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INTRODUCTION 
Jews havr been in Los Angeles alirlost since the 

city's carlicst days. An estimate for 1880 found a 

,Jew~lsh population of 13ti1. At various times in its his- 
tory, the cr~mlnunitl, has surveyed ikeli; this is the 
mosl recent effort. 

In the Bible, thc Kook nf Numbers relates the 
story or the fi1-st ,lewish ccnsus. In the desert, Moses 
musters h e  heads of houscholds to take a count for 
purposes of taxation and military organization. 
'hday, the community's need to know about itself 
sterns from  he tradition of providing a wide range of 
Jewish cnmmunal services encompassing the enlire 
*Jewish life cycle - from bjrlh in Jewish hospitals to 
burial in Jewish cemeteries. 

Scientific purveys r ~ f  this type are costly to under- 
take. Comrnuniti~s whn gutl;t.r resources for this 

type of study only manage the ;ircumplishment oncf: 

a decade or less. In tho challcnpng environment of 
Los Angelrs, the last cornnlutlih' survey undertaker1 
by The Jewish Federati011 was i t 1  1!)7!) (B. Phillips, 
I!)X!). Sincc then, a generatio11 has g o w n  up. Many 
of the toddlcr,s cout~ted in 1979 have graduated from 
college : e ~ d  started t'at~lilies. while their parents have 
moved irlto ~rliddle or old age. By 1997- the need for 
a. current picture of our chat~gi t~g ctlnln~ilnity was 

great. 
Thc individuals and institutions which comprihe 

the-Jewish community have an intense curinsity and 

a strongly felt need to know who we are as aJcwish 
c,ommunity. IIow many arc we? How do w e  identify 
Jcwishly? Where do wc livc? How many childre11 do 
we have, and where do we raisp them? FVih the lim- 
itcd tcsources available, how r a n  we help the com- 
munity to thrive? 

In ordcr tcl answer ~hese qurrtions and others, 
and to hettcr plan for h e  futurr of thr Lns Anprles 
Jewish community, many agencies, found;~tlr)ns iind 
organizations which serve Lol; Angclrq and eiastrrn 
Ventura County Jewry pooled their rcsourrrs 
through the TAos Angeles Jewish Federation tn under- 
take this survey. 

By design, the survey lakes Inlo account I,os 
Angeles' unique social gcoh~aphy. Los A~~geles  lacks 
one central core. It has variously been described, 
facetiously, as the "largest village in the ivorld" and 
more seriously as e place with ttlultiple u r b u ~  cores. 
Unlike biblical days i+henLjcwl; sathered 111 one point 
and handed in their coiris to hc cnutlted, Jews Ln Los 
h ~ g e l e s  are spread over a large geographic itreii with 
neighborhoods of greater and lesser densities tit‘ 
Jewish residence. The repon addressed by the study 
encompasses 4,600 square miles and stretches from 
Lmcaster in the north, to the Palos Verdes I'cninsula 
in the sr~uth, fro111 the I'acific Ocean in the west to 
downtown Los Angeles in the east. In addition, for 
the first time, the gr~wing~jcwish population of cast- 
ern Ventura Cc~unty is being measured. 

The data first had to be collected. Questior~s need- 
ed to be asked about matters many prefer to keep 
private - household income, religrous affiliation, and 
ethnic hackgrclund - matters which many do not 
give willingly to any agency br: it communal or  gvv- 
ernmental. A questiclnnaire 11eeded to be devised 
t h a ~  would facilitate b6ving candid information. 

This study has becn over twtl years 111 planlling. 
An additional j ear has h r rn  spent in giithenng ~ n f o r  
mntion. As detailetl In thc methodolog) r e c ~ i r ~ l ~ ,  to 
create this study over sixty thousand phune ~allrj 
were made LO locate 2,640Jcwish househulds i>,t>ojc 
mcnlbers ith~eed lo answer a dctailed q i ~ e h i ~ o r ~ r ~ a i r ~  
- a higher than average response t.;ktr. Thls sttidy is 
thr rrsult I ) E  t h ~ i r  answers and intcrviervs. Their sto- 
ries takrn as  ia I%-hule become thc picture of the 
lewisll rrimmunity of Los Angelcs that this survey 
esaminrs. 

The report's First section on Age and Gender 
examirles thc age structure in theJewish community, 
and the distrshutinn in L o s  Arlgeles ofJcwish men 

and wtjrnen. The Household Composition sectian 
reports un the changing size and nature ofJcwish 
hrluseholds. &sing income, increased profcssinnd- 
ization, and higher levcls of education are highlight- 
ed in the Income and Education section. l'atterns 
of intermarriage and inmarriage are characterized in 
thc scction on Marriage Patterns. The moverrlcnt 
among Jewish denominations in Los Angeles is dis- 
cussed in the section entitled, Religious Affiliation. 
Los Angcles as a destination for world Jewish migra- 
tion is the focus of the Ethnic Communities sectio11. 
Population and Migration focuses on where we 
lived in the past, where we live today, and where we 
may live in the hlture. Thc find seclion describes the 
study's Methodology. 

In the futurr. there will be a more in-depth look 
at issucs aris~ng 011t ul' h i s  survey. l 'hrse will be pub- 
lished in suhsrqu~nt n ~ o n o ~ ~ a y h s .  

DEFINING THE PEOPLE IN THIS SUR- 
VEY O u r  5tudy was drslgnvd to ciipturr a w ~ d r  
cross-section of the,Jrwisli c o m m u n ~ t ~  ;and the rucrn- ! 

be~sof~~shousrhuIds.Tl~e~urvc~-tricdtrleliciLlrom I 



the rcspnndents anything that was Jewish about their 
identity. In this effort, the survey used the standards 
set by thr: Council ofJcwish Fcderatinns' lO!)O 
National Jewish l'opulation Survcy (NJ 1 ' ~ ) ~ .  'l'his 
report analyzcs a Jewish community as it was sclf- 
defined by the following set of survcy questions: 

1) What is your religion? 
2) Do you consider yourself to be Jewish? 
3) Were you raised as Jewish? 
4) Do you have a Jewish mother or Jewish 
father? 
Although there were pi-tlcedures in the survey to 

internally validate responses, nr) respond en^ was 
asked to dr~cumenl any claim or answer. The ditlit 

gathered call also be used in other analyses to 
dcscrihe Jewish households which ct~nform to a 

Halachic (Jewish religinus law) dcfinition. 
l'hc definition of "LVho is a Jew" used in this 

rcport conforms to the following thrcc c,omponcnts 
of the*Jewish cort~munity which are termed by the 
N JI'S 19!-)0 as the "core, Jewish population": Born 
Jews: Religion Judaism; Born Jews with No 
Religion; and Jews By Choice. 

Born Jews: Religion Judaism are those persons 
who have at least one Jewish parent and report their 
currcnt religion as Jewish. 'I'hey makr up thr: largest 
part of thc survcy, 47(i,55!) pcrsons. 

Born Jews With No Religion included 25,474 
persons who identify as Jewish when asked but 
reporled "none," "agnostict1 or "alheis~," lo a question 
asking their current religion. They are commonly 
referred to as "secularJcws." 

Jews By Choice. This group consists of pcrsons 
who are currentlyJewirjh but were born 
Gentile.Within h i s  group of 17,llX persons, 59% 
have formdly ct~nverted I[) Judaism and the remitin- 

der have not uxldergo~le a formal cnnversion. Since 
each Jewish der~omirlatiorl has its own dcfirlitiot~ of 
conversion, this report llses the term ':Jews by 
Choice" to identify this group. 

The population survey foi~nd that a 
"core Jcwish population" of 519,151 

Jewish persons reside in the area served by the 
Jcwish Fcdcration of Greater Los Angeles: The wesl- 
crtl half of I,os Angeles County ;md the eitstern part 
of Vcntura County (sec inap of service itsea on inside 
front covcr). The survcy gathered information about 
another 70,668 t~on;Jcwish persons who reside in 
Jewish households, and 2!),154 persons who have 
Jewish backgrounds but practice othcr religinns or 
are being raised in other religions. Thc lattcr twn 
b ~ o u p m r e  enol included i11 the 5 19,15 1 total or in the 
analysis of h e  Jewish corr~munity. 

'l'his initial repcli-t is intended to present an overall 
pnrtrait of the Los Angeles Jewish community as it is 
today. It paints the ct~minund piclure iri broad 
strokcs, leaving dctails of specific inkrest, such as i11- 
depth examinations nf particular populatir~n seg- 
ments, sub-regiot~s or service needs, for future publi- 
calions. This initial report is t'itst and foremost a n  

inquiry aboul h e  needs, behaviors, attitudes and per- 
sonal histr~ries of a diverse, vibrant and ever-chang- 
ing community. It has been prepared in the hope of 
undctstanding and better senring h a t  community 

now and in thc fiiturc. 

