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kashrut (Table 6), and the need for in-home health care for the elderly in 
the past year (Table 7). 

Excluded from the tables are the results of older community studies 
that are too dated for current comparisons or for which more recent re­
sults are available. (For example, while studies were completed in Miami 
in 1994 and 2004, the tables show results only for 2004.) Comparison ta­
bles are available elsewhere containing the results of Jewish community 
studies completed between 1982 and 1999. 7 

The comparisons among Jewish communities should be treated with 
caution for three major reasons: the studies were not done at the same 
time, but over a 15-year period; they used different sampling methods; 
and they used different questionnaires. 8 

Despite these issues, examination of community comparisons is im­
portant because it helps put the results of each individual Jewish com­
munity study in context. The communities shown in Tables 4-6 have a 
combined Jewish population that comprises about 75 percent of the total 
U.S. Jewish population estimated in Table I. Generally, for two percent­
ages in these tables to be considered substantially different, the gap needs 
to be at least five percentage points. 

SYNAGOGUE MEMBERSHIP 

Table 4 shows the percentage of households that report belonging to 
synagogues for 50 Jewish communities. In most instances, these are over­
estimates of the actual percentages of synagogue-member households. 
This is attributable to several factors. First, not all potential respondents 
cooperate with a telephone survey. It is likely that synagogue-member 
households respond at a disproportionately high rate, in part because they 
are more interested in the subject matter and in part because survey pub­
licity is more likely to reach synagogue members. Second, former syna­
gogue members may still attend services on the High Holidays and for 
other functions, and so may report membership when in fact they are not 
actually members. Third, even with an an0nymous survey, there may be 
reluctance on the part of some respondents to admit to not being syna-

7Sheskin. HoII' Jewish Communities Dir{cl; presents 124 comparison tables containing 
older data. 

"For a more complete discllssion of the difficulties of comparing local Jewish commu­
nity study results, see AJYB 2007. p. 153; and Ira M. Sheskin. "Comparisons between Local 
Jewish Community Studies and the 200001 National Jewish Population Survey," COli­

femporm:v Jewr)' 25 (2005). pp, 158192, 
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gogue members, and they claim falsely to be members. Fourth, despite 
assurances to the contrary, some respondents may feel that questions con­
cerning synagogue membership answered in the negative will lead to an 
appeal for membership, leading some non-member respondents to claim 
that they are synagogue members.9 

The percentage of households reporting synagogue membership varies 
from a low of 14 percent in Las Vegas to a high of 58 percent in Tide­
water, Virginia. The median value is 45 percent. Of the ten communities 
with the lowest synagogue membership, seven are in the West: Denver (32 
percent); Tucson (32 percent); San Diego (29 percent); Phoenix (29 per­
cent); San Francisco (22 percent); Seattle (21 percent); and Las Vegas (14 
percent). The other three are Florida retirement communities-South 
Palm Beach (33 percent); West Palm Beach (30 percent); and Broward 
County (27 percent). In each of these ten communities, the percentage of 
locally born Jews is low and the percentage of new residents is high. In 
these situations, many households break ties with synagogues in the com­
munity they have left and then fail to join a synagogue in their new com­
munity. Social scientists have noted that households that move to the West 
are often those that are least traditional, and national studies of Amer­
ican religious behavior have noted that the West contains the greatest per­
centage of "unchurched" households. 10 

Tidewater (NorfolklVirginia Beach), whose 58-percent synagogue­
membership rate is the highest of the 50 communities in the table, is an 
interesting case study. Given that intermarriage in this community is very 
high and levels of home religious practice are about average, the high 
membership rate may be surprising-as is the 37 percent of intermarried 
couples that belong to synagogues, the highest of 40 comparison com­
munities. However, in small Southern communities church membership 
is quite high, and assimilation may actually be expressed by joining the 
"Jewish church." Note that the other small Southern communities in the 
table (with the exception of Orlando, which has many new residents) 
have synagogue membership rates at the median or higher: Richmond (45 
percent); Charlotte (49 percent); Jacksonville (49 percent); and San An­
tonio (52 percent). 

"For an analysis of the disparity between reported and actual synagogue membership, 
see Ira M. Sheskin, The Jewish Community Study of the Lehigh Valley (Allentown, Pa., 
2008). pp. 7-20-7-24. 

