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INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

by
Lester Levin
Director of Community Planning, CJF

The Colloquium of Jewish Population Studies was convened by the Council of Jewish Federations, through the Department of
Community Planning and the Continuing Professional Education Program, to develop a more comprehensive approach in serving
communities in the area of population studies,

Background

Since the National Jewish Population Study (CJF-1970), forty (40} iocal Jewish Population Studies were completed. Although
the Council of Jewish Federations assisted many of these studies, the form of assistance varied in the degree of intensity.

Generally speaking, in most studies, CJF provided consultation on questionnaire construction. In a more limited number of
studies, CJF assisted in one or more of the following; the initial planning; the selection of the study consultant; research design;
sample size and other technical aspects of the study process.

By 1982, it was evident that local population studies were regarded by a majority of Federations as a very important means of
collecting information which had significant potential value to planning, budgeting and fundraising, specifically; and community
building, in general. However, a comparison of studies by CJF indicated that local population studies varied considerably in
quality, utilization, cost and form. Inter-community companson of study findings was often not possible because of questionnaire
incompatibility. Some findings were suspect due to technical factors of sample size, response rates weighting, etc. The absence of
acceptable standards for conducting Jewish population studies had become an area of concern to CJF and Federations.

The needs of Federation were many:

a)  What policy and planning issues facing Federations could be illuminated by population and needs assessment data?

b)Y  What issues required other kinds of data and research information?

¢)  What were the varied sources of data — NJPS data, U.S. Census, Canadian Census, United Way, businesses, etc.?

d)  How could population data be used most effectively?

€)  What were the appropriate methods for updating previously completed population studies and what competencies
were needed for this task?

f) How could communities deal most effectively with research consultants: Judging competence, role clarification,
negotiating contracts, ownership of data, setting research standards, etc.?

g)  How could we establish a uniform set of core data to insure inter-community comparisons; also agreement on basic
definitions?

L)  What services should Federations have expected from CJF in their acquisition of population data?

The Colloguium

The Colloquium was designed by CJF Staff Team, including Charles Zibbell, Lester Levin, Norbert Fruehauf and Ferne
Katleman. Dr. Sidney Goldstein, Director, Population Studies and Training Center, Brown University, served as a consultant to
the planning group. Numerous suggestions from Federation Planners were received and incorporated into the program design.

The goals for the Colloquium, established in advance were:

a)  To heighten Jewish communal workers’ understanding of the complexities of population studies.

b)  To explore how such studies can be related more effectively to planning and policy decision-making.

¢)  To sensitize research specialists to the practical needs of Federations in the use of data in community planning and
decision-making.



d)  To develop written materials that will serve as practical tools for planners in this area.

e)  To develop procedures for working cooperatively with other groups in this field.

fy  To establish a basis for comparable data sets to facilitate inter-community comparisons and to encourage higher
standards of performance.

g)  To clanfy the direction for further CJF activity in this field.

The invitational Colloquium on Jewish Population Studies was held March 18-20, 1984. Forty individuals participated,
including nine national population researchers and nineteen social planning directors.

Prior to Collogquium, each participant was sent a detailed agenda and a list of articles to be read in advance, most of which were
to be included in Perspectives in Jewish Population Research, a publication by the Center for Modern Jewish Studies, of Brandeis
University. All presentations made at the meetings were given by participants, based on special expertise and experience in their
respective areas.

In addition to the presentations, summaries of each group session were prepared by pre-assigned recorders; thus, a complete
written record of the Colloquium was developed. (Available from CJF Community Planning Department.) Participants were
encouraged to initiate and present proposals for improving the “state of the art” for group discussion and, ultimately, for a program
of concerted follow-up activities.

Post-Colloguium

The resuits of the Colloquium were especially productive. Most significant, perhaps, was the emergence of a group consensus to
continue working together in improving Jewish populaiton research. An important step in this direction was taken by the Council
of Jewish Federations in June of 1984, by establishing the NATIONAL TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON
JEWISH POPULATION STUDIES. Dr. Sidney Goldstein was invited to serve as Chairman of this Committee, which held its
first all-day meeting on August 20, 1984. This Committee provides an ongoing vehicle to process the numerous recommendations
flowing from the Colloquium, as well as monitor current and future population studies.

Members of the Committee were selected from academia, professional practice, and Federations. Periodic reports of the
Committee will be available,

The material which follows will provide readers with the major aspects of the two-and-a-half day Colloguium.



JEWISH DEMOGRAPHY: THE RESEARCH CHALLENGES

by
Sidney Goldstein
Population Studies and Training Center
Brown University

This Colloquium, like the workshop which preceded it in October 1982 at the Center of Modern Jewish Studies, Brandeis
University, will represent, we hope, a milestone in the development of American Jewish demography. It is now well over a half
century since the first serious efforts were initiated to assess the status and dynamics of the population of Jewish communities in the
United States. I doubt that there is anyone in this room who would contest that, especially during the last 10 to 15 years, we have
substantially advanced our understanding of the American Jewish population. We now know more than ever before about the
interrelations within the Jewish population of a wide range of social, economic, cultural, attitudinal, and behavioral factors. The
ever-growing number of community studies, together with NJPS, have yielded rich insights into the dynamics of population
change and have provided opportunities for comparisons over space and, in limited instances, even over time. These have been
auvgmented by exploitation of other data sources designed for quite different purposes and covering the general population, which
have allowed us, with varying degrees of depth and success, to examine the characteristics of the Jews and to compare them with
the characteristics of the non-Jewish segments of the samples covered.