The s~udy  needed the vision and cooperation of 
many people, organizations and funders to make it 
happen. Jewish Federation Presidents Irwin Field and 
Herbert Gclfand and Executive Vice President Johri 
Fishel had the initial vision and marshalled the sup- 
porl for this study. The Jewish Ycdcratinn nf Greater 

Los Ang-eles, the Jewish Community Foundation, thc 
Max Factor Family Foundation, Ruth Ziegler, and 
Mt. Sinai Memorial Parks and Mortuary provided 
the financial resources. The Jewish Federation's con- 
stihient agcncies and other communal organizations 
provided substantial input and encouragemerit. The 
chairs of the I'lanning and Al1r)cations Cornmillee, 
Beryl Geber and Iion IAcihow, created and supported 
a Research Subcommittcc which oversaw the study's 
work. The Research Subcornmittcc members, led ini- 
tially by Brian Mittmarl and then by Marcia Volpert, 
with members Adria~me Rank, Yoav Bcn-Hr~rin, Eli 
Boyer, Gerald Bubis, Sunny Cainc, Ncil Cnhen, Eve 
Fielder, Arlene Fink, Larry Harris, Miriam I'rum 
Hess, Helen Ktk, Carol Kormsky, Fred Massarik, 
and Bruce Phillips gave many hours of their timc 
and cxpcrtise. Vr~lunteer research assistance was 
givcn by Itohert Friedman in coding and classifica- 
tion and by Ellint Semmelman, who undertook, with 
the assistance of Sandra IGng of Jewish Family 
Service of IAos Angelcs, a preliminary survey of insti- 
tlrtionalized~Jewish cldcrly whn did not have tele- 
phones. Editorial comrncnts wcrc received from Eve 
Fielder, Bruce Phillips, Ruth Stroud, Carol Koransky, 
Miriam R u m  Hess, and Lois Weinsaft. Secretarial 
assistailce was prrwided by Emu~lah O'Ilonovan, 
Arny Stark and Mxis  Sidenstecker, with adn~inistra- 
tive assistatlce from Susail Kortick. 

Thanks also to Sarah Sela-Herman for her invalu- 
able support. 

Notes 
1 Vorspan. Max and Lloyd P. Gartner. 1970. History of the Jews of 
Los Angeles, San Marino, CA. Hunt~ngton Library 
2. Kosmin. Barry A , ,  Sidney Goldsteln. Joseph Waksberg. Nava Lerer. 
Ariella Keysar and Jeffrey Scheckner 1991 HighRghb of the CJF 
1990 Nabonat Jew~sh Pupulat~on Survey. New York: Council of Jewish 
Federations. 



AGE & GENDER 

The Los Angdrs Jcwish community rs showing 
signs both nfh~aying and n potential for growth in 

t h ~  number of children. In this s~ction, trends in ag- 
ing and gendrr arc considered. 

AGING JEWISH POPULATION Since the 1!17!) 
ruwry, the numtler ofJews over (j.5 has almost dou- 
bled From 1 1 . 1  percent in 1979, LO 20.4 percent in 
1!)!F7. Alsn turning grav are the post-World War 1 I 
"haby boom" age group (33 to 51-year-olds) who 
havr grown up here. and who have ~ P C ' I I  joined by 
Jewish baby boomer rnigants from othtr parts of 
tlw U.S. and abroad. 

BABY BOOMERS LARGEST GROUP Rahu 

CHILDREN OF BABY BOOMERS The off- boomers age md may live longer rh;m their parcnts. 
spring nf the baby boomers ( r anb~ng  in age Sron~ Currently thnse ti5 and older comprise 20  percent 
newborn to 24) at 2 1 percent, arr  t l ~ r  ~econd-li~rgcst of the total pc~pnlation. By the year 2020, those ti5 
demographic group in the survr): arca. Over rhr and over will climb to 31 percent. At that timr, 
next 10 years, as the youngest of t l l r  baby brmmers there will be an unprecedented number ofJcws over 
age beyor~d their child-bearing yrats, Fewer births 83 and 'young elderly" (those betwrrn ci5 and 85). 
are expected until about 2005. 13ednning currently There will aIso he increased demands for services 
and peaking in the years bctwrcn 2005 and 2015, for the growing number of younpst~rs. Tlie demand 
the children of baby bnnmcrs, the so-called "baby for educational spyvices has already lbegurl and will 
boom echo" will start having their own babies. re- peak in about 10 years. Coincidrnt with these needs, 
sulting in a rising nurnbpr of births. ~ncreasing numbers of ;ILIII~ baby boomers will also 

SERVICE DEMANDS TO INCREASE r~quim additional s~rvicrq. 
The ~~i1)rin~ of rhc. cornmitnity will continue as baby ENCLAVES OF YOUNG AND ELDERLY 'rllos~ 

boomers, at 30 percent of the ovrrall.Jewish popula- 
tion, have reached their long-prrdicted pcrrrntiat a5 
the largest denlographic seprctit with khr widcst ge- 
ographical distribution (see Map 5A). OFtcn caught 
between raising school-ag~ chi ldr~n and caring for 
aging parents, this group is aptly callrd the "sand- 
wich generation." 'I'hc wide disprrsion of boomers 
in almost all Fcdcsation sub-regiot~s may be viewed 

as a strength, sirice this h ~ o u p  is the most active in 
cornrnnnal. ~conarnir and other involvement. Sub- 
art-as with stnallpr numbers of baby boomers, where 
R V C Y - . ~ ~  populations predominate, such as Beverly 
Hills, Palo? V~rdes and Malibu/Patisades, tend to be 
mare aMurt~t. 



~ u i ~ i d e  of tbe sandwich geeeation - khqm w b  are 
under 18 and not y ~ t  in the uvorFFfarce and &me 
over 65 who have Ieft it - are scattered thr~ughou~ 
the Fedmalim m a .  Higher tmcerrtrati~n? d 
two popula~m sepentai which utiltze @eater 1- 
els af&,eMtm such as health and f 3 h c a k 0 ~ ~  are 

found to be living &k by side in some $ub-~reas. 
While diierhg in socioeconomic chaxacteristics, 
tlie Fairfax- agd E@n0.$ramna subare@ ea3-l 
have over XO*OOD khm1-iiJewish chrI&m~ wd 
ww l~,fiDb in&vidy& 65 ar older. Smaller con- 
c a t m a n s  ba young d ddgriy were Iound ,h inthe 
West Valey, Southeast Valley and CheviatJ 
B W ~ ~ I ~ & ~  sub-areas. 

MORE FEMALES IN SOME AGE QREXUM 
AND &REAS In the overall Federation area there 
itre 3 percent mare females qge 36 D 49 pats d d  
than there are males, The sub-ark= where e d e t  
ineguw is especf.@y pronounced are ~aGs 
VekdekF &verIpoodJChevint Hill$ k e r l y  Hills, 
md Cu1wr City In ihee ma th~re  are over '243 
w e n t  m~ f e m d ~  3Q to 49 old than 
ihere rn mala. In the youiqpr age goup, 17 y e  
and Wow, mates 4 y  outuumhr fernalee by 3 

Persons by Age 
18.4% Under 18 
12.0% 1 1Age18to29 
30.4% ' Age 30 to 49 
1 8.5% , Age 50 to 64 
20.7% Age 65+ 

I 
$om Jews searching for Jewish mates have 20s or early 3 B  wlll encounfer a distinct short- 

noted the mrcity of wailable m a W s ,  Is age since there were fewer people born In h e  
Jewish dmwgraphy respond ble? A demogwhic p t  baby bmm generation. The canverse is al- 
pattern called a "gendw. mismatch" is at work. so b e  for females ages 40 to 49 in march of 
TMng into account the mventbml model in Wish  male partners a f9w years their senior, 
which women tend to maw men who are older sincs mere ware fewer people born in me j 
and men u~ually wed women who are younger, baby-Wrn generation. This phenomenon may 
there is a substantlai mimatch of the sexes In affect marriage prospects for upcamhg genera- 
Jewlsh Los Angetea. Baby-boomer males in their tions sim there am wide fluctuations tn 
early 40s seeking younger femates in their late birthmles in dMereni generations. 



HOUSEHOLD 
COMPOSITION 

111 thc LiIJl'S, Jewish households ~verc dcfined as 
those with at least oilc person \vho was either born 
or  raised as a Jew. or wllo staks his./lier current reli- 
gion as Jc~visli, and is riot practicing anothcr reIigion. 
In this section. thc survey esamines the 247,(;(;8 such 
houscholds in the 1.0s Angclcs Jewish coriirriunity 
and the 51!),1.51 individuals ir8ho comprise those 
households. 

. - .  , 

With whom do we share o u r  homes? Thts 
is what is meant by "household composition.'' 

To describe the widely differing ways 
households are formed and exist in the 
Jewish community in Los Angeles would 
require as many as 30 categories segmenf- 
ed by size, type and relationsh~ps among the 
members. For this study, the households 
were collapsed into six broad household cal- 
egories: 

One person living alone 
Married couples without children 
Married couples with children under end  
over 18 

* Single parents with children under 18 
Related persoris residing in household 

* Non-related persons residing in household 

HOUSEHOLD SlZE DECLINES Jewish house- 
holds. like gcncnl :Inlericnn households. lia~te been 
declining in size for se\,cral decades. Since I!);!). the 
size of the average.Je\rrish househoId in 1.0s Angelcs 
has dropped horn 2.27 persons per household to 2.1 
in 1997, That comparcs lo 2.91 for all L o s  Angeles 
households arid 2-27 for non-Hispa.riic white house- 
holds {1!1!)0 U. S.  ensu us).^ 

SlZE VARIES BY DENOMINATION Within thc 
Jelvisti cori~mun it?, liouschold size \caries by denorni- 
nation (see GiI). 01.ttiodox households arc the 
largcst, averaging 2.7 persons, followed by 
Conservati\*c rvi~h 2.3, and Reform arid 
Ilcconstructionist households rr.ilh an average of 2.1. 

