millennial generation’s
increased emphasis on teammwork and developing positive interpersonal re-
lationships, these students create in-group Jewish peer networks and non-in-
stitutionalized Jewish communities (Howe & Strauss, 2000; Cousens, 2007).
These communities are built around common interests, a sense of belonging,
and shared experiences, allowing students to better understand and make
meaning of their ethnoreligious identity development.

College student development theory frequently referenced by con-
temporary practitioners and rescarchers is useful in showing this connection
between non-institutionalized, Jewish peer networks of belonging and eth-
noreligious Jewish identity development. In particular, this paper will use
Parks’ (1986, 2000) theory of young adult faith development and Phinney’s
(1992, 1996) model of ethnic identity development to explore this phenom-
ena of the rise of informal Jewish campus communities. Parks” and Phin-
ney’s work supports the theory that Jewish millennial students who come to
college with less-defined Jewish backgrounds establish non-institutionalized
peer communities to make meaning of their minority identity within a
majority White and Christian campus culture. To further support this social
identity theory, it is important to understand the general history relating to
Jewish identity development within American society and American higher
education. Through assessing the literature associated with Parks’ and Phin-
ney’s developmental research, the resulting theory provides tangible actions
for higher education professionals concerning how to work with this student
group. The theory also helps to reveal where more research is needed con-

cerning the diverse journey of Jewish college students’ identity development

processes.

Jewish Identity Development in American Society: Past and Present
Throughout American history, the J ewish community has encoun-

tered repeated struggles in attempting to define its status in a majority White

and Christian society. As a result of this struggle, J ewish communities have
implemented programming and research initiatives to help group members

better understand and define their collective and individual American Jewish

identities (Charme, Horowitz, Hyman, & Kress, 2008). Although Jews were
historically seen as a racially targeted group in many parts of the world,

most contemporary American Jewish subgroups are now considered racially -

White because they have assimilated into economic and academic success

and do not look different from the majority population (MacDonald-Dennis, .
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2006).

Eonnalized Jewish institutions, such as synagogues and Jewish
comm_umty centers, have historically taken on different functions for the
Amerlf:an Jewish community. These formal institutions acted as gather-
ing points Where Jewish individuals found resources to cope with systems
of oppression such as anti-Semitism, workplace discrimination, and other
per.sonal and professional challenges (Greenberg, 2006). Howe’ver because
of increased socioeconomic and cultural integration, contemporar}: Jews do
not depend on these institutions in the same ways previous generations did
(G.re’enberg, 20006). Although many Jews have assimilated into American
privilege due to the color of their skin and their sociceconomic class, the
are still sensitive to their minority status and the distinctiveness of thaeir g
ethnorel?'gious traditions (MacDonald-Dennis, 2006). They struggle to bal-
ance a history of oppression and anti-Semitism based on ethnic, cultural, and
religious alienation with modern societal successes. ’ J

Jewish Identity Development in American Higher Education:
Past and Present

o In understanding this American societal dichotomy between as-
similation and oppression/anti-Semitism, it is also important to recognize
how Jewish college students have struggled to define themselves and gain
acceptance within American higher education. Throughout history, Jewish
s@dents were often segregated and given restricted access to highejr educa-
tion. During much of the twentieth century, colleges and universities created
q.uota.s to reduce the numbers of Jewish students admitted to their institu-
tion; in addition, many campuses prohibited Jewish students from joining
extr.acurricular activities such as Greek life (Behneman, 2007). Due to this
demec} access, Jewish students established their own social and academic
qrgamzatmns, which included programming that sustained their distinc-
tive ethnoreligious identity. Although contemporary Jews are now permit-
ted to join campus organizations, these students “still struggle to find their
place within the larger campus community” because they remain a minority
pgpulal,tion in most college cultures (Behneman, 2007, p. 3). The increased
dlverSIt.y of Jewish backgrounds and belief systems along with increased
seculanzgtion further excludes Jewish students from institytionalized Jewish
community. Many students do not feel comfortable establishing networks

of belonging among Jewish students who practice differently than the ways
they were raised and educated.