Critical to these developments has been the involvement of a growing number of scholars vitally concerned with the Jewish
community. They have brought to the analysis of the Jewish community increasingly sophisticated methods of social science. Asa
result, we can have greater confidence in the studies, while at the same time understanding much more fully the limitations inherent
in the new data sets and the more serious problerns of the older data sets.

The involvement of such scholars and their ability to undertake more sophisticated studies would hardly have been realized,
however, without parallel developments in Jewish community planning. The increasing professionalization of staff, and the
growing recognition by them and by lay leaders that facts must be the basis of planning and that expertise is needed in order to
obtain, analyze, and interpret these facts, have been major factors in advancing Jewish population studies. The organization of this
Colloquium is symptomatic, I believe, of the close interaction that has developed between planning and planners on the one hand,
and research and scholars on the other. This augurs well for the future of Jewish population studies in America and for the belief
that the remaining years of this century will be marked by even greater advances in the sophistication of our efforts, and by ever
greater cooperation between planners and scholars. Such heightened scientific understanding of the dynamics of Jewish population
change will contribute to advancing both our knowledge of the impact of modernization on the attitudinal and behavioral
components of Jewish identification and our ability to pursue more effective planning to insure the future vitality of the
community.

These are the positive developments of the recent past. We must also recognize that the years have not been without their
frustrations, many of which remain with us today and provide major challenges for the years ahead. That is one of the key reasons
for convening this Colloquium. There are serious gaps in our knowledge, in our methods, and, as a result, in our ability to
understand the present and to help each other plan for the future, Many of these problems have been long recognized, and some
have been partially solved. To the extent that many serious limitations still characterize ongoing research, however, the findings
obtained may have only limited value and, in some instances, may be misleading and counter-productive.

Some of these problems may not be surmountable even under the best of conditions, but there are certainly others over which we
have considerable control. Some may be quite easily resolved just through frank and open discussions among us. Others may
require much more effort, in both time and money. To cope effectively with a large proportion of the challenges that face us requires
honest recognition of the problems and the determination to do something about them, both on our part and on the part of the
larger Jewish community and its leaders.

It is surely in everyone's interest to know the facts, even when they are painful, lest, in the process of planning the future on the
basis of myths about population size, distribution, composition, and dynamics, we are significantly endangering the vitality of the
community and its chances for survival. It was with very good reason that our forefathers in biblical times took time out in the
desert of Sinai to become census takers and to count as accurately as possible how many people had to be fed and the numbers
available for war. So, too, it is essential for us, as we face demographic threats growing out of affluence, freedom, and assimilation,
to face the facts realistically and to use the facts as a way of assuring the future.

The Challenge of a Changing American Jewish Community

Clearly documented for us, in books and reports (Goldstein, 1981; Goldscheider, 1982; Cohen, 1983a) and in some of the
material distributed for this Colloquium, are current patterns of very low fertility, decreasing household size, high levels of
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intermarriage, the growing importance of population movement, a substantial aging of the population, and high levels of
educational and occupational achievement concurrent with shifts in the types of work and levels of self-employment. Striking, too,
are the similarities in many basic patterns which override the considerable variations from community to community in the specific
level at which demographic processes operate and the differences in demographic and socio-economic composition,

Clearly, community size, its age, and its regional location all have important effects on the structure and dynamics of any given
community. This, in itself, is a key reason why we continue to need individual community studies. Yet, evaluation of the viability
and the vitality of the American Jewish community as a whole, based on the demographic features and a wide range of indicators
of Jewish identity for individual communities, have led to very differing conclusions about future prospects. In part, these
differences reflect real variations in the particular communities studied; in part, they reflect variations in the quality of data and the
sophistication of the analysis; they may even reflect differences among the personalities and perspectives of the individual
investigators and authors.

This is not the place to debate justification of an optimistic or pessimistic view of the future of American Jewry. 1 think we can
agree, however, that, given the limitations of both methods and available data, the research done to date raises and leaves
unanswered a number of key questions about the interrelations between population change and the future character and strength of
Judaism and Jews in the United States. What these studies do document is that the Jewish population has undergone significant
changes and will continue to do so; that these changes have had significant implications for the degree and character of Jewish
identity and Jewish practices; that the extent of Jewish integration into the larger American scene will largely determine future
Jewish demographic behavior and patterns, and this means that Jewish patterns will probably even more closely resemble those of
the American population as a whole. To the extent that these conclusions are true, Jews will continue to share in the unprecedented
demographic developments that seem in store for the American population. On this basis alone, we can expect still further changes
in family and household composition, in age composition, in economic activities and familial responsibilities for women and men,
and in geographic distribution; and Jews, like other groups, will feel the effects of the substantial number of foreign immigrants who
have been entering the United States,

Given these and other changes and the evidence that Jews are very much caught up in them, it therefore becomes most
important that the community continually monitor the changes in order to assess their implications for individual localities and for
the larger Jewish community. Our leadership must be responsive to change, in order to mitigate the negative effects of the evolving
growth, distribution, and composition patterns through development of new and alternative opportunities for self-identification as
Jews and for greater participation in the organized life of the community.

So the challenge is thrown back to us — the planners and the researchers — to lay the groundwork for a concerted effort to
insure that our methods and our data will allow the best possible assessment of where we are now and where we are heading, and
that we will thereby provide the firmest possible basis for making the right decisions, when decisions are called for. That this
Colloquium has been called so soon after the Brandeis Workshop is a tribute to the determination of the Council of Jewish
Federations and our colleagues at Brandeis to meet the challenges that face us. What are these challenges?