.Jervish houscholds that do not identify themselves 
trrith any denomination average 1.8 persons. 

COMPOSITION REMAINS STABLE Houschold 
co~nposition has remained stable sirice 1979. 
Households consisting or married couples wilt1 chil- 
dren at hornc were 2.1 percent in 197!1. arid 23 pcr- 
cent at the time of'tlic study. Thc nuniber of married 
couples u ithoul children at honlc, rcrnaincd 
unchanged at 33.2 percent. Single patents r\.i~.h chil- 
dren under 18, also ruinaincd urichariged at 3.9 pcr- 
ccnc. Singlr pcrson households \yere 39 percent in 
1997 and 40 pcrccnt irl  1979. 

NUMBER BORN REMAINS STABLE Since the 
1979 survey, the number ofJe\vish childrcri born has 
rerriained shble. During h e  year in which this study 
\vas coriducted, .5,101 ne\v babies wcrc born to 
Jewish households it1 the survey area ns compared to 
5,.530 in 1979. Sincc thc hciglit of the bab}. boom in 
lhe early 1!)501s. thc fertility of thc Los Arigeles 

Jervish populaljo~l has dccli~icd, as has ~ h c  thc fer~ili- 
ty of the non-I-lispanic while popuIatiori. During thc 
the 1980's. Jcrvish fertility reachcd a low of 185 chil- 
dren age 0-4 per thousand \r.onic.n or childbcnririg 

Persons Per Household 1 

age 13-&I. Currently, rhc fertility n t c  has risen to 
213, rcflccting the "baby lxxwcllet" cffcct of baby 
boornc1-s hrt\ling childsell at later a r ~ e s . ~  Howcvcr. 

P 
JeIrvish fertility is significantly lo\r.cr ttia~l the sur- 
ror~ndirig non-Hispanic ~vhitc C O ~ I I T I U I I ~ L ) " ~  312 chil- 
dren per 1.000 u.on~on or childbearing age 

DECLINE IN FERTILITY OFFSET BY BABY 
BOOMER GRANDCHILDREN As members of the 
baby boorri generation age beyortd their child-bcar- 
ing ycars, the resulting decline in furtiIity is likel?. to 
be orfsct sorric\r.hat as the baby boomers' cItildren 
begiri ha\*irig offspring of thcir orvn. Still. the l o ~ c  fcr- 
tilit): r-alc aiiiorig Lr)s :lngcles Je\vr)?, coupled with 
slagnant in-n~igra~ion r~fJc\vs, is expcctecl to lead to a 

continued decliue of thc Jcr\,isti populace as a pcr- 
centage of the o\,erall population. 'The estirna~cd 1.7 
total rcrtilit): rate (TFR) of the 1.0s ilngeIcsJc\vish 



rol~irnunit~. falls belo\\* the 2.1 Icvcl riccdcd to 
rvplacc rhc currctit population. 

MORE MINORS AT HOME X,Iarricd couples 
with children nuder- 18, typically considol-cd [tic 
c . ~ ~ t : ~ ~ i i ~ l  buiIding block of.]c\~~ish lil'c. rcprrscnt 
only 22.51 percent ofJe~r~isli hoi~scliolds in thr 1.0s 

,. . :lngeles arca. 1 I~at is a liiglic?r proportion than in 
surrounding non-Hispanic \r hitc households. 
tvhcrc thc ligurc is 17 pcrccrir (I!)!)O U.S. Ccnsus). 

- 

p w c c r ~ ~  ofJe\r~ish households, compared to .I pcr- 
ceri t Ibr nor1 -Hispanic \vliitc houscholds. 

SINGLE HOUSEHOLDS CHANGE Scvcr. 
1~1a11-icd singlc persons incrcascd fi-on1 18.2 pcr- 
ccnt in 1979 to 21.2 pcrccnt ill I<)!>% Ho\vcvcr, thc 
nlrrnbcr of singlcs living aIonc Ilas dccliricd [rum 
32 percent in 1979 to 28 percent cun-end\. These 
figirres indica~e the likelihood l h a ~  more singles 
than in 1!)7!1 arc sharing housing. 

GAY AND LESBIAN HOUSEHOLDS 
l<csr~oridc~lts who \vcrc sintrlc. li\*inc with a 

1 ., ,, 
p:uincr. or slated rhat Lhcy did not know tlicir. 
mar-itnl status. were asked i f  lhc! considered 
thrrnsclvcs a ~ n r ~ n b c r  of thc pi!' or Icsbiari 
cornn~unit)'. 01' thcsc, .i,O,i I rcspondcn~s sta~cd 
"vcs," cquatirig 10 at leasr l.ii pcl-ccrit or 1.0s 
:lngclcs Jc\vish houscliolcls idcn~ifying ;w ga!. o r  

Icsbinn. 
MULTI-GENERATIONAL HOUSING O\,cr. 

one in twenty householtfs has an  adult rliild l i \ ' -  

i n s  with one or t\r.o parcnts. Thc youngel- adult 
ma). havc ric\.cr Icft thci1- parcnts' hornc, or. ma?. 
havc rctul-ncd to it. Thc household ma! also bc 
coinposed o f  ari oldcr adult tvlio has ~novcd in 
lvith his/licr adult cliildrcn and tlicir I'amily. 
'This living arrangement is niosl pl-e\*aIt>nt in 
the \,Eilley :\lliance area. 

Household Composition 
40.Ph 1 Orie or More Single Individuals 

Married Couples wl No Children at Home 
Married Couples tvl Children <I8 
Single Parents wlChildren <I8 



INCOME & EDUCATION 

The economic succcss oC h e  Los Angeles Jewish 
community is, i n  part, the result of educational ' 
attainmeni of its mcmbers. in  his section, the su~vcy 
esamines the rise in econonlic le\,els, thc cont~nuing 
rno1.c to\vards higher education, and an ensuing shift 
ton~ards professionalism, especially as i t  relatcs to the 
alLELinillents of Jewish women. 

- -  - . - 

Economically speaking, not alt single parent 
households are the same. Earning at the 
median of $25,000 per year less than all 
households with children under 18, single par- 
ent households with children have incomes 
which can  vary widely. Single parent house- 
holds comprised of a parent and teenagers 
have a median income of $34,266, while sin- 
gle parent households with only children under 
13 earned a median income of $53,734. Why 
this almost $20,000 difference in income? 
While single parents of children under I 3  are 
on the average only a year younger than sin- 
gle parents of teens, they married a n  average 
of 3.4 years later. This delay in marriage and 
in starting families by single parents of chil- 
dren under 13, is accompanied by higher edu- 
cational and  professional achievements and 
thus, higher incomes. 

MEDIAN INCOME .. - * - 
COMPARED The 
median household 
income for the total sur- 
vey area in 1996 was 
$52,050. (Mcdian housc- 
hold income i s  the figure 
that half of incomrs are 
above and half are 
below.) In 19'78, thc 

, - 
nlcdian income [,adjusted 
to 1996 dollars) was 
$47,685, pointing to a 
moderate increase in 
median household 
income within the Jewish 
community. By comparison, in 1!19:i. the median 
household income for non-Hispanic \\.bite house- 
holds in the U.S. was $35,766 (U..S. Ccnsus Burcau, 
hrlarch I!)!)T, Current l'opulation Sunre),). hlost 
Federation rcgions havu esperienccd a real increase 
in median houschold incomc since 1978. The Io\\.cst 
1996 mcdian houschold income \\'* measured in h e  
hle1.l-o liegion, with $33,986 - a 37 percent increase 
over nqusted 1978 figures. The highest current medi- 
an income was in the Miestern liegion. $57,021, a I(< 
percent increase. Median income in the South Bay 
Council \\:as $53,535, a n  increase of 12 percenl. The 
\'alley Alliance area median household income of 
$,52,80!) remained r.he same. 

INCOMES RANGE WIDELY Households \t'ith 
annual incomes below $l0,000 represented 9..1 per- 
cent, \r.hile 6.8 pcrcent reported incomes oC 5200,000 
and above. The largest STOUP, 33 percent, had 
incomes in the $50,000 to $9!),99!) range. For niar- 
ried couples \\.ith children, [he median income was 

$79,806; for single parents with children, the median 
income was $:?1,12.40; I'or persons living alone, lhc 
mcdian income was $28,!375. 

LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS SPREAD 
THROUGHOUT AREA Few sub-areas have conccn- 
tl-ahns of csclusi~~ely high - or low-inc.omc house- 
holds (see map !)A!. l'he sub-area of Fail-fas, with 
high concenrrations of immigants and native-born 
elderly living alone, s~ands out as having an especial- 
ly high number or lo\v-income households. Other 
sub-areas, such as North and Central Santa 
h~lonica/\~cnice. Cheviot/Beverly~vood and Central 
Cil?., also h a w  significant numbers of households 
earning less than $10,O00 pcr ).ear. 'The pcrsons in 
Lhese households tcnd ro be disproportionately elder- 
ly, disabled, posl \.Vorld War 11 and more recent 
immigants, persons li\.ing alone. single parents with 
their children, and uneniploycd persons. To a lesser 
exlent, thcre are also college and p d u a t e  studenrs 
and other ),ounger persons struggling to attain career 



goals among  he lo\v income I~o~ischolds. 
UNEMPLOYMENT IS LOWER Uncniployment 

within theJewish community is onl!, 3.1 percent. 
livo-of thirds of ~hesc  arc womcn and one-1hi1.d men. 
This compares to (i.3 pcrcent of the general popula- L 
lion in 1,os Angclcs County. 