. Ox.ferview of Jewish Millennial College Students
It is estimated that “over 90% of American Jews between the ages
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of 18 and 29 are currently working toward their [undergraduate] or gradu-
ate degrees” (Cousens, 2007, p. 11). These students, often identified as part
of the millennial generation, are more likely to attend residential colleges,
have more financial freedom when paying for college, are disproportionately
involved in Greek life systems, and are very involved both academically

and extracurricularly (Cousens, 2007). In the past, Jewish students have
typically identified with the three primary movements of organized Jewish
religion—the Reform, Conservative, and Orthodox movements. Although
some students are still raised with these denominational labels, Jewish mil-
{ennial students with more loosely defined ethnoreligious backgrounds often
change affiliations or identify as just Jewish or secular/caltural when they go
through college and explain their J ewish affiliation to those both inside and
outside of the Jewish realm (Cousens, 2007). These students reject institu-
tionalized categorizations, value indistinct boundaries of identification, and
desire flexibility and freedom in exploring the multiple components of their
distinctive Jewish identities.

In a campus environment that is more pluralistic than in generations
past, contemporary J ewish students can make conscious choices about how
they want to define and exhibit their Jewish identity. They have the option
of going through college concealing their Jewish identity and assimilating
like much of the general American Jewish population. In addition, they can
actively take responsibility for this identity component as young adult Jews
in a majority White and Christian campus culture (Sales & Saxe, 2006).
Jewish millennial college students are free to make meaning of their Jewish
identities in manners that reflect their Judaism as a multifaceted ethnoreli-

gious identity.

Faith Development Theory and Jewish Student Identity Development
It is important to address relevant college student development

jiterature to strengthen the proposed theory examining the shift from insti-
tutionalized Jewish communities toward non-institutionalized Jewish peer
communities. In particular, Parks’ (1986, 2000) faith development theory
supports this Jewish identity theory because it addresses the dynamic pro-
cess of meaning making for college aged students, whom she calls young
adults. Although Parks’ literature predates much of the research on the mil-
lennial student generation, her theory provides evidence that demonstrates

the relevance of faith development in the Jewish millennial college student’s

life.
Parks’ (1986, 2000) work builds on Fowler’s (1981) theory of faith

development by extending his seven stages to include the young adult stage
between adolescence and adulthood. To understand Parks’ theory in an
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eth_n(.)rehglous .context, it is first important to differentiate between the terms
rehgwn and faith. Religion establishes the guidelines of practice through
St.OI‘lE:S, symbols, and doctrine. Faith is the attempt to understand the big
picture b;y alloyving individuals to create connections among experiencegs
and relatlonshlps, thereby trying to find meaning and purpose in life (Love
2002). 11'1 Judaism, religion is typically expressed by placing value on J ewi
ish doctrines such as the Torah and by celebrating religious holidays that
deﬁpe a relationship between an individual and God (Hartman, 1997). This
basll{c structgre for religious practice ultimately allows Jewish i:ndividl.lals to
E:ire;;;;lﬁgi;f how the relationship between religion and faith play out in
Parl.(s’ (1986, 2000) theory of young adult faith development
rfalates t-o t‘hls idea of finding meaning and purpose in a college student’s
l¥fe. Withlln this theory, Parks emphasizes the interrelatedness of the cogni-
tive, affective, and interpersonal, also known as forms of knowing forrrflgs of
dependence, and forms of community. The forms of community C(;mponent
most reson‘ates with Jewish millennial college students because it includes
ihe mentoring community (Parks, 1986, 2000). This type of communit
offers bof,h chailenge and support and thus offers good company for bgth
the emerging strength and the distinctive vulnerability of the young adult”
as students make meaning of the multiple facets of their identity (Parks
2000, p- 95). Mentoring communities can be both formal and informal ’and
emphasaze a “tension between the desire for agency and autonom anc{ the
desire for belonging, connection, and intimacy” (Love, 2001, p 9))[ All col
?ege students, both Jewish and non-Jewish, feel this ty;::e of t:anéior; in their—
journey to make meaningful connections in their lives.