On a very general level, they have already been spelled out for you in the call for this meeting. It is necessary: 1) to broaden the
undesstanding of Jewish communal workers about the complexities of population studies and to help local Federations clarify both
the directions for further activities in this field, and how such studies can be scientifically sounder and more effective for planning; 2)
to sensitize research specialists to the practical needs of Federations for data to be used in community planning and decision
making; 3) concurrently, to insure that research designs be of the highest quality in order to make the resulting data vseful for
scientific purposes; that is, for testing theory, for pursuing comparative and historical analyses, and for allowing better understand-
ing of the process of social change among America’s Jews as a whole as the basis for sound planning.

To a great extent, the goals of planners and scholars are identical, Under specific circumstances, however, the details of design,
analysis, and utilization may differ and even conflict, and such possibilities may become aggravated under pressures of limited
resources of time and funds. How to fit a project to limited resources and how to deliver a product promptly enough to enable it to
be used for planning (rather than processing it so slowly that it becomes an historical document, like NJPS) is a challenge that
confronts us all. Recognition of our respective needs and respect for our differing concerns are key ingredients that will facilitate our
dialogue and enhance the value of our research.

My task this evening is not to provide a detailed review of all the strengths and limitations of existing studies or the alternative
techniques available to us for coping with the research problems we face. That is our task for the next two days. Rather,  wantto



outline for you, in broad strokes, the major concerns confronting us, which must be addressed at this Colloquium. We are all
agreed, ] am sure, that we need facts as the basis for planning; the challenge is how to obtain those facts and insure their quality and
usefulness.

Planner-Scholar Interaction

It has become traditional to begin by lamenting the absence in the United States of census statistics which we can use as the basis
for assessing religious composition, and the specific characteristics of American Jews. 1 suspect that unlike several decades ago,
today there is much more sentiment for the inclusion of a question on religion in the census. 1 believe it unlikely that the census will
ask such a question, and I have even more serious doubts about its value if it were included. For a variety of reasons, too many Jews
may opt not to identify themselves as such, and the resulting data would therefore be of questionable value. As before, then, we
must look to alternative sources of data, and this is why we are here.

Without a question on religion in the U S. Census, and given the paucity of Jews in most general national surveys (e.g., Fisher,
1983) studies sponsored by the Jewish community still represent our best hope for reliable, usable information on the Jews of
America. Yet, such studies will not be sponsored by individual communities unless there is a practical need for them. Therefore,
they must be undertaken and their data must be analyzed with the planning needs of the community kept well in mind; they must
not be seen only as providing materials for academic purposes. Concurrently, community planners and national leaders must
recognize, as they have increasingly come to do, that if such studies are to be fully useful to them, they must be based on sound
scientific principles and be undertaken by experts skilled in the methods of social science and familiar with the structure and
dynamics of the Jewish community.

This interactive process, 1 might add, is no different than that informing the U.S. Census. Achievement of its level of
sophistication can also be seen as the product of the interaction of its diverse consumers —government officials, scholars, planners,
and businessmen in dialogue with the professionals and technicians at the Census. These continuing exchanges have developed
systems of sampling, data collection, tabulation, and analysis that are now models for maost other countries of the world. While our
needs and our resources are obviously of a very different nature and magnitude, there is, nonetheless, much to be gained from
recognizing the advantages of close interaction among consumers and producers — among planners, technicians, and scholars.

Evaluation and Guidelines

These needs mean, as the Brandeis Workshop also concluded (Cohen, Woocher, and Phillips, 1983), that we must continuously
“enhance and substantially modify” our thinking about the design, conduct, and utilization of Jewish population studies.
Reevaluation becomes especially necessary as we gain new experience from ongoing studies and from analysis of data sets collected
earlier; as our colleagues in the social sciences develop more sophisticated methods of analysis; and as we broaden our reliance upon
varied sources of information.

Such constant reassessment is especially critical because our ability to undertake new community and national studies is limited,
and the community does not stand still until our next study can be undertaken. It becomes crucial, therefore, both in our
deliberations here and in the guidelines that eventually are provided our colleagues nationwide, 1) not only to develop a manual on
how to undertake community population studies and how to interpret and utilize the results, 2) but also to inventory, evaluate, and
prescribe methods for exploiting every possible data source that allows us to make relatively reliable assessments of changes in the
size, composition, and distribution of the Jewish population, as well as in its cormponents of change. We have given lip service
repeatedly to such possibilities, but only in limited instances have we pursued the exploitation and especially the evaluation of such
sources in any depth. The time is at hand for a comprehensive, and intensive assessment of alternative data sets, both with a view to
using them as a substitute for community surveys when such surveys are not feasible, but especially as a means of complementing
and updating already completed studies. Otherwise, we are in danger of planning on the basis of outdated information, which may
be more dangerous than planning without any information at all.

Above all, in-depth evaluation of studies already completed and of alternative data sources should rate the highest priority if we
are to make our future studies more accurate and more useful. Indeed, I continue to question the real value of publishing more
state-of-the-art papers for wide circulation unless they include critical pieces elucidating the dangers and advantages of alternative
methods, so that those responsible for designing studies can realize the pitfalls in using specific procedures and can make intelligent
decisions on how to proceed. It seems overly optimistic to assume that a workshop such as that at Brandeis or this one can, in a few
days produce a set of firm recommendations for widespread dissemination. Firm guidelines require careful development by experts



sharing experiences and ideas. Workshops constitute only a first step; they must be followed by concerted efforts to assess
alternative approaches to sampling, data collection, use of personnel, data analysis, and population estimates. The ultimate goal
must be to reach agreement on standardized definitions and procedures and on a set of guidelines that can be issued with the
“hechsha™ of experts as the latest, definitive prescriptions on how best to proceed.