HlSee, for example. Barry A. Kosmin and Seymour P. Lachman, One Nation Under God: 
Religion ill Contemporary American Society (New York, 1993). 
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Larger communities tend to have low synagogue-membership rates. 
All seven of the largest communities in the table (excluding the Florida 
retirement communities) have rates that are below median: New York (43 
percent); Chicago (42 percent); Washington (37 percent); Philadelphia (37 
percent); Los Angeles (34 percent); Atlanta (33 percent); and San Fran­
cisco (22 percent). This finding is consistent with the view of sociologists 
that residents of large cities tend to be less involved in their communities 
than those in small cities. 

Jewish federations, responsible for central planning for each commu­
nity, should take note of their position in Table 4. While a goal of every 
Jewish federation and Jewish community may be to increase synagogue 
membership, the relative priority given to such efforts ought to be in­
formed by this data. Communities toward the top of the table should rec­
ognize that their chances of increasing membership significantly are 
probably not great. Communities toward the bottom of the table, on the 
other hand, may have a greater potential for increasing membership. 
Also, a federation can use this information to compare its community 
with other similar communities. For example, a Western community 
should understand that all communities in that region have synagogue­
membership rates below 34 percent, and that moving its rate above that 
level may be an unrealistic short-term goal. 

JEWISH COMMUNITY CENTER MEMBERSHIP 

Table 5 shows the percentage of households that report Jewish com­
munity center (JCC) membership for 47 communities. As was the case 
in regard to synagogue membership, these figures likely overestimate the 
actual percentages, and for similar reasons. First, lCC member house­
holds are more likely to respond to a telephone survey, in part because 
they are more interested in the subject matter and in part because sur­
vey publicity is more likely to reach them. Second, former JCC mem­
bers who may still attend various JCC events may report membership 
when in fact they are not currently members. Third, even with an anony­
mous survey, there may be respondents who are reluctant to admit that 
they are not lec members, and therefore falsely claim to be members. 
Fourth, despite assurances to the contrary, some respondents may feel 
that questions concerning lCC membership will lead to an appeal for 
them to join, and so they claim that they are members. Fifth, some re­
spondents confuse a JCC with a synagogue, particularly in communities 
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where some synagogues have the words" Jewish Center" or "Jewish Com­
munity Center" in their names, and so claim to be JCC members when 
they are not. 11 

The percentage of households reporting JCC membership varies from 
1 percent in Broward County (Soref) to 36 percent in St. Paul. The me­
dian value is 14 percent. Three JCCs are not full-service facilities, a fact 
that almost certainly explains the low percentages of membership: Miami 
(Miami Beach), 5 percent; Monmouth County (Western), 5 percent; and 
Las Vegas, 3 percent. Miami operates from a converted mansion and 
Monmouth and Las Vegas are housed in office buildings. 

SimiJar to the results for synagogue membership, JCCs in Florida 
do not attract large percentages of the community. Only the Alper 
lCC, located in a young area of Miami where lengths of residence are 
relatively long, has membership around the median value (13 percent). 
The other Florida lCCs, all with relatively low membership rates, are 
Miami (Russell), 10 percent; St. Petersburg, 10 percent; West Palm Beach 
(Kaplan), 7 percent; Broward (Posnack), 6 percent; West Palm Beach 
(Boynton), 5 percent; Miami (Miami Beach), 5 percent; South Palm 
Beach, 4 percent; and Broward (Soref), 1 percent. Aside from the factors 
mentioned earlier about the low synagogue-membership percentages, 
other reasons for low JCC membership rates in Florida are the large 
number of elderly people who do not need preschool, day camp. and 
after-school care; the fact that much of the Florida population comes 
from the New York metropolitan area, where lCCs are not well known; 
and the mostly lewish condominium developments that are home to 
much of the South Florida Jewish population, where the clubhouses pro­
vide JCC-type activities. 

Charlotte, where 36 percent say they belong to the JCC, is an inter­
esting case study. While many JCCs are on a "campus" that often also 
includes the Jewish federation, a Jewish day school, and a Jewish 
family service, the Charlotte campus (Shalom Park) also includes Re­
form and Conservative synagogues and a Chabad house. The classrooms 
for the synagogues are in the JCe. Undoubtedly, those joining a syna­
gogue will visit the JCC and possibly decide to join, so as to take advan­
tage of lCC activities while their children are involved in Jewish 
education. 