Ethnic Devt'alo‘pment Theory and Jewish Student Identity Development
Ethnic identity development literature also provides relevant back-
ground tf) support the Jewish identity theory relating to the rise of infor-
mal J ersh networks of belonging on college campuses. Ethnicity refers
to “racial or national characteristics determined by birth” (Talbot, 2003
p. 427). Also referred to as tribes, ethnic groups establish shared ::onne(’:-
tions to identity facets such as refigion, geography, and language (Torres
Howard-He.n'nilton, & Cooper, 2003). Culture also plays an important roi’e in
Bndertc.tanc!mg this definition of ethaicity. On a more general level, culture
pI‘O\ildeS individuals with an identity and value orientation that rf; resents
a society” (Torres, Howard-Hamilton, & Cooper, 2003, p. 6-7) Tifis broad
level frequently contains secondary cultures which em;)hasize éhe custonj
values, and historical context that fills the needs of group members (Torrez’
Howard-Hamilton, & Cooper, 2003; Hoopes & Pusch, 1979). It is irnporta’nt
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that student affairs professionals and developmental researchers understand
that the terms etbnicity and culture are often used interchangeably and often
converge in the lives of American minority populations.

On American college campuses where acculturation is prevalent,
minority students face oppression and marginalization as they are forced
to find new ways to make meaning of their subordinate group membership

(Phinney, 1992; Reynolds & Pope, 1991). For Jewish millennial college stu- '_

dents, this convergence between ethnicity and culture is especially promi-
nent because aspects such as att, humor, food, family, and language are
often more important in the formation of their Jewish identity than religious
doctrines, such as the Torah, or religious holidays, such as Passover or Yom
Kippur (Blanchard, 2002). In outwardly displaying this “unique collective
solidarity” of modern ethnic and cultural practice along with collective tradi-
tion, Jewish students work to “resolve questions regarding retention of their
own cultural heritage, relationships with the dominant culture, and experi-
ences with prejudice, [anti-Semitism], and discrimination” (Phinney, 1996,
p. 163).

Phinney’s (1992, 1996) model of ethnic identity development finds
that the “development of an ethnic identity [is] closely tied to the process of
resolving conflict between. . .the Jevel of prejudice and stereotyping per-
ceived as prevalent from the majority culture and. . .dissonance of values
between minority and majority culture” (Torres, Howard-Hamilton, & Coo-
per, 2003, p. 36). This notion of conflict resolution results in a three-stage
model of ethnic development. The first stage, unexamined ethnic identity,
occurs when individuals explore different ways of thinking about their own
ethnicity, either blindly committing to this identity facet or minimizing its
importance in their Jives (Torres, Howard-Hamilton, & Cooper, 2003). The
second stage, etbnic identity search/moratorium, oceurs when individuals
examine their ethmicity through trying to understand the values associated
with this social identity, and through reflecting on what membership within
this group truly means on both a personal and collective level. This stage
often induces emotional reactions such as anger or guilt because there is
an increased awareness of oppression based on a newly found investment
in this particular minority identity (Torres, Howard-Hamilton, & Cooper,
2003). The final stage of Phinney’s model is ethnic identity achievement,
where individuals feel personal responsibility toward their ethnic identity
(Torres, Howard-Hamilton, & Cooper, 2003). In this stage, individuals

achieve a more secure sense of belonging to this collective group and a more -

secure understanding of their relationship to the dominant, maj ority groups
in society.
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identity development model because their understandi

_ pm del : ding of what i
Eﬁe!:i)f ifW1]S:,h Wlllt.hlfl a majority Whlte,. Christian socicty %s oﬁenagtegn[:gafrris