Basic Concerns

Choosing a Sample: Basic to any aitempt to assess the Jewish population of a community or of the United States as a whole,
regardless of the data source to be used, is the question of who is to be regarded as a Jew. Is it to be based on the Jewish identity of
the parents or even of grandparents at the time of the birth of the respondent? Is it to be based on the religion in which the
respondent was raised or in which his or her children are being raised? Is it to be the Jewish identity of the head of the household,
regardless of the respondent’s identity? Will it require halachic standards, or is it to be based on self-identity or selected behavioral
tests?

As we already know from NJPS, a definition based on household criteria can make a vast difference (430,000 in the case of
NJPS) in the number enumerated as Jews (Massarik and Chenkin, 1973). The inclusion of non-Jews could considerably distort
selected characteristics of the population being studied. Yet, we must question whether one should completely exclude all
household individuals who do not either identify themselves as Jews or qualify halachically as Jews at the time of the study, since
many play an important role in influencing the intensity of the Jewish identification of other members of the household (Mayer,
1978, 1983). Considerable efforts, then, must still be invested in clarifying conceptually whom we wish to regard as a Jew. Perhaps
we need to develop a set of standardized categories which distinguish among different “degrees™ of Jews, so that for some purposes
certain categories of individuals may be included in the analysis and for others they may be excluded. Such a practice would also
allow maximum comparability across communities when we undertake comparative analysis or aggregate the results of different
studies.

The problem becomes more complex, of course, in the context of questions related to sample design, since crucial decisions are
made at the sampling stage that affect who will eventually be included in or excluded from the study. Here again, a host of
alternative methods have been developed. The literature is replete with examples of reliance upon Federation lists, distinctive
Jewish names, language spoken, residential clustering, and even friendship networks as mechanisms for identifying and/or
screening Jewish households and Jewish individuals (Himmelfarb, Loar, and Mott, 1983; Kobrin, 1983; Lazerwitz, 1983; see also
Cohen, Woocher, and Phillips, 1983). Serious questions remain about the representativeness of samples that result from reliance
upon such mechanisms for identifying Jewish respondents. Even when the method works well in one community, it may be far less
appropriate in another because of differences in the ethnic composition of the Jewish population, the levels of intermarriage, and
the rates of affiliation. We have used one or another of these approaches almost indiscriminately in choosing our samples and at
least partially determining who is Jewish, despite the obvious biases such approaches may have.

Fortunately, we have in recent years begun to evaluate such mechanisms more carefully, especially to assess their biases
(Himmelfarb, Loar, and Mott, 1983; Lazerwitz, 1983). All to often, however, after going through the motions of such evaluation,
we proceed to use the resulting data with little acknowledgement of their limnitations; and consumers of the material, including
planners, community lay leaders, and rabbis, as well as the press, all too often make banner headlines of findings which need to be
seriously qualified because of the nature of the samples chosen and the procedures used to identify Jews and for ascertaining
eligibility for inclusion in the study.

In raising these serious criticisms about some of our best publicized studies, I fully recognize the difficult conditions under which
such studies have been undertaken and the concerted efforts that have been made to overcome the sampling bias and problems of
identification. What 1 am suggesting is that we still have far to go in devising and evaluating different approaches to insure
maximum coverage and representation. One such attempt has been greater reliance on random digit dialing, but its value and costs
for such purposes have not been adequately assessed and may prove to be prohibitive (Phillips and Weinberg, 1983). Still further
innovations are needed to take full advantage of the strengths that may lie in combinations of different methods. Perhaps most
important, we must be honest with ourselves and with consumers of our data, and insist that they, in turn, be honest with themselves
and with the public generally about what the data mean and what they do not mean.

Lessons from NJPS
1t is thirteen years since the field work for NJPS was completed. That effort represented a milestone in the development of

Jewish demography in the United States; yet there is probably not a person in this room or, I suspect, among planners and Jewish
social scientists worldwide who is not dismayed at the results of that effort. We delight in the recognition that initiation and
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execution of NJPS gave to the importance of collecting scientific information on the American Jewish population at both the
community and the national level. We have benefited very much from the analyses of NJPS data that have been undertaken. But
we are also disappointed that NJPS did not achieve its potential maximum through fuller tabulation, analysis, and exploitation of
the most comprehensive set of data yet collected on the national, regional and community levels.

We need to understand better why NJPS was so frustrating as a research endeavor and why the data were not exploited more
expeditiously and more fully to allow them to be used more effectively for planning. Such lessons would be useful if there is ever an
opportunity to undertake another national study. Whether or not such a second survey is undertaken, we should still encourage
fuller and continuing exploitation of NJPS materials to provide “historical” baseline data against which results of community
studies and any future national studies can be compared to allow us to better understand the dynamics of demographic change
among America’s Jews.