II For an analysis of discrepancies between reported and actual JCC membership. see She­
skin. Jewish Community Study of the Lehigh Valley, pp. 7-41-7-44. 
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Monmouth County, New Jersey (Dean, where 27 percent of house­
holds claim JCC membership, is another unusual case study. The mem­
bership rate here is augmented by a large Sephardic (predominantly 
Syrian) population that comes from Brooklyn to spend the summer in the 
Deal area. The JCC day camp is largely comprised of children of these 
seasonal families. 

JCCs should take note of their position in Table 5. While a goal of 
every JCC is to increase membership, the priority given to such efforts 
should be informed by this table. Communities toward the top of the table 
should recognize that their chances of increasing membership signifi­
cantly are not great, while those toward the bottom may have significant 
potential for increasing membership. Also instructive is comparison of 
a given community with other similar communities. For example, a 
Florida retirement community should appreciate the fact that all such 
communities have low membership rates. Some understanding of 
these rates is also helpful for a JCC's self-perception. In one recently 
studied community, for example, the JCC wanted to determine why mem­
bership had recently declined by several hundred. Not only did the de­
mographic study provide explanations for the decrease, but the 
community learned from Table 5 that their membership rate was still 
above the median. 

KEEPING KOSHER 

Table 6 shows that, among 49 communities, the percentage of house­
holds that say they keep a kosher home varies from 3 percent in Portland, 
Maine, to 29 percent in Bergen County, New Jersey. The median value is 
13 percent. Table 6 also shows that the percentage saying they keep kosher 
both in and out of the home, for 32 Jewish communities, varies from 1 
percent in Westport, Connecticut, to 18 percent in Bergen County. The 
median value is 5 percent. Of course, definitional issues arise as to the 
meaning of "kosher." In almost all the communities, if respondents asked 
what definition to use, they were told to define "kosher" for themselves. 

Clearly, both these measures correlate with the percentage of a com­
munity that is Orthodox (see Table 6 in AJYB 2007, pp. 201-202). Bergen 
(29 percent Orthodox), New York (28 percent), Monmouth (26 percent), 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania (23 percent), Detroit (22 percent), Miami (22 
percent), and Baltimore (22 percent) all have significant Orthodox pop­
ulations. 
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The percentages for keeping kosher at home of all the Western com· 
munities are at or below the median: Palm Springs (13 percent), Tucson 
(11 percent), Los Angeles (11 percent), Phoenix (9 percent), San Diego 
(8 percent), Las Vegas (5 percent), and Seattle (5 percent). This is con­
sistent with the findings noted above for synagogue and JCC member­
ship, and with findings from the NJPS 2000-01. 12 

Three of the Florida retirement communities have values above the me­
dian for keeping kosher at home (Miami, 22 percent, Broward, 16 per­
cent, and South Palm Beach, 14 percent), while three have values below 
the median (S1. Petersburg, 10 percent, West Palm Beach, 9 percent, and 
Sarasota, 6 percent). Note that most jews moving to Florida for retire­
ment purposes who desire to maintain a kosher lifestyle select the east 
coast of the state, where there is a kosher infrastructure, rather than the 
west coast. 

An interesting contrast can be seen between South Palm Beach (14 per­
cent), which includes the two southernmost communities of Boca Raton 
and Delray Beach in Palm Beach County, and West Palm Beach (9 per­
cent), which includes the remainder of the county. South Palm Beach con­
tains a concentration of young Orthodox Jews. They support kosher 
establishments that are not found in West Palm Beach, such as food 
marts, restaurants, and catering services. 

The typical pattern a generation ago was that much higher percentages 
of jews kept kosher only in the home than both in and out of the home. 
This is still somewhat evident in Monmouth (15 percent in the home only 
and 11 percent both in and out), Harrisburg (15 percent and 8 percent), 
Rochester (13 percent and 8 percent), Hartford (II percent and 6 percent), 
Broward (11 percent and 5 percent), and South Palm Beach (9 percent 
and 5 percent). But this pattern has clearly changed in most communi­
ties, where the home-only percentage is about equal to the in-and-out per­
centage. Interestingly, in two communities the trend is reversed: Bergen 
(II percent in the home only and 18 percent in and out of the home), and 
Detroit (8 percent and 14 percent). 