‘ embership in both formal and informal Jewish networks of -
11-1g. Thls understanding is also gained through “the value anacs . b'elong_
significance attached to that membership” (Phinney, 1992 le;TéOflﬂna}
college students can find themselves in all three staées of ’PIf}un ); o
beca‘tuse they are moving away from authority-bound relationsl?: 3; . I'I;}?del
fam1.1y anq Jewish clergy to more autonomous peer relationshi Sp I: tlh
relationships they can experiment with and reflect on the partsE())fl Jud.a'ese
tﬁat most complement their personal, academic, and professional ob'e::iirifl
L1kfa other minority subgroups, Jewish ethnic identity development ijs not =
:';tatlc. Ins'tead, progressing through this model and sometimes regressin
into previous stages emphasizes how these group members continually fnake

meaning of their experiences within the ¢ istori
O ontemporary and hist i
ethnoreligious context. P oricatfewish

Integrating Parks and Phinney
.with Jewish Identity Development Theory
’ Integrating Parks’ (1986, 2000) faith development theory and Phin-
ney’s (1992, 1996) model of ethnic identity development will strengthen
the proposed theory relating fo Jewish millennial college student idintity
devﬂopment. Through understanding the significance of the growth of
Jewish mentoring communities and networks/tribes of belonging as well as
tpe role of systems of oppression such as anti-Semitism in Jewish students’
lives, this identity development process can be better understood within th
context of the contemporary campus culture. )
The Role of Mentoring Communities and Tribes
One primary way to integrate these developmental models is

through looking at the role of mentoring communities and networks/tribes of
belonging on campus. These communities provide opportunities for “chal-
lenge a_nd support” during a time when young adult Jewish students rel

on famll}r members, authorities, and peers to help them make sense of 1?1/‘16'
e‘FhI.lorchgious development toward autonomy (Parks, 2000, p. 95). B .
bmmg.the traditional faith development notion of the’mentt;rir; cc"mnz .
nity with the traditional ethnic development notion of the tribalggrou ::lk;is
pape.r’s proposed theory is supported. Both types of in-group commi;lities
pr0v1de'J ewish college students with the opportunity to take ownership and
responsibility for how they fit within the larger campus culture and hof)rv th
want others to perceive their own personal Jewish development process ¥
o Jows in the past, mstituﬁonalize-d J ewish communities have reached (')ut

o Jewish college students by providing them with structured educational
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opportunitics that did not always combine the relationsbip between religion
and ethnicity in personally meaningful manners (Cousens, 2007). Students
were often tanght about where they should be in their understanding of
their Jewish backgrounds instead of allowing for the creation of “mean-
ingful Jewish experiences based on where they are and where they bave

the potential to grow and develop” (Cousens, 2007, p. 40). Although this
institutionalized culture is beginning to adjust to the millennial generations’
distinctiveness, students with lesser-defined Jewish backgrounds feel that
these formalized communities are not pertinent to their needs because they
see this structure as unaccommodating to the many parts of their complex
identities (Cousens, 2007). Therefore, these students find their own Jewish
networks of belonging through in-group peer connections where they can
celebrate, practice, question, and make meaning of their multifaceted identi~
ties on their own terms (Cousens, 2007). These environments create oppor-
tunities for both communal and individualized interpretation and reflection
into Jewish ethnoreligious practices and customs (Chickering, Dalton, &
Stamm, 2006; Greenberg, 2006). This interpretation creates genuine mearn-
ing making experiences, where J ewish students feel validated for exploring
this social identity component in manners that exhibit copnections amongst
other Jews who are managing similar identity development processes within
a majority White, Christian environment.

The Role of Anti-Semitism and Systems of Oppression

Anti-Semitism also plays an important role in supporting the move-
ment of Jewish millennial students toward non-institutionalized, Jewish peer
networks of belonging. Although Jewish college students have assimilated
into the majority campus culture, anti-Semitism is stifl relevant for these
students. This relevancy relates to both Parks’ (1986, 2000} theory of faith
development and Phinney’s (1992, 1996) model of ethnic identity develop-
ment; as students work through oppressive stereotypes and preindices, they
often align with Jewish ethnoreligious mentoring communities of peer sup-
port to make meaning of these potentially destructive situations (Cousens,
2007). These particular communities are often non-institutionalized and
informal because students still desire to integrate into the general campus
culture and may not want to draw attention publicly to their minority status.