OCCUPATIONS CHANGE 'I'lic occupations in 
\vhich.Je\\,s work h a w  chang-cd considerabl>, in the 
past Livn decades. Aftel- bencfir.ing linm long and 
costly years of higher cducatinn, many childrcn of 
hsincss proprietors, n1anagei.s. administrators and 
skillcd crafispeoplc have chosen to fnllo\s~ occupa- 
tional paths dii'l'erent from their pasents. This has 
~.csultcd in a decline in the number oiJmcs iri these 
typcs of occupations. 

POPULATION BECOMES MORE EDUCATED 
AND PROFESSIONAL Since 1!)7!l, thc numbci. of 

Jeits over 18 ivho have nnt finished high school has 
dropped il-om 7.2 pcrcent to 2.1 prrcent. ,It thc samc 
time, marc Jews are iniresting in higher educadon 
than ever. Sincc I!)i9, the proportion oC students 
over agc 18 in the Jclvish population, has incl-eased 
tlircc-fnld, frorn 2.9 percent to 8.(i pcrccnt. The nun]- 
bcr ofJe\vs holding a Bachelol.'~ deg~ec  or higher 
has gi.o\\rn from ,4Ii.Z pel-ccnt to 57.5 pel-cent. During 
 his period. the numbcl- of those working in profes- 
sional nccupadons has climbed from n third to morc 
than a half. 

Indicators of thc professionalizarion of rhc 1-0s 
A~igelesJcwisli popr~lalion are the number of those 

. - 

in ttlc mcdical, legal, arts and entcrtainmcnt lields. 
lloctors and dontis~. cornp~.ise .S.K pcrccnt of the 
working Jc~vish popuIa~ion in Los ilngelcs, more 
than cighl limes the proportinn in thc general U.S. 
labor force. The 6.2 perccnt of 1.0s :lngelesJews 
\r.ho arc lawyers and judgcs is cight times the nation- 

Household Income 
9.4% Under $10,000 
35.4% 5 $10,000 to $49,999 
33.1 O/o $50,000 to $99,999 
15.4% $100,000 to $199,999 
6.8% - Over $200,000 

a1 propm~ion in those fields. Uiritcrs, artists and 
cntmtaincl-s represent !).(i pcrccnt oT the \\,orking 
Jcwish population, six ~.inics their proportion in the 
general \voi.kfol-re. \Vhilc sales workers, at 13.4 per- 
cunt, are close to thc 12 pcrcent found in the gcncral 
labor force, srlf-cmplo!,ed Los .Qngeles.Jcws con]- 
prise 3.3.7 pcrcent - Tour times the H pcrccnt self- 
employment ralc found in 1.0s :\ngclcs. 

WOMEN MAKE PROFESSIONAL GAINS The 
p1'0p01'tion of women in tlic la1,or force in certain 
proicssions has increased signilican~ly since 197!), 
fi-o~n 136 percent to 53 pcrccnt. Currentl!., females 
oulnurnber rnales as accountants, social scientists, 

social \vorkers, collegc facult>, and as clen~cn~ary and 
secondary school [carhers. rlmong the estimated 
19,:380 1,os i4ngelesJe\vs rvho work as docturs and 
cien~is~s, about 8.062 arc male and -5,318 are female - 
a 60-10-40 percent ratio. \,Vomen co~npl-ise about 20 
percent of thc I4,lti.1 Jcwish lawyers and judgcs in 
I.os Angelcs, 41 percenl of the estimated 22,000 
Jewish ilrtists, wi-iters and enterlainers, and .16 pel-- 
cent of the cstiniatcd Y1,000.Je\vs in csccut.i\,e. 
acln~inistra~i\,e and managerial occupations. 



often delay marriage in order to pursue higher drt 
cation, prafssiarral training, and to eslabliih carem 

I The median age at which L~x mlcs Jewih -n 
f irstrnanyhasrisenFrew~22+ddh&dy - 1970's to 26 rhuing b p d  of lW t~ W v t  

Par men, it has risen frorn 25 to 28. This m y  
to the U.S. median age of first mmiage of 23.7 for 

At the cermr d w  d u i t y  is Jewish m- w m  and 255 for men W e  1988 to the present 
riage. With WW frsqum doJws many  her --'I: YUMBEFIS NEVER 
Jews? In this m U o n  the an- to this esmtid d y  do Jews marry h e r  than 0th- 
quetion is f o n d  the patterns of a but wifiit numbers ofJew in Los hgeles 
inmamiage and  in^-, u d l  u of rmr- h never narritd at all. OfJews over 18 m the 

fudy area, 21 -1 have nwer married, a rate 
that i s  about \be y ~ l ~  ~ I J  thC l9W PktidJrwirh 
hpulation $rrrry. MOSL n rrp~ GI a %vile5 wgeh. 

1 The inmrtarriage r;cle & a much craed ef' mhiumtnpJm~e liuirg uith UI rhum 
and nutch m i ~ u n d a r s t d  ~alcmtkn. W h y  nrt n d  rrmrrld rcprcml* 2 ddl 

Bcrrclrw - ?- OW- g-n 01 - 
prmrrship r J a w n s h q ~  arc he-d. 

MARRIEP r0 JEWS Ofl SEEYrfUG 

b-J* pt'mns &I dw Pcdtrzaion area - 81 p- 
- ace M e d  w &Jcwt NabmdIy, m 1990, 

~ y G 8 ~ a f g r v l m r t ~ y ~ O f  r i c d a t r k r y r ) r o f 4 1 p r a n ~ - ~ h p m d r L k r l d m t  
1 persons vvho married a m-Jewrlsh par- thore in h Anpk whu haw not )ul d. .W tw 0111 d h e  Jews who manicd during this perid 

son in the 5 yeam prior k, the survey. In parent said i t  ru i-1 w many m m e  plckd non-Jewish spomes. This f ~ l r  is consider- 
other ~ d 6 ,  the Herrnarrlage rate does Jb. -, -# i m  r @ LhLl el& W ably I P ~ ~ Y T  firn the 52 p e m r  md in the IW 
not include marriages which occurred 

rho kit It kngorsrslt to many were io serious rela- mphd011 is that more Jews in Lab h g e l e s  are 
~ ~ l b ~ h i ~  Half of relationships were with other ~ a ~ ~ a l l y  closer to the irnm@a.n[ experience 

MARRYING LATER Tbe majority of adutrJews Jews. 3C9amage and in~rmarrjrage rates direr some- Lhrd iuL h e r  areas of the country, and i n k h -  
(over 18) in Los Anples - 60.2 percent - am cur- what among men and women at diering ages [eee ir m with additional genentlons d a penon'r 
m ~ l y  mamid, a d  ~ U L L  O C ~  half of afl Jewish house- charts IOA and 11A). runily being in the United States. AnoLhcr exp1a~- 
h o b  in rh. Fdmmkh - 51.8 percent - consists LOWER INTERMARRIAGE RATE Over the 
d m d  c o + u  Y% h e  data suggests that n m y  past five years, Jews in h hwe in- 



JEWISH DENSITY AND INTERMARRIAGE 
Within ha Angel-, intermarried couples tend to 
live in areas of lowerJewish densit).; conversely 

I inmarried couples tend to live it1 higherJewish dcn- 

I 
sity areas (see map 113). h the 1owJewishdensi~y 
region s e d  by h e  South Bay Council, stretching 
from Westchesler to San M o ,  mom than a third of 
married households are intermarried. Within some 
South Bay subregions over half or m a d y  married 
h ~ m b i d a  we inmarried, as in Sm F'ed.ro wih 62 

pereL int~rmarried and [he 
e a s m  -a ol tbe b u t h  Bay 
Council area with 52 percent 
intermarried. In hihightyJejewish 
amiw 6uch im Bter iy  Kills, 4 
pmmrt afrlllwrrlly married 

v 
Intermarriage & Inmarriage of ~MaIes 

0 U 
'6. -6.. -u, -6- -u -0. Y -0- -u -0- -a. 0 .  -0 -s_ + .?$ + '% 'v, '% '+ 'G '6, .6& + '3 '6, 

AGE 

households are 
intermarried and in 
the Encino/ 
Tarzana subregion - 
10 percent a-e P 

int~rmarried {see - 
chart IlB]. 