Purveyors of kosher products will find this data useful. In Miami, for 
example, the 22 percent of Jewish households that keep kosher in the 
home amounts to 12,000 households. Given their average household size, 

11See Sheskin, Geographic Differences Among American Jews. for an analysis of levels of 
religiosity by geographical region. 
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that l!1eans 31,000 persons live in kosher households. Similarly, the 12 per­
cent of Miami Jewish households that keep kosher both in and out of the 
home comprises about 19,000 persons. 

NEED FOR IN-HOME HEALTH CARE 

Jewish demographic studies collect data on the social service needs of 
a community in three ways. First, the need for social services is deter­
mined in part by the size of various demographic groups-a community 
with a higher percentage and number of elderly, for example, is likely to 
need more in-home health care than one with a lower percentage and 
number. Second, respondents are sometimes asked, in a variety of ways, 
how important various types of services are to their households. Third, 
respondents are asked if they needed a given service in the past year and, 
if so, whether that need was met. 

Table 7 shows the responses to a question asked in 32 Jewish commu­
nities about the need for in-home health care over the past year in house­
holds with elderly persons. The percentage of households with elderly 
persons that needed such care varied from 6.0 percent in Charlotte to 18.5 
percent in Miami. The median value is 14.0 percent. 

The extent to which organizations like Jewish family service should 
prioritize the provision of home health care may be viewed in the con­
text of this table. Communities toward the top, with the highest per­
centages needing home health care, like Miami (IS.5 percent), 
Jacksonville (IS.O percent), and Minneapolis (17.2 percent), might give 
this service a higher priority than those communities toward the bottom, 
like Harrisburg (8.1 percent), San Francisco (8.0 percent), and Charlotte 
(6.0 percent). 

The percentage needing home health care is somewhat related to the 
percentage of the elderly, age 75 and over. In the four Florida retirement 
communities with a need for home health care above the median-Miami 
(IS.5 percent), Broward (15.1 percent), South Palm Beach (15.0 percent), 
and West Palm Beach (14.7 percent)-an average of 61 percent of the el­
derly are age 75 and over. For the two Florida retirement communities 
whose need for home health care is below the median-St. Petersburg 
(10.5 percent) and Sarasota (10.1 percent)-an average of 52 percent of 
the elderly are 75 and over. 

(n 31 of the 32 communities (the exception was S1. Louis), when 
respondents reported that their households needed in-home health 
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care, they were asked whether the care had been received. If the house­
holds received the care, the respondents were asked whether the care 
had been received from a Jewish source. The general pattern among the 
comparison Jewish communities is that most households needing the 
care received it, and most households receiving it used non-Jewish 
sources. 

In this particular table, comparisons between communities are partic­
ularly important for some of the smaller communities whose demo­
graphic studies use small-size samples. For example, in Charlotte, only 
103 households contained elderly persons, and thus the sample size for 
the rightmost three columns in Table 7 is rather small. However, since the 
pattern in Charlotte (most households needing in-home health care re­
ceived it, and most receiving it got it from non-Jewish sources) is similar 
to that in every other community. Therefore the Charlotte community can 
be confident that the results reflect reality, despite the small sample size. 

State Maps of Jewish Communities 

Starting with this issue of the AJYB, we introduce a new feature: state­
level maps showing the approximate sizes of each Jewish community. 
Table 3 should be used in conjunction with the maps, as the table pro­
vides more exact estimates for each community and sometimes a more 
detailed description of the geographic areas included within each com­
munity. This year, maps are provided for New York and California, the 
two states with the largest Jewish populations. 

The map of New York shows that the largest Jewish popUlations are 
in the New York metropolitan area (the five boroughs of New York City, 
Nassau, Suffolk, and Westchester), and in Rockland County. The four 
largest communities in upstate New York are Rochester, Buffalo, Albany, 
and Syracuse. Note that three of the estimates are based on scientific stud­
ies: Buffalo (1995); Rochester (1999); and the New York City metropol­
itan area (2001). An others are informant estimates. 

The map of California shows that the largest Jewish populations are 
along the coast of southern California from Santa Barbara to San Diego, 
and in the San Francisco-East Bay (Oakland) area. No other significant 
(5,000 or over) Jewish communities exist outside these two areas. Six of 
the estimates are based on scientific studies: East Bay (1986); San Jose 
(1986); Los Angeles (1997); Palm Springs (1998); San Diego (2003); and 
San Francisco (2004). An others are informant estimates. 
































































