In addition, although some Jewish students might feel judged or
oppressed in the majority culture, institutionalized Jewish communities can
also be perceived as judging and intimidating to students who may not feel

Jewish enough to enter into these types of organized communities. Through .

the development of smaller, informal communities with significant peer
influence, Jewish college students work with their peers to better understand
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and actively “deconstruct oppressive and limiting ideologies” (MacDonald-
Dennis, 2006, p. 275). These informal environments provide appropriate
support, allowing students to progress and regress through Phinney’s (1992,
1996) model of ethnic development. These students can feel secure in
exploring their attitudes about their own ethnoreligious identity, feel safe in
exprgs‘sing strong emotions friggered when tangible and oppressive anti-
Semitism is recognized, and achieve confidence in how they want to repre-
sent their ethnoreligious Jewish identity in the majority society.

For minority group members such as Jewish college students,
“identification with others who share their origing and traditions is critical
in developing both a positive personal identity and feelings of self-esteem
and efficacy, rather than self-blame and powerlessness” (Arce, 1981 as
cited by Phinney, 1992, p. 163). Although institutionalized Jewish campus
communities are becoming irrelevant in many Jewish millennial students’
meaning making experiences, it is still vital for these communities to exist.
These formalized communities act as connecters of the non-institutionalized
peer networks of belonging to help students preserve their positive sense of
ethnoreligious identity.

Jewish Identity Development Theory:
Implications for Student Affairs Practice

Although research on Jewish college student identity development
is limited, it is important that student affairs practitioners understand the
dynamic experiences that Jewish millennial students face as they journey
to make meaning of their distinctive ethnoreligious identities. In particular,
there are three principal considerations for higher education that profession-
als should address when working with these students: trying not to stereo-
type and oversimplify the process of Jewish identity development, support-
ing the creation of safe spaces to foster Jewish identity development, and
understanding the role of experiential education in creating informal, out-
of-class learning opportunities that help students relate to other oppressed
minority groups and connect to other Jewish peers. These implications are
effective when working with other minority student populations; this section
will further develop these considerations to show their applicability to the
Jewish millennial student subgroup.
Avoid Stereotyping and Oversimplifying Jewish Identity Development

Administrators and staff must realize that the terms Jewish and Jew-
ish identity have subjective interpretations based on the particular college
student who uses these terms to define their identity (Behneman, 2007).
Professionals must be cautious in stereotyping and oversimplifying the iden-
tity development of all Jewish college students. They must allow Jewish

37




Journal of the Indiana Universiiy Student Pevsonnel Association

students to “name themselves and their identities” like any other minority
group on campus (Poynter & Washington, 2005, p. 46). It is important that
student affairs professionals understand that “there is not one way of be-
ing Jewish” (Behneman, 2007, p. 62). They need to recognize that Jewish
student development involves a process of learning how to express Jewish
identity while also developing other social identity characteristics at the
same time.

In addition, professionals must also understand that Jewish millen-
nial students develop differently than previous Jewish generations. This
contemporary group holds different priorities and ways to exhibit their eth-
noreligious backgrounds. They attempt to make meaning of being perceived
as part of the White, majority culture due to economic and social successes
and physical similaritics, while simultaneously expetiencing systems of op-
pression and anti-Semitism.

The Creation of Safe Spaces to Foster Jewish Identity Development

1t is also important that student affairs professionals understand the
need for safe spaces to foster the development of non-institutionalized Jew-
ish networks of belonging within the White, Christian campus environment.
Safe spaces are defined as “the public spaces of social groups. ..student orga-
nizations, and physical space in which students feel as if they belong as well
as the private space of students’ reflection and intimate conversations about
who they are and who they want to become” (Renn, 2000, p. 405). Parks’
(1986, 2000) mentoring communities and Phinney’s (1992, 1996) stages of
ethnic identity development relate to this idea of creating a safe space. These
theorists illustrate the importance of providing spaces where J ewish students
can work through their multiple identity facets in an environment where
they feel supported and feel that they belong (Renn, 2000), Campus pro-
fessionals must address Jewish identity development through creating safe
spaces that cater to their unique campus cultures, thereby helping to foster
the growth of non-institutionalized, informal mentoring communities and
tribes of belonging (Behneman 2007).