Comparability and Standardization

Our deliberations here may not give us the time to discuss in depth whether we should begin thinking about another national
study. Ata minimum, however, we need to explore, in considerable depth, how the community studies we are undertaking can be
used to give us a picture of what is happening regionally and nationally. This implies giving much more careful attention than
heretofore to standardizing the procedures used in designing our samples, designing our questionnaires, tabulating our data, and
analyzing and reporting the results in order to ensure maximum comparability among community studies while still meeting the
unique needs of individual communities.

For the publication that will be the final product of the Brandeis Workshop, Gary Tobin and Julie Lipsam (1983) undertook a
most ambitious effort to compile and, where necessary and passible, to compute data collected from population surveys in various
American cities since 1979. Their task was not a simple one; their gallant efforts make clear the problems of comparability that
arise because different communities use different sampling techniques and interviewing methods, define the same variables in
different ways, ask the same basic questions in varied forms, and tabulate and report the findings in different formats or not at all.

A few examples illustrate the problem. The results show that as few as 6 to 7 percent of the populations of Cleveland or Miami
were still single at the time of the survey, in contrast to over 20 percent of the populations of St. Paul, Minneapolis, Denver, and
Chicago. Average household size varied from as low as 2.2 to as high as 2.8; the percentage professionals from a low of 27 percent
in St. Pauvl to as high as 40 to 50 percent in Seattle, Nashville, Rochester, and San Diego. Some of the differences are clearly related
to other characteristics of the population, such as age or generation status. Others of these differences are mysterious and raise the
question of whether they are in fact due to differences in population composition or to differences in definition, survey coverage, or
the way the materials were tabulated and analyzed.

The one clear message that emerges from their effort is that standardization of procedures as a basis for enhanced comparability
and as a means for achieving economy in research efforts is the key to enhancing the quality and the usefulness of Jewish population
studies in the future. A very large number of variables are common to all studies. These are the variables we have all come to
recognize as crucial to understanding our community and to planning for its future. Where we differ, then, is in how we identify and
sample the population to be studied and how we define these variables and handle them in the data gathering, tabulation, and
analysis stages.

It is here that we shortchange both the individual communities and the national community. Can you imagine what the United
States Census would be like if every metropolitan area or even every state were allowed to set its own definition of who is black and
who is white, who is Hispanic and who is Oriental, who is married and who is single, who is migrant and who is not. Chaos would
result. [t is in the interest, not only of the United States as a whole, but of each state and individual community to have comparable
data in order to better understand itself while also understanding the country asa whole. Indeed, strong efforts are being introduced
internationally to insure greater comparability in the statistical systems and censuses of different countries, despite the great
variations in culture, religion, geography, resources, and even in political ideology. Should this need for standardization then be any
less true for the Jewish community, at the local, national, and even international level?

To recognize the need for standardization and for comparability does not deny the importance of tailoring studies to the needs of
individual communities, to reflect their particular size, age, composition, or special problems. With proper care in the way concepts
are defined, samples are chosen, questions are asked, and data are tabulated, higher levels of comparability can be achieved at the
same time that information is obtained to cover the individual community needs. The needs of both the larger community and the
local community can then be served to a great degree, and the resulting studies and plans based on them will be very much enriched.

In our discussions, we need to carefully explore how maximum standardization can be achieved with respect to who is a Jew,
sampling design, methods of data collection, variables to be included, definitions of these variables, coding, tabulation, and analysis
plans. Yet it would be unrealistic to expect that such standardization and comparability can be developed and agreed upon in a few
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days. A beginning has already been made ( Cohen, Woocher, and Phillips, 1983), but we have far to go. My experience from having
served on several international committees confronted with similar problems suggests that while the task is not an easy one, it is not
insurmountable either, if the will exists, as well as the willingness to compromise at times. The economies that will resuit, both
financial and from the enrichment of the analyses for the individual communities and for the larger American community should
be motive enough,

Ln any such attempt at standardization, we need also to consider the forceful argument made by Calvin Goldscheider (1983) for
the inclusion of non-Jews in our surveys to provide us with a standard against which to measure the structure and dynamics of the
Jewish population. Although he makes a cogent argument, achieving such broad coverage would be very difficult, given the
limited resources of many communities. It seems more important initially to insure a sufficiently large Jewish sample to allow
intensive analysis and to obtain an adequate Jewish standard against which to measure differences between Jewish communities
and in the same community over time, so that we can better understand whether differences already noted are real or a product of
method. But, certainly, under more ideal conditions, inclusion of non-Jews in our surveys would ungquestionably enhance the
insights we can gain,

Results Without Undue Delay

Another problem area confronting those of us involved with Jewish population studies is the speed with which research results
become available for planning. Scholars are paricularly guilty, although obviously not by design, of prolonging the interval
between data collection and reporting the findings. In part this reflects considerable caution in carrying the research forward, but in
part, too, it grows out of the inability of university professors who are often asked to undertake such studies to give substantial,
uminterrupted blocks of time to the research. As a result, all too often, study results are so long delayed that their value is vitiated for
community planning, even though they may continue to have scholarly uses.

We need to recognize this problem and do something about it. Speeding up the process in order to make findings available at an
early date need not detract from their value for more scholarly purposes at a later date. There are ample examples of this dual,
compatible use (Goldstein and Goldscheider, 1968; Cohen, 1983a). Fuller and clearer agreement in advance about the purposes of
the study, about the priorities to be given at various stages of analysis, and about the access which scholars and others are to have to
the data in the future would all speed up the availability of the results for planners and still insure their maximum value for scholars.