MOSTMARRY -,, 
ONCE f i e  rnajor- 
Jty d ~ r i d  j w s  

have married only 
o n e .  Of 255,197 
married Jews in 
Ins Angeles, 8.5 p e m t  
auinafitstrnY+p, El 
p i x m t a m i n ~ ~ ~ ~ d m a r -  n P - f m g Q  Inmarriage 
~ , ~ d 2 p 1 u d u c i n a  
hid. Wdl m m d H  19 

bn-hbrriage 1 
a , q  ~ ~ m r a r r i -  I 

FYJ l ~ l d  ww, jlDSf rn 6aFfbw 
nCvm been wuritd. Among the 
rumnirung 46 ptmnr, 49 percent are 
I d h l d d r  who w widowed, 45 percent are 
dhymd, arrd 6 p x n t  are separated. OF these pn- 
v h d y  m d  3atc p u p s ,  74 percent ha* kt11 3- dmt iaremmaiaps are twice as likely as 
married once, 21 percent twice, 1 percent t h x ~  in- h ~d in divorce. In e08 Andes,  - over 1 
times, and 1 percent Tour tima. h e  p t  i w  g- new Jewish households hrt-ied at 

HIGHER DIVORCE AMONG IMTERMAKRED ~ k r  mte uf rcluc inocnnarried households for every 
Divorced individuals make up 8 penmi of all Urrlt Lhm inmanid J w h h  hmchoibs, W h d e r  the 
Jrwr in the o u m q  woa and 19 percent of singk_Fur. inmurlrgsr carrllme ts w h  the o- 
The mdy W n d  h~ h& of those who are d i v d  k w s c  d higkr dlrwce ri~h amgintmrwrida - .- 
h d  b& narnied a~ a non-Jewish spouse, compacwl m a i n s  to be ~ ~ t n .  I 
in only L5 prrsrt dthmewfio art-cyrrenrly mar- 
r i d  b w a  ir Lh.t  firs^ marriage. The disptopor- - . - .. 

N n b :  
tionate number of divorced Jews who had been l-phl~t~m, ~ruce A 1 9 ~ ~ .  ~ - a r e m h g  hrtumm: f r m  %ictma 

raxl S&r@k~s Hetv York. W WUslein Insmule ThB h idcan  intermarried is consistent with other rwarc11l which 
k& -@*, - 



RELIGIOUS AFFILIATION 

Self identifying as Jewish in Los 21ngelcs, as else- 
~vhere in ~ l~ne r i ca ,  is volun~ary. The decision to idcn- 
tify \%.iih a parlicular dunomination, 01. to affiliate 
\\.ith one relisious institution instead of another, is a 
significant espression or An~erican.Je\vish iden~ity. 
This section esamincs thc choices of a new genera- 
tion and shows that a significant portion have not 
remaincd affiliated w i~h  their parents' denominations. 

Denominational Enclaves 
Some denominations have clustered in 

particular areas of Loo Angales Several 
Orthodox enclaves - lncluding Hancock Park, 
Pico-Robertson and Valley Village - are situ- 
ated in neighborhoods that are walking dis- 
tance from synagogues and schools. This is 
a development that runs counler to the Los 
Angeles urban model of rha auto culture. A 
community of Reconstructiorlists cnn be 
found in the Malibu/Palisades/Brentwood 
area surrounding their only two synagogues 
in the Los Angeles area. 

MOST IDENTIFY WITH DENOMINATION 
Household respondents; were asked: "Rcfcrring to 

Jewish religious denominations, do you consider 
vourself 10 bc Conser~.atix~c. Orlhodox, Kcfonn, 

Kec~ns tn~~t ion is t  or something TEWIsH DENOMINAT~ON~C SHIms I 
else?" Three quarters of r (BY HOUSEHOLD) I a 

respondents, 74:4 perccnl put thcm- 
sclves in [he first four categories; 2.7 
percent described t hcmselves as I 
~nuld-denominalional or traditional- 
ists: fi.8 ~ e r c e n t  stated thal t.hev did .' 1 

not know what theirJewish denomi- 
nation was; X.(j percent described 
themselves as "just Jcwish;" 2.8 per- 
cent reported that they were non- 
practicing or culturally Jeupish; and 
4.7 percent described the~nsel\,es as 
being either secular, aposlic,  a ~ h e -  
ist or ha\.iiig no religion. 

DENOMINATIONAL GROWTH 
AND DECLINE Los Angelcs 
Jewish households identifying tliem- 
sel\.es as Kcform grew CI.O~I 37.2 
perceni in 1979 lo 39.9 pcrccnt. 

,632 arr, the 
i Thc~r Pan 

Same 
enls) 

-sJso,,.- 
UNAFILLIATED 

I < -ll,?-wz. 
REFORM 

(7.244 Srmr 
* P~rentsb 

ORTHODOX I 

Keconstruclionists increased froni 
less than 1 percent. to 2 percenl. UNAFILLIATED 

The proportion of Conservative 
households declined from 3Y.I) percent in the 1979 parable national household synagogue niemkisliip 
surnrey lo 28.2 percent. Orthodos households levels, which were -13 percent for Reform, 5 9  p e n t  
dcclincd from 5.2 pel-cent 10 4.3 percent. for Conser\.alive, and 72 pcrccnt for Orthodox. 

MORE PEOPLE IDENTIFY THAN JOIN When SYNAGOGUE MEMBERSHIP RISES 
"dues-paying" is the identif>,ing factor, a numerically Synagogue ~nembership of households in Lm 
different image emerges. More people idenlify \\,it11 Angclcs has risen from 2.5 pcrcent in 1979 to 34 per- 
\*arious denominations than ac~ually belong to 1.hen1. cent. That is  still belo\v the 1!)!)0 national f i p r c  of 41 

Dues-paying households belonging to synagogues percent. This figure mirrors the 38 percent "church 
constitute only 3.5 percent of lhose who identify ad hcrence" amon3 the non;Jewish population in the 
themsel\.es as 1Zefo1-m, 48 percent of Conservative, Pacific region of the US., as ctln~pared to .53 percent 
67 percent of Ortliodos and 3.1 percent ol' "church adhei.enceW nationally. 
Keconstn~ctionist Jews. The lhree larger.Jewish MANY SWITCH FROM PARENTS' 
denominations in Los Angclcs are below 1990 coin- DENOMINATION In a society where religiolls ide1-1- 



tity and denominat.ional pi-cferenie are matters of 
personal choice, ir is not burprising that boundaries 
betweell deno~ninations are porous and tend to 
shili.l Thc 1!190 National,Jcwish l'opulation Sui-vey 
showed that pcrccnt of :41ncrican Jewish adults - 
had switchcd from their cllildhood denon~ination. In 
thc Los ~Ingelcs survcs; ~hc' figure was 147 pcrccnt. 
'The greatest shirt \\,as from Conservative, follo\t.ed 
by Orrhodos. 

liespondcnts rcpi.escnting 64,034 hol~sc>holds who 
desci-ibc thcmselr.es as Keforln. Conservative, 
Or~hodox or Kcconslrucl.ionis~ I-cported that their 
parcnts' dcnonlination was dil'fcrcnt than thcir own. 
Of it~csc, ;i(i pcrccnt shifled li-oln parenls w h o  identi- 
lied as Conservative, 1% percent switched from 
Orthodoxy, and 1 I percent shiC~cd from Kcform. 
Kcconstr-~ictionisni, a relativel?, young denomination, 
has yct to have a history of children shifting to other 
dcnominarions. 

THE ROOTS OF CHANGE Anothcr way to 
asstbss the d c b ~ c c  of dcnoininational shifting is to 
esnmine thc 01-igns oC eacll denomination's 
rcspondcnts (see 12-A). Of all Or~hodos  responilcn~s, 
71 perccnt repor~rcl  heir parcnts wcrc Orthodox. 14 
pcrcent were Consel-rrati~re, and 8 percent \\,ere 
Kefol-m. Of Conservatives, 59.5 percent l.epol.ted 
their parent.~' dcnornination as Chnservati\~e, nearly a 
quartcr (24.4 pcrccnt) said tl~eir parents rvcrc 
Or~hodos ;  and 7.3 pcrccnt idcntilicd their parcnls as 
ltcl'or~n. Half of houscholds ~ c h o  arc cun-cntly 
liclbrrn I-cport thcir pai.cnts' tlcnomination as 
licTor111, 27.8 as Conservntivc, and 10.8 pcrccnt as 
0r1.hodos. 

SHIFTS IMPACT ORTHODOX MOST These 
shifis have had a major impact on the size of ~hc: 
denomilialions in 1.0s jlngeles, parlicularly thc 

Houcehold Denomination 
Conservative 

1 Orthodox ' Reform 
Reconstructionist 

1 No Denomination 

Or~hodos.  If the respondents; 
representing 34,077 hous~holds who 
shified from thcir pucnfis' Orthodos 
ai'filiation ha.d remained in the 
Orthodox fbld, the 1.0s Angeles 
Orthotlos community might number 
11,000 houscholds rather than the estimat- 
cd 10,324 households at present rvho describe 
then~sel\,es as Orthodox. The 01-t.hodns pattrrn nf 
larger f;lniilies and earlier marriagc may have pru- 
vcntcd an cvcn morc precipitol~s population dcclinc! 
anlong thc cit),'s Orthodox commuility. 

REFORM GAINS FROM OTHER 
DENOMINATIONS Fron~ the diaparn (see I2-.I), it 
is appiirent lhar IteforrnJudaisrn has reaped the 
~ ~ c a t e s t  p i n s  fron) the denoniinational shifi. While 
the Cr)nsc~-vati\~c! A,Iovenicnt has had the grcatcst 
decrease in absolutc numbers, thc Orthodos cornmu- 
nity has espcl-ienccd the highcst proportional losses. 
The incl-casc of KcCol-m has come frorll all olher 
dcnominalions. 

r. 