Tn creating these spaces, professionals allow students to practice
their Jewish identity in places such as residence halls, Greek house lounges,

and the student union, which are not explicitly labeled as Jewish space on
campus. These non-institutionalized locations provide accessible learning
environments where Jewish students can band together to resist stercotypes,

oppression, and anti-Semitism, while also developing positive ethnoreligious

identities. However, administrators need to construct a careful balance to
maintain these spaces. They should be intentional in fostering the develop-

ment of spaces where Jewish students do not further isolate or self-segregate

from the greater campus community.
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The Role of Experiential Education Opportunities
. One final action involves fostering campus environments where
expenenti'a‘l educational opportunities are created to help Jewish students
make positive meaning of their identities. These experiential opportunities
differ from the “one-time interactions with staged events” that institutional-
ized Jewish communities had previously implemented to connect students
to their Jewish identities (Cousens, 2007, p. 41). College professionals can
help c'reate “ongoing and authentic immersion into the Jewish narrative, into
what .1t means to be Jewish” by providing out-of-the-classroom, informgtl
learning environmenis (Cousens, 2007, p. 41-42). These particular environ-
ments will further connect Jewish students to non-institutionalized, in-grou
peer networks of belonging. ’ ’
' Moreover, many Jewish millennial college students are especially

con.mnltted to involvement in experiential education programs that promote
§001a1 Justice because they want to give back to their community in mean-
ingful ways (Cousens, 2007). Often, these students grow up learning about
Jewish values such as tzedakah (charity) and tikkun olam (repairing the
Wlorld), but find more personally meaningful and tangible ways to commu-
nicate these intrinsic principles when they can actively demonstrate these
‘.uerms through community service. These Jewish students often participate
in philanthropic initiatives because they are going through faith and ethnic
%dent.ity development that allows them to come to terms with their own Jew-
1s'h history of oppression and anti-Semitism, how they make meaning of this
history in their own lives, and how this history directly connects to other
oppressed minority communities (Parks, 2000; Cousens, 2007). It is the col-
lege professional’s role to help create environments where Jewish students
can come together and make meaning of their history of oppression and anti-
Semitism through taking part in significant immersive experiences.