Follow-up Studies

As we all recognize, we cannot rely on a single-round population study of a given community as the basis for planning
indefinitely into the future, especially when release of such data is long delayed. At times, outdated data may be of even less value
than no data. Those few fortunate communities that have had more than one study have clearly demonstrated how drasticaily
communities can change, not only in their size, distribution, and population composition, but in a host of social, economic,
attitudinal, and behavioral variables that very much reflect and affect the vitality of the community.

Thus, while standardization and comparability are crucial in the studies that we undertake, almost equally important is the need
to make careful plans to follow up the studies. New studies should be undertaken at regular intervals to allow for identification and
assessment of changes, and to evaluate the effectiveness of programs introduced in response to the needs identified on the basis of
earlier studies. Concurrently, we should develop methods to allow us to exploit the wide range of data that are often locally
available, to monitor changes in the intervals between full-fledged studies. Particularly now, with computer technology at our
command, it is inexcusable that such monitoring procedures are not being developed and adopted by local Federations. Many
university-based projects have found it quite simple to maintain contact with households surveyed in a particular year in order to
assess changes in household composition due to births, deaths, and migration, 1t has even proved feasible to go back to these same
households, or subsamples of them from time to time, and often on short notice, to measure attitudinal and behavioral changes
since the original survey was completed. Ready availability of background information from the previous round makes such ad hoc
surveys economical in cost and easy to analyze.

Alternate Data Sets

A variety of data sets are available for legitimate research purposes. These include birth records, death records, records of moving
and utility companies, telephone and city directories, school censuses, and a host of other data systems. They can often provide a
firm basis for updating survey materials, for monitoring changes in numbers, composition, and distrihution. We must, of course,
carefully explore how such data can be used specifically for Jewish populations, and this may be time consuming and arduous. It
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Under ideal conditions, a new, well-designed national study would provide such a standard. In its absence, achievement of a high
degree of standardization and comparability among community studies might well provide a viable, alternative standard and,
indeed, a better basis for a national overview. It is highly unlikely that we can obtain national results by aggregating indiscriminately
the results of individual community studies, but with proper planning and centralized supervision, it should be possible to select a
range of communities which are judged by experts to be representative of the country as a whole. By then using these particular
communities as a kind of national sample, approximation of a national sample may be achievable. By properly staggering the times
at which communities of different size and type undertake their surveys, a more continuous profile of the changing Jewish-
American scene might also be possible.

Such a program would clearly have to incorporate extensive evaluation of tbe characteristics of the communities to be used and
would nolt be feasible in the absence of a high degree of standardization. Indeed, if it were possible to identify across the country a
series of small local areas which together might qualify as being representative of the national American-Jewish scene, samples in
these could be monitored on a fairly regular basis as a way to continually assess changes in the structure, composition, distribution,
attitudes, and behavior of the American Jewish population. We might well succeed then in developing a type of national Jewish
population laboratory (cf., the Current Population Survey, Bureau of the Census; and the Gallup Poll); it would allow identification
of important changes close to when they occur, thereby providing the basis for alerting the community as a whole to the need for
action or for initiating larger or more intensive studies to assess the full scope and implications of the changes that were detected.

Centralized Coordination: In order to insure the comprehensive planning and assessment of population studies, as well as the
exploration and evaluation of alternative data sets, some central group of experts is very much needed. The kinds of efforts
discussed here have rarely been undertaken in the absence of some such central advisory committee, whose responsibilities often
encompass guidance in the development of inventories of data, evaluation of their quality, formulation of standard definitions and
procedures, and preparation of research guidelines. In all such groups, the models of data collection and analysis that are developed
generally have sufficient elasticity to allow for variations in local situations or among certain segments of the population. A central
group, in turn, can advise and monitor, on an ongoing basis, the uses for the guidelines, the products resulting from them, and the
changes in basic concepts, research design, data collection systems, and analytic procedures. Such a committee should be composed
of producers and consumers of data in order to insure that all points of view and all needs are taken into account during the entire
SUTVEY Process.

A considerable body of data derived from Jewish population studies already exists in the United States; these data sets will be
considerably increased once studies now underway are completed. Together with the data rom NJPS, they provide a nich source
of materials for research of a substantive and theoretical character as well as for evaluation of a number of the questions being raised
at this Colloquium. To be used for this purpose, however, they must be accessible. Efforts must be expedited (o create a central
depository for such data and their relevant documentation.

Such a depository and easy accessibility to its contents are crucial to virtually everything discussed here. A national advisory
committee and a small but permanent staff to work closely with the committee and with those responsible for maintaining the data
bank would create a strong basic core (o everyone’s advantage. Linkages will be enhanced between consumers and producers of
data, between scholars and planners working in individual communities and those interested in the national scene, between those
using the materials for planning purposes and those using them for testing both new methods and research hypotheses.
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Meeting the Challenge

This Colloquium session focuses on “Jewish Demography: The Unanswered Questions.” In their recent books, both Steven
Cohen (1983a) and Chaim Waxman (1983) end by asking questions. Waxman asks whether Jewish ethnicity will persist beyond
the fifth and sixth generations. Cohen posits a series of questions concerning unexplored areas of Jewish expression beyond the
purview of conventional measures of ritual practice, communal affiliation, politics, and social segregation, and asks about the
impact of greater education, postponed childbearing, and high levels of mobility on future Jewish identification.