FEW CONVERT OUT 
1 l ~ c  survc), found illat crthcr 
religionshhac not made significant in- 
roads into theJewish population. I ~ s s  than half 
of a pcrcent of people born and 1-aiscd Jcwish con- 
\,el-tcd to another rclip,ioll. lnstcad of converting, 

Jcws rvho intcrmarr} are more likely to scc thcir chil- 
dren "blcndcd out" by bcing raised in or choilsing a 
rcligion other than Judaism. 

NQte: 
1. ~~. J. Alan Wlnler. Arnold DWstcy, m3 Ephraim T&r. 1097. 
'A Sludy of JewlJI D e n m m  Preference.' Amerfrsn JwM 
Y ' W .  Nev York. Amertcan Jmsh Comnvliw. 



ETHNIC COMMUNITIES 

Los :-\ngeles is sometimes called the 1':llis Island of 
the West. As an active destinarion ofJe\visli immigra- 
tion, it is alivc with thc rich and varied nature of the 
world Jewish comiiiuni~~~. In this section, these new 
and growing communities, as well as earlier ones, are 
examined. 

ONE IN FIVE JEWISH ANGELENOS 
FOREIGN-BORN The Los ilngcles.Je\rrish cornmll- 
nity is comprised of a relatii,el?, large number of 
"ne:v Anierjcans" and their U.S. born children. 
Tiveniy-one percent - or about one in five.jewish 
Angelenos - is foreign-born, i.e., born outside U.S. 
rerriton. This compares with $.ti percenr nationall?. 
(1!)!)0 National Je\~,ish l'opulation Study). illmost 
half. or 45 percent of Los Angelcs Jews, are immi- 
grants or children of irnrnig~ants. Onl?, one in 12 can 
say that b o ~ h  sets ofgral~dparents )\.ere born in the 
U.S. 

MIGRANT GROUPS DEFINED Since individu- 
als often have multiple and overlapping cultural and 
ethnic identities, specific delinitions are used when 
describing an ethnic g ~ o ~ ~ p .  Interna~ional n ~ i g ~ a n t  
groups such asJc~tpish persons from the former 
Soviet Union, Israel or Iian can be described as 
including bo1.h thosc who immigrated ti-om those 
countries, and members of their households such as 
children 01. spouses. However, by including persons 
FVJIO liave not undergone the same mipztion esperi- 
ence, such as U.S. born children o i  immigrants, or a 

spouse i vho  ori~inatcs horn a counti>. other than an countl-ics or the FSU and about 16.872 were born in 

inimigant survey respondent, thc picture is g~-entlj, Iran. ~ l g i n ,  these two communities could be defhied 
muddicd. 'Therefore, in this report, international as being larger if other criteria were considel-ed, such 
migant groups are dolined as being compr-iscd onl?. as having a parent who was born in Russia. the olher 
of persons ivhosc place o i  birth is not rhc U S .  and c,orrntries of the FStJ, or Iran. In the case of liussia 
who imrnig~alcd from the spccif c countr), described. and the other countries of the FSU, this would 
This definition often increase the number of Russian 
yields surprisingly descent to about 70,000. IIo~vever. 
modest numbers of Jewish Immigration to a POUP defined this way would no 
i rnmigran ts from 
various countl-ies, 
numbcrs often Car 
sniallel- than are 
cornmonl? 
believed Lo be 
the case by the 
irnmigant and 
surrounding 
Je\rfish corn- 
tnunirics. 

RUSSIA, 
THE OTHER 
COUNTRIES 
OFTHE FOR- 
MER SOVIET 

im Los Angeles by Country 
1. - ,. 
COUNT R S O N S  
RUSH& FSU ' .24,526 

POLAND 
CZECHOSLOVAKlA (farmer) 
MIDDLE EAST [rnrsc.! 

' GREAT BRITAIN (ENGLAND) 
ROMANIA 
NORTH AFRICA {rncsc.) 
EASTERN EUROPE (rn~sc:) 
4$IA ( m l s c . ~ e r l  
~1.hl.l~~ AFRICA 

longer consist primarily oi liussian 
inimig-ants !).hose sccond language 
is English. In thc case of the Iranian 
inlniigant cornm~unit?,, using the 
espanded defuiilion of parents 

being born in Iran increased the 
size or the co~nmunity to  18,000. 
~ h ' .  13 . 111dical.e~ that the Iranian 

Jeuish community is newer to 
Los Angeles and has not had 
the historical paitcl-n or n1ig~7-a- 
lion to the 1j.S. that has charac- 
terized the Russian and FSU 

communitics. 
ISRAELI IMMIGRANT COM- 

MUNITY The survcy showed rhat 

UNION, AND E ; i i ~  . - ' i  ,482 an estimated 14,170 Jews in Los 
IRAN ~ h c  largest AUSTR~A: -. - .  : . - .T"  1,476 Angeles were born in Israel, mak- 

a-, .:;... , i m r n i p n ~  Jewish HUNGARY ' :. 1,325 ing them the third largest immi- 
co~iimunit)~ in Los ARGENTINA 1.225 grant gmrp ofJewish Angelenos. 
~lngeles is from CENTRAL AMERICA (misc.) 1,101 However, when respondents were 
Russia and other WESTERN EUROPE (misc.) 986 asked whether anyone in  heir 
countries ihat were household considered themselves 
part oC the Ibrmer Soviet Union [FSUj. The second an Isrncli, nlmosi four times this number - aboul 
in size is the cornmunit? 111ade up of immigrants 52,400 individuals - identified as Israelis. Some of 
from h;m. iln estimated 2-1,52(i.Je~vish Angelcnos in thcse persons have spent a bubstantial portion of 
the survey area were born in Russian and the other their lives in Israel, although rhey were not born 



who k S e m ?  
Determining one's &wish ethnic identity in 

this counby is esmtilJly e voturitay @ct I 

~ 5 4 W C Q m 9 1 ~ k t h b ~ d W  
WMfy as SPphardlm are U.S.born. T n a  
third6 d ltpniane mnsMer themsdm to k , S ~ @ . ~ r , m h i r d o f t h s ~  

, fdt am part d a diatirrel ImnmwkMsh 
a m m 5 t y  which tram its roots c o n l ~ b  
tofttedIspefsd4tthe~tOPscsiaaftmrtho 
~ n n o b t h a f i s t ~ i E 5 % 6 ~ E ~  

i 
bdmmttm~ic iRTdSPph;F16~tFadj -  1 

t h h .  Others niay nat speak Heb~+civ or ma).  no^ 

e l m  have visited thc,je\vish slate. ycl were s ~ i l l  iden- 
1.ific9rl h!. respontlents as 1s1;lclis because they arc ~.hr:. 
c1iild1.cn or spouses of Islaclis. Tile discrepancy 
beiv.ecn ~ h c  fc~rnial ticmogaphic delinilion of an 
1s1-aeli-born mig~ant and the broader soriolo~ical 
self-dcfinilion ol 'a~l  Israeli may csplain the widcl!, 
differing pcrceplionb of  he size of the Israeli ronirnu- 
11ity in Los Angeles. 

HOLOCAUST SURVIVORS AND THEIR CHIL- 
DREN Some comniuniiics are defined by csperi- 
cnce, not b?. place of birth 01. tho geog~aph!. of resi- 
dence. 'In esaniplc is the Holocaust sun,i\,or corn- 
munir!. anti its children. 111 the t.irne of  he survey, 
1he1-e wcrr an cslinlatcd 13,!)75Je\vish Holocaust sur- 
vii.ors in Laos Angcles. Their children nun~berecl 
7 1,000. \Vliilc the third generation was not cnumcl-at- 
ccl, man). were dil-cctl!. intluenced by ~ h r  Holncai~sr 
cspcl-icncc of iheir g1-andpart~nts, and may bc consid- 
cl-cd part of that cornmu~iity. 

- -. 
Persons by Generation 

1 st Generation = f ~ ~ i w ~ ~ ~ . ~ . ~ ~  

2nd Generation = M* n m o f  ~amnas 

1 1 .O0/0 2nd-3rd Generation = A , ~ w ; h ~ l m ~ P B " f d  
38.9% 3rd Generation = f i a l $ f ! & @ & , 2 Q ~ ~ ~ P a r e m s  
8.0% rLBolnw12 

a 
mhrn &rwzbnw-mn_ 3rd-4th Generation = ~~m Botn Erercdpemb 

AmerOcan Born V 2 Amman Born Parenls 8.296 4th Generation = or 4 ~ r i c a n  ~ a o  ~ ~ ~ + ~ r t s n r s  I 

ASHKENAZIC, SEPHARDIC AND "JUST 
JEWISH" In tcrrlis of self-idcntitied Jewish elhnici ty - 
- r\shkerlaxim -.Je\vs of European origin, makc up - 
the. majorit), of.jc\vish 1.0s :Ingclc.s, constiluting fiO 
percent ol'rhc populace. 'That colnparps Lo I 0  pel-- 
cent \i.ho idcn~iry ~heniselvcs as Sephardini -+ j c ~ . s  
\i.ho followcd the trtlcliticlns and customs ol' thc Jc1r.s 
ivho 1vcl.e espcllrd from Spain in 14!)2. Of ~ h c  rcst, 
I2 pcrcent did not know or could not dcscribe lheir 

Jcivlsh ethnic~ty; 7 pcrccnt dcscribcd thcmsclvcs as 
"Just Jewish." 3 percent as  Kussian Jcwibll, 2 percen~ 
as Ilmc~-ican. 2 perccnt as mixcd, 2 pcrcel-rl as 
"othcr." 1 perccnt as having no ethnicily and I pel.- 
cent as Iranian, that is, ncithcr ~Ishkenazi (11. 