Strategies for Further Investigation

The student affairs field can further investigate Jewish identity
development in millennial college students by creating longitudinal studies
that track the development of specific Jewish individuals as they progress
tln.‘ough their undergraduate years. Researchers can develop surveys or
utilize interviews to gather data to further understand how Jewish students
progress and regress through the stages of Parks’ (1986, 2000) faith develop-
ment model and Phinney’s (1992, 1996) model of ethnic identity develop-
ment, ultimately allowing them to correlate Jewish ethnoreligious develop-
ment with these traditional research tools. Although all Jewish students
flevelop differently, identifying similarities in developmental patterns can be
influential in further understanding how Jewish students connect to each oth-
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er through non-institutionalized peer networks of belonging.. It can also be
influential in understanding how they connect as part of a minority subgroup
minantly White, Christian campuses. .
. predOStudent foairs professionals and researchers can also examine Jew-
ish student identity development by looking at the influence of ot'her compo-
nents of identity, such as gender, socioeconomic status, sexual orientation,
and race. Additionally, practitioners can consider the effects of these compo-
nents on how Jewish peer networks of belonging arc created_and the reasons
for the shifting away from more formalized J efwish comr_numty. Through us-
ing Reynolds and Pope’s (1 991) Multidimerllswna.l Identit'y M(.)del or Jones
and McEwen’s (2000) models of multiple dimensions of 1del}t1ty, .the student
affairs field can assess the influences of “multiple layers of diversity gnd
identity” instead of offering “gne-dimensional images of culturally dwerge
individuals” (Reynolds & Pope, 1991, p. 174}‘. Moreover, thI:Ollgh examin-
ing the role of age in developing Jewish identlt_y, student affairs ri.asearc':hers
and practitioners can examine how the millennial student generation differs
from other generations such as Generation X and t.he Baby Bgomgrs genera-
tion in terms of how they experience their Jewish journey of identity devel-
0pmemLastly, this topic can be further researchs:d by examin}ng the sys-
tems of oppression and anti-Semitism that are still relevant within J ew1slh
college students’ lives. Through researching the campus Cl.ﬂtUIGS c.)f colleges
and universities across the country, researchers can assess '1f there is a spe-
cific type of American campus that is more or less cogdut?lve tq the creation
of informal Jewish peer networks of belonging for this millennial student
popution Conclusion
This paper’s proposed theory combines Parks’ (1986, ZQOQ) the'ory
of faith development and Phinney’s (1992, 1996) mf)del of ethplc identity
development to address issues that “have been previously studied separately
without specific attention to Jewish college students”.(Behneman', 2007, p-
12). Based on this student development literature, this thfsory guides pra.ctl—
tioners to make intentional decisions that reflect the 'be.:st interests of Jewish
millennial college students as a distinctive, ethnorehgl‘ous. sul?grogp. Al-
though this theory jllustrates that there is a shift from mstltutwnahzed‘ J ew-
ish community toward non-institutionalized, peer networks of 'beiongmg, it
js still very important that coliege professionals support the- existence of both
types of Jewish campus communities. The formalized Jewish community

must still exist to act as a central gathering point for all Jewish peer tribes of
belonging. It must existto actas a dynamic connecter of thf:s.e smfﬂler com-
munities as Jewish students make meaning of their ethnoreligious identities.
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With the increase in diversity education and the ongoing efforts to create
pluralistic campus environments, researchers and practitioners can further
explore the complex nature of Jewish college student identity relating to the
Jewish journey of self-discovery, autonomy, and meaning making.
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Alpha Kappa Alpha as an educational institution and |
component of supplemental education

Nadrea Reeves

This paper explores Alpha Kappa Alpha Sorority, Incorporated as an institu-
tion of education. With its principles rooted in racial uplifi, this sorority
emits four key principles: education, sisterhood, community consciousness,
and the appearance of womanhood. The principles, in combination with
active membership, help members to develop self authorship and develop
cognitively and socially.

For a hundred years, Alpha Kappa Alpha Sorority, Incorporated
(AKA} has educated and prepared its members for the social and communal
action for racial uplift. Its members are found all over the world and number
more than 200,000 women (Alpha Kappa Alpha, 2008). The founders of
this sorority were taught the foundations of African American womanhood
and community consciousness at home. They used these lessons to build
AKA and instilled them within the initiates that followed in their footsteps.
Recent research shows that social capitol, such as membership in AKA,
provides increased social interaction, cognitive development and greater
syccess in college (Broh, 2009; Pike, 2003). AKA, as a source of social
capitol, is rooted in principles of racial uplift and a reflection of a cause for
equal citizenship felt throughout higher education at the time of its founding
(Shaw, 1996). This paper will explore AKA as an educational institution and
answer two key questions. First, how does AKA, as an educational institu-
tion and product of higher education, supplement the college education of it
members with principles rooted in racial uplift? Then with a foundation to
understand this supplemental education, how is this education beneficial to
these women?

In order to answer these questions, a historical analysis was done
in order to determine the social context and position of Black women at the
time of AKA’s founding and explore how this time period influences and
shapes the organization’s principles and concerns. In addition, a review of
current research was examined that supports student involvement in student
organizations as beneficial to their college education. In result, it is con-
cluded that the higher education provided for African American women at
the time of AKA’s founding shaped the teachings of the sorority into four
major principles: education, sisterhood, community consciousness, and the
appearance of womanhood. All four principles are grounded in the concept
of racial uplift. As a result, the college women involved in this organization
are provided with a supplemental education that is not only beneficial to its
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