For those concerned with community survival and viability, speculative answers to these and other questions are inadequate.
We have already argued that all too often our planning has been premised on myths rather than facts. We clearly have the means
with which to answer many of these important questions and to use the resulting information to affect the future. With the help of
planners, those of us who hold major responsibility for the actual research must structure our research efforts so that we ask the right
questions of the right people at the right time. At the same time, with our help, planners must learn to communicate to us more
effectively the problems that they face and the questions that they need answered and, then, to heed the results of the research
findings. Only through this process of give and take and the closest possible integration of our respective efforts will we be sure to
enhance our understanding of the structure and dynamics of the community.

As I noted in my introduction, we can take pride in what we have already achieved. But we also face a long list of tasks that will
challenge our expertise and our imagination. Together, scholars and planners, we must face our task in the knowledge that the
information we generate will help to provide a more effective basis for improving the quality of life and insuring the continuation of
the community and of the values we treasure.
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THE JEWISH COMMUNITY SURVEY: AN ASSESSMENT

by
Marshall Sklare
Director, Center for Jewish Studies
Brandeis University

Since the topic which has been assigned to me is large, and the available time is short, we must be selective in the issues which we
analyze. Before we proceed to substance we must ask an introductory question. Should the term “demography” be avoided at this
conference? It may be inevitable that we use the term but it should be clear that our conference is about community surveys rather
than demography. To be sure, community surveys may be employed for demographic purposes (as well as for policy studies and
for the assessment of communal needs). However, population surveys are not ipso facto part of the study of demography. At some
future conference perhaps we can discuss the important issue of increasing the demographic utility of the Jewish community
survey.

In an attempt to organize the body of knowledge which has accumulated I will divide my remarks as follows: (a) an examination
oflocal Jewish community surveys prior to 1975, and (b) local surveys from 1975 to the present. The date has no real signifiance
— I'have chosenit stncﬂy for convenience. I shall attempt to analyze what improvements have occurred during the past ten years,
what is worse today in contrast to yesterday, and what is about the same.

What IS Better

1. It is apparent that there is greater sophistication in the field in the past decade relative to the state of the art. By making this
statement I do not wish to demean those who directed studies in the pre-1975 era. To be sure, some of those who directed
community surveys were, regrettably, out-of-touch with the state of the art. But some studies were conducted by first-class scholars
who were on the faculties of leading universities. Typically they were asked to conduct Jewish community surveys because they
resided in or near the community under study. However, despite the eminence of the director, some of these studies were less than
first-rate. In some cases the study director was not very committed to the study. In other cases the director was not familiar with
how to conduct a Jewish community survey. In addition, some studies were under-financed and thus were inevitably less than
satisfactory as a research product.

By way of contrast many of those conductmg surveys at present have substantial training in survey work. They have been
affiliated with a university-based research center. Some are on the staff of a commercial firm whose work is highly regarded. Thus
major improvements in sampling design and questionnaire construction have been made.

In earlier decades each community study was done by a different individual. Typically, the individual selected was someone who
was a local resident. The situation is much different today. A very small group of people do most of the surveys. They are known
nationally and are called upon by community after community. Although they spend relatively short periods of time in any given
city, their familiarity with the special requirements of a Jewish community survey enable them to work with considerable
efficiency.

2. In the pre-1975 era, most of the studies were of middle-size communities. The metropolis was avoided. It was as if the
problems of surveying a large city were too formidable, Both the federation staff, as well as outside consultants, seemed to be saying
that if one attempted the study of a metropolis, one would come mired in a bog. At the present time, however, there is no hesitation
about conducting a survey in a very large commumty

I recall my reaction when I was working on the manuscript of a volume wmch appeared in 1958 under the title, The Jews: Social
Patterns of an American Group. I felt that such a book required a statistical profle of a very large community — more specifically
the Jews of New York City. However, there was no community survey of New York City. But it was known that the Health
Insurance Plan of New York City had done a study which had a question on religion. The study had been conducted in the five
boroughs; it covered 4,190 households, of which 1,161 were “identified as Jewish.” The result of the HIP study was an article
which appeared in The Jews written by the late Ben B. Seligman and entitled “The Jewish Population of New York City, 19527 *
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Today’s reports are not as nourishing as they should be. They are handsome, colorful, and easy toread. In fact, readability seems
to be an important determinant for what is included in the report. There is an emphasis on publicizing the survey as well as on
stimulating interest in reading the report. While there is nothing objectionable about issuing a handsome and colorful report geared
to appeal to a large audience, the problem is that commonly only one report is issued. As a consequence, the needs of the scholarly
community are unserved. I would also contend that the needs of Federation planners and executives are unserved in the sense that
they would benefit from the issuance of a “scientific” report.

What is About the Same

The point was made earlier that at present there is a higher level of sophistication in the field of Jewish community surveys.
However, this sophistication is partial. While it is generally present in the sampling design and in the construction of the
questionnaire, it is sometimes not manifested in the analysis of data.

Individuals who conduct Jewish community studies are generally very familiar with computer techniques. However, they do
not appear to take full advantage of the computer in the analysis of the data which they gather. Generally speaking, they use the
compute for elementary functions such as the tabulation of marginals and of familiar variables such as age, sex and marital status,
Most reports do not go beyond these limits. Thus it is quite common that data analysis is subordinate to data collection. Despite the
advantage of the computer over the old counter-sorter, the level of present-day analysis is rarely superior to that done in earlier
decades.

‘Who is responsible for this state of affairs? The typical response to this question is that the Federations are responsible. They have
no interest in anything but an elementary reconnaissance of the data. To be more specific, boards of trustees have no appreciation
of the possibility of a thoroughgoing analysis. Furthermore, the staff does not rectify the Llimited vision of the lay people. While some
Federations have a well-trained social planner on their staff, most staff members have a limited horizon inasmuch as their
knowledge of social research may stem from a single course which they took during graduate training several decades earlier.