Sephardi. 
SMALLER GROUPS IDENTIFIED l,trlien asked 

to classify thc~nscl\~es according to convcn~ional U.S. 
Census ethnic categories, 9.7 percent o f  the.je~r,s in 
thc su~.\~ey identified as \vhite!Caucasian, 2 pcrccnt 
as o~hcr ,  1 percent as black, 1 pcrccnt as 
Sp"nisli..'Hispanic. 1 pcrc:cnt did not knoi\., ..5 pcr- 
ccnt idciitified as h~Irsican, arid .% pcrcent ~vere in 
[lie "other" cntcgory On  a separate qucslion abol~t 
Hispanic origin, 2.2 pcrccnt of Los Angeleri.Jews 
ident-ificd as bcing of Hispanic orib.in (which includ- 
ed persons \%.ho prc\*iousl,v had described thcn~sclves 
as \i.hitc/Cai~casian). 



POPULATION CHANGES 
& MIGRATION 

Population stability in Jewish 1.0s Angelcs is large- 
ly influenced by migration. In this seclion, ~ h c  sur- 

' vey details this story and reporb on the neighbor- 
hoods to which Jews have moved and why they plan 
to move in  he future. 

MIGRATION KEY TO POPULATION GROWTH 
The key 10 the Los Angeles Jewish community's 

b 

- -~  .-- __ _-_ -__------ 
Household composition, home ownership 

and aw all ~ l a v  roIes in determining how 
long Jcwirh Anbwlenos live in one place. 
Twelve y r a r s  was the average number of 
years spent in one residence. Married cou- 
ples without children averagcd 16 yean at 
the sanw addrl:s~es, while seven years was 

the average for couples with children. 
Homeowners stayed aboul 14 years per 
address, while renters averaged six. Those 45 - 
and older stayed an average of 12 years - 
meaning they s m w d  putting down ~ ~ s i d e n -  
tial roots at 33 or so. As age increases, so 
does tenure, peaking a1 an average of 26 
years a!  ages 7.5 10 79. At 80, tenure begins to 
decline which may be brought about by 
moves lo smaller or  more appropriate hous- 
ing such as retirement villages or homes. 

gowth  and stable pop- 
ulation is not fertility 
but migration. Only 
one-third of Tcws who - 
live here were born in 
California. The Los 
Angeles Jewish com- 
munily grew during 
[he first seven decades 
of llle cenlury - 
escceding  he rate of HEALTH_REASONS- - 

. .. 2%. -,- 
general population . RETIREMENT -- !.O/L 

growth of the city - ETHNIC GHANGE- - - -- 1 O/O 

primarily tl~rough the  BE IN A JEW~KNEIGHBORH~OD 1% 

influx of migrants D ~ N ' T K ~ ! ~ ! ! ! ~  4%.  - _  

REF~SED TO ANSWE ..q d o  from other  arts of the ... . . -. . . -- - .  --.- - - -  - 
1 - 

@HER".. . . --. 1 3% U.S. Since the post- _ . . - - - - . - .- . . .. . - 
TOTAL '.. . ..., war baby boom ended 100% 

Angelcs and the nat- 
tirt~l decline of aging 
Je\\"ish populalions in  
areas such as Fail-fax. 

NO MASS 
EXODUS IYhile 
movement of resi- 
dences within and 
behveen regions is 
lively, [here is no evi- 
dence of a mass exo- 
dus any areas. 
Instcad, thc shifb are 
g~adual, the resull of 
school, housing and 
employment opportu 
nities or life-cycle 
cllanges. 

... 
in the early 1960's, 
Los Angeles Je\\.s have not had enough babies 'io ----',- GREATEST DECLINE IN FAIRFAX In the 
replace ~hcmsel~cs.  The relative stability in numbers Fairfaas sub-area,  he substanrial population of aging 
from 1979 to I!)S'i is due to migration. Jews is being replaced by youngerJewish single and 

JEWISH PROPORTION O F  POPULATION married households. including immig~anb. To some 
DECLINES By 1955. the Los 12ngeles Jewish conl- degree, this has replenished the Jewish population. 
munit?, had beconic the second largest in the coun- Overall, Fairfax still declincd in population from 
~ r y  after New York. In the past 20 ycars, however, 75.000 Jewish persons in 1979 to 55,000 currently. 
the ntimber of-Jews has stabilized, while the general HIGHEST GROWTH AREAS The sub-area with - 

population of 1.0s Angelcs has continued to gro\rJ. 

This has led to a decline in the proportion ofJews in 
Los Angeles, from 7 percent of area residents in 
1980 to 5.5 percent today. 

POPULATION SHIFTS WESTWARD In tile past 
LWO decades sizable Jewish populations shifted west- 
ward loward the ocean and to eastern Ventura 
County. This \vestward shift has been made niore 
pronounced by newcomers moving to \,Vest Los 

the highest population growth was the \Vest I~allc)~, 
which grew more lhan 100 percenl in less than 20 
years - from 19,000 in 197!1 to 10,000 currently. The 
adjacent Sinli/Conejo sub-area, with new housing 
and a~tractivc educational school systems, currendy 
has ajcwish population of 38,000. Other areas, such 
as the Airport/Maiina and Encino/Tarzana sub- 
areas. h a w  also experienced ~ T O H , I . ~  since l.C)i!J. The 
Sou1.h Bay Council's Beach Cities sub-area tripled its 



Jewish population from 5.000 persons in 1979 to 
17,000 perbons currently and the Palos \'crdes sub- @% 
area doubled its numbers to 6,800 persons. The 
South Bay's good elementary and secondary public 
schools are credited with attracting new Jewish resi- 
dents. 

MOST EXPECT NO MOVE IN NEAR FUTURE 
The Ims rlngeles Jewish community is expected to 
remain relatively stable geographically, with about 74 
percent of sample households especting to live in the 
same neighborhood three years hence, 8 percent in a 

different Los rlngeles neighborhood, 5 percent in 
another city, 2 percent in qnother state and I percent 
in another count?. The remaining 11 percent did 
not know where they would be living in three years. 

20 PERCENT HAVE MOVED WITHIN . 
FEDERATION AREA Migation within the 
Federation area was rela~.ively low, with only onc in 
five households having moved in the past 10 years. 
Often these moves are within relatively short dis- 
tances in the same region or neighborhood {see 
Chart 17A). When those who leave the Federation 
area are included, then about one in four households 
moved in the last 10 years. 

PLACES CONSIDERED FOR MOVES Of the 
Federation's 23 subregions, 18 were mentioned by 
respondents who planned to move in the next three 
years as potential residential destina1.ions. Among 
those places to which respondents did not consider 
moving - at least initially - were the Metro Region's 
Central City and Culver City, Valley Alliance's 
Central Valley, and thc South Bay's San Pedro and 
eastern belt sub-areas. This does not mean that 
Jewish persons will not be moving to these sub-areas, 
but at this point respondents had not considered 
these areas. 

MOVES BY HOUSEHOLDS NOT SHOWN ON MAP 89 -- 

In Migration Out Migration ri~L FZLthii CML. I to nher 
Farmtiom A m  1 Region i U.S. & Abroad ' Calif. & U.S. 

1987-1 997 198*1990 
I - . . - , . . . -. . .. . . . . . .. 

Melro . . Region 9,072 1 . .... 8.076 1 not available 
Valley Alliance 5.484 1 9.127 1 ml available 

- . . - . - . . - -- 

~ e s ' m  ~ ~ i o n  1,278 1 3.7% 1 not available - . , . -. . . .. -- . . . . - -. . -- - . 

2,397 Soulhi Bay 1,373 , not available 
. . . - . . . . - . -. . . - . . -. - \ 

Total 1 17,207 23,356 i 14.570* 

MOVERS CHOOSE "BETTER AREAS" When 
respondents who plan on moving in the next three 
years were asked, "Why?" the most common answer 
was "better area" (see 16A). "Better area" &$.as not 
explored in this stlldy, but may apply to areas that 
are more afluent and have better schools or other 
amenities. 

MOVE CLOSER TO WORK The second most 
frequent response to why a move was planned was to 

be "closer to work."  many of the areas ~vhich hai.e 
concentrations of biisinesses employing Jewish work- 
ers are the sub-areas that have seen growth in their 
numbers of Jewish residerits - such as Encino/ 
Tarzana, \Vest Valley, Central Valley, Santa 
h,lonica/\'enice, Airport/Marina and U7eshvood (see 
map page 20). 



RESEARCH 
METHODOLOGY 

No survey can exactly represent the population 
that it is studying. The results of a study such as this 
are estimates based on scien~ifically accepted 
methodologies which attempt to describe a realit), at 
a certain point in time wit.hin a certain range of accn- 
racy under the constraints of time and cost. 

The data for this study \\,as collected for the areas 
sewed by The Jewish Federation of Greater L0s 
1Zngeles (containing a total of 2.03 million house- 
holdsj using a conlputer aided telephone interview 
(CjTI) technique implemented by Interviewing 
Service of America of Van Nuys, California, behveen 
May 1996 and April 199% The survey questionnaire 
had two components. One was a screening question- 
naire used to differentiate between Jewish alid non- 
Jewish households ~rhich averaged a minute to 
administer. The other, was a Jewish household ques- 
tionnaire which was administered to Jewish house- 
hold respondents and averaged twenty-sis minutes 
per interview. The latter questionnaire contains 291 
questions which include branching and niodular 
components. Trained, professional interviewers 
administered the questionnaires in English. Hebrew, 
Spanish, Russian and Farsi when appropriate. 

Respondent refusal conversion was vigorously 
pursued in this stud)., and initial screening question- 
naire refusals wcre 13..5 percent. After qualifying as 
Jewish households, 8.4 percent refused to complete 
the Jewish household questionnaire, a relatit-ely low 

rate of reh~sal in an urban setting such as Los 
Angeles. 2,640 Jewish household interviews were 
compleled using a dual-frame sampling methodology 
guided by the study's sanlpling and statistical consul- 
tan4 Jay Sumner, Ph.D. 

SAMPLE SELECTION .An established sampling 
procedure1, dual-frame sampling, a particular appli- 
cation of s~atified sampling, was chosen to take 
advantage of the sibmificant sampling cost savings 
that it provides. Dual-frame sampling entails collect- 
ing data in two concurrent telephone samples from 
separate frames. One sample employed random digit 
dialing (RDDJ and accounted for 1,080 Jewish 
household inkrvie\lrs. X second sample, die List 
sample, selected randomly from a list of donors and 
non-donors to The Jewish Federation, accounts for 
1,560 interviews in this study. The Jewish Federation 
list contains over 68,000 unduplicated households, 
covering an estimated 28 percent of the total Jewish 
households in the Federation area. 

The RDD saniple was a probabiIity sample of all 
possible telephone numbers in The Jewish 
Federation service area. The sanlpling procedure uti- 
lized a single stage sample of telephone numbers 
within known residential working telephone 
exchaiiges serving areas delimited by zip code geog- 
raphy generated by GENESYS Sampling Systems. 
Over 69,000 individual telephone numbers were 
dialed and redialed up to six tiiiies at va~ying times 
of the day and evening on different days of the week 
in order to sample 10,766 nonjetsish households 
and 1,080 Jewish households. T\venty-two percent of 
the KDU phone numbers were "no answers or busy" 
on all attcliipted contacts, 39 percent were non-resi- 
dential and 11 percent were residential answering 
machines. The remaining 50 percent "no ans\vers" 

were assumed to be non-answering residential. It is 
estimated that 13 percent of all RDD dialings were 
residences with "no-answer or busy" on all attempted 
contacts. 

Both samples, RDD and List, \\.ere stratified by 
region taking into account estiniatedJe\\-ish popula- 
tion densities. For reasons of sampling efficiency, 
telephones in the List frame were purged from the 
RDD frame for the higher Jewish density Metro 
Region and Valley areas and were allowed to over- 
lap in the other two low Jewish density regions. 
Itksteni and Sou~hern. This was taken into account 
through weighting procedures in determilling statisti- 
cal I-esults. 

WEIGHTING All of the sampling was probabilis- 
tic. Sample-structure characteristics were carefully 

- - 

The terms "households: and "personsw 
are not interchangeable. Households are 
made up of o n e  or more individual persons 
who are counted at their usual place of res- 
idence. lnd~vidual persons are the funda- 
mental units of population. For example, in 
the survey area covered in this study, there 
are 519,151 Jewish individual persons liv- 
ing in 247,668 households. 

monitored and accounted for in calculating analysis 
\veights. This enabled survey data to be pooled and 
analyzed as a single probabilistic sample. The RDD 
saniple provided the basis for estin~a~ing current 
numbers ofJewish household for the various regions. 
Adjushnents were made for degree of overlap with 
the List sample. Household weights were then calcu- 
lated. Thc 1,080 KDD sample-weighted households 
account for 72 percent of the total households in the 



study estimate. The 1,560 List sample-weighted 
households represent 28 percent of the total house- 
holds in this study. The weighting procedure was 
adjusted for non-cooperating households, for those 
who were not home on the multiple occasions when 
the interviewer telephoned, or for households who 
did not have telephones or had multiple lines. 
Adjustment to the sample weight of Jewish persons 
residing in institutions was undertaken based on a 
concurrent survey of administrators of known institu- 
tions and long-term care facilities in Los Angeles, the 
availability of telephones, and the estimated number 
of Jewish residents. 

SAMPLING VARIABILITY All sample surveys 
are subject to sampling error arising from the fact 
that results may differ from what would have been 
obtained if it were possible to interview the whole 
population. The size of the sampling error of an esti- 
mate depends on the number of interviews and the 
sample design. For estimates of the number ofJewish 
households, the sample size was 13,035 screened 
households. As a result, it is very likely (the chances 
are 95 percent) that the estimate of Jewish house- 
holds is within a range of 3.9 percent of the actual 
value. This means that the results of repeated sam- 
pling in the same time period could be expected to 
fall within 3.9 percent of the actual number 95 per- 
cent of the time, assuming the same sampling proce- 
dure, the same interviewers, and the same question- 
naire. 

For statistics on the percentage distribution ofJews 
according to various categories, the sampling errors 
will be largely determined by whether the percent- 
ages refer to statistics of households, statistics on per- 
sonal characteristics for which data was only 
obtained for the respondent in each household, or 

personal characteristics obtained for all household 
members in the sample households. For the first two 
of these types of statistics, the sample size is the num- 
ber of households, or 1,560 List and 1,080 RDD. For 
items obtained for all household members, the sam- 
ple size is 3,351 List and 1,950 RDD. The standard 
error of percentages applying to the entire Jewish 
population by household or persons can be approxi- 
mated by this formula: 

where p is the estimated percentage and c is the esti- 
mated list coverage, 28 percent. For a household sta- 
tistic s is the list sample size (1,560) and r is the ran- 
dom sample size (1,080) or, when estimating a Jewish 
population statistic, s is 3,351 and r is 1,950. For per- 
centages of segments of the Jewish population (e.g., 
homeowners, males, teenagers, respondents to specif- 
ic module questions, etc.) the standard error is 
approximately: 

where k is the proportion of Jews in the segment for 
which percentages are computed. 

Some examples of the size of the sampling error 
may be instructive. When percentages of all Jewish 
households are calculated, the relevant value of s is 

1,560 and r is 1,080. The largest standard error 
occurs for a figure, or statistic with the proportion of 
50 percent. The maximum standard error for statis- 
tics on all households is equal to 1.5 percent. The 95 
percentage range includes two standard errors, or 3 
percent. Statistics where the proportion is 50 percent 
can then be interpreted as having a standard error 
range from 47 to 53 percent. Analyses of subgroups 
of households will have higher standard errors. For 
example, with a 30 percent segment of the popula- 
tion (e.g., Jewish households in the Metro Region) 
the maximum standard error will be 2.7 percent, and 
the 95 percent range on a 50 percent proportion 
item will be plus or minus 5.4 percent. 

Similarly, the maximum standard error for popu- 
lation statistics for which data were collected for all 
household members, is ordinarily about 1.1 percent. 
The 95 percent confidence limits are plus or minus 
2.2 percent. However, it should be noted that when 
the statistics are on items for which household mem- 
bers are likely to have similar characteristics (e.g., the 
percentage of Jews who belong to Reform congrega- 
tions), the appropriate sample size may be closer to 
number of households. Such items may be more 
appropriately considered as household items rather 
than population items from the point of view of cal- 
culation of sample error. 

Notes: 
1. Waksberg, Joseph. 1971. 'Sample Design with Combined List Sample 
and Random Digit Dialing." Washington, D.C. Unpublished Manuscript. 
Westat. 

Waksberg. Joseph. 1987. 'Proposed Research Design for National 
Survey of Jewish Population." Washington, D.C. Unpublished Manuscript. 
Westat. 








	CoverPage.pdf
	This publication is provided by the North American Jewish Data Bank with permission from the study authors.

	The North American Jewish Data Bank is a collaborative project of United Jewish Communities and the University of Connecticut's Center for Judaic Studies and Contemporary Jewish Life and Roper Center for Public Opinion Research.  Our Mission is to:

	Provide empirical survey data sets about the North American Jewish community, from national and local socio-demographic studies as well as other types of contemporary and historical social science research. 

	Make available substantive and methodological reports on the Jewish community, in particular, reports based on datasets that are part of the archive.

	Promote the Data Bank to Jewish Federations, communal organizations, foundations and other groups interested in research concerning Jewish life in North America.

	Encourage academicians, students, communal professionals and others to utilize Data Bank holdings and to make their studies a part of the archive. 

	Sponsor seminars and provide other opportunities for researchers and planners to discuss issues, improve methodologies and exchange ideas based on quantitative research.  

	Prepare publications and other forms of information dissemination concerning social scientific research about North American Jewry. 

	Provide technical assistance and advice to Federations, researchers, communal professionals, journalists and others interested in research on the Jewish community.

	Please note that Our Data and Reports are Provided for Non-Commercial Use Only.

	For more information, please Visit our website at
http://www.jewishdatabank.org