While all of this may be correct, the study director is not without responsibility in this matter. Invariably an academic, the study
director knows what the possibilities of analysis are. However, in constructing the budget, the study director generally asks for only
a minimal sum for data analysis. The study director fears that if budget is high because of the amount to be spent on analysis, a client
may be lost. But, even if the study director had the money, the question of the availability of time would still be present. The study
director is burdened with academic duties and, furthermore, is already due in another community where he/she has contracted to
do astudy. It is more profitable to go on to the next city than it is to remain at home and struggle with the anaylsis of data. It is also
more comfortable. Analysis is lonely work. Starting a new study, on the other hand, is stimulating. One meets new people and has
new experiences. A newly-arrived study director becomes an instant public personality. But if the study director remains home
toiling witl; data analysis, such gratification will not be forthcoming. One will never be a hero to one’s computer.

It may be that we require two types of people in the field of Jewish community survey research. The first is the gatherer of data,
who moves from community to community initiating studies and leaving behind a report which highlights marginals plus the usual
breakdowns by age, sex, occupation, and other familiar variables. The second type of person is the analyst. The analyst does not
gather data but rather uses data which others have collected. 1 realize that the economic situation of the two groups is far from
identical. Data gatherers are generally well-supported; data analysts generally have to beg for their bread. The problem before us,
then, is to find ways of supporting the data analysts. | am assuming, of course, that some of our colleaques in the academic world
desire to be data analysts.

We at the Center for Modern Jewish Studies at Brandeis see as part of our responsibility the rendering of assistance to the data
analyst. Thus, we have assisted Calvin Goldscheider of The Hebrew University and Brown University in an analysis of data
gathered in the Boston study of 1975. When published, Goldscheider’s study will demonstrate what can be accomplished by
reappraising data collected in a Jewish cornmunity survey. We are also subventing a project being conducted by Steven M. Cohen
of Queens College and Paul Ritterband of City College. They are preparing an analysis of the data gathered in the New York study.
This will not, of course, be a secondary analysis in the strict sense of the term. However, the manuscript which will eventuate from
their work will go far beyond the reports that are prepared for the sponsoring agency. Furthermore, while reports to the New York
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POPULATION STUDIES:
PLANNING AND DECISION MAKING

by
Charles Zibbell

The litany of issues confronting Federations in the decade ahead is too well-known to this group to require detailed exposition.
We face the “mega-problems™ of assessing the levels and directions of Jewish commitment, monitoring Israel-Diaspora relations,
measuring the ups and downs of anti-Semitism, assessing the impact of intermarriage and making judgments on the emerging
economic condition of the Jewish community in North America. And beyond these giant issues are the more mundane and
practical questions of dealing with changes that grow out of continuing mobility; the aging of our population, the growing varieties
in Jewish family life — single parents, working women, reconstitutes families —how to improve our Jewish education, how to
handle college youth. Our agenda grows over-long when we must also take into consideration the disabled, the alcoholic or drug
abuser, the surfacing of family violence and other phathologies.

We are meeting here the next few days to focus on the study of our Jewish populations; to take stock of where we are, to sharpen
our understandings, to exchange with our peers, to link Federation planners with research specialists and to set new directions for
the future. The entire enterprise rests on our deeply-held conviction that carefully distilled facts about who we are, properly
presented and used, can help us plan more effectively for our communities. Not for a moment do we deny that our communal
apparatus must reckon with more than facts. We recognize that we are dealing with the Jewish polity (in Elazar’s terms) and an
integral part of our professional task is to reconcile differing and sometimes opposing Jewish values and the harmonizing of group
differences. We sometimes call it the “politics of planning.” We perceive our use of research data and demographics as an important
part of the mix that helps set limits to the sway of political decision-making. We even expect that down the line the continuous
input of solid data can ultimately influence and reshape community values.

We will be discussing how we can enhance the impact of population data on decision-making, but in a large sense | believe we
are farther along that road than we sometimes realize. The monumental national Jewish population study in 1971 represented a
great watershed in our thinking. In dozens of subtle ways that study has made its imprint on our planning processes. Not only did it
provide baseline data which are still being used as benchmarks, but it put certain fundamental profiles into our professional
“muscles” which even today almost unconsciously influence community directions.

In recent months there has been a great deal of discussion about strategic thinking and strategic planning. CJF has launched a
special pilot program to test out how Federations may effectively engage in strategic planning, and the spill-over into our regular
operational planning has elicited considerable interest in devising more pro-active approaches to making community changes. In
all of this, of course, the availability of population data will be critical. We recognize that such data are not enough for community
decision-making, but they are a sine qua non for any expanded effort to gain for Federations an increased capacity to shape their
own future, rather than simply playing “catch-up” with the tides of our environment.

In that context we need to be sober and realistic about what population studies can do for us and what they can’t do. Some of the
background materials wsed for this colloquium spell this out in specific terms. Indeed, it is no secret that in certain situations CJF
itself makes a special effort to persuade a particutar Federation that a population study is the last thing they need at this particular
time; that, in fact, the problems and issues they face may call for a different approach which is more sound and practical for them.
But this is not an indication that we dis-value demographics. Quite the reverse — we know how important it can be in a proper
setting and recognize that it represents a major community investment. Our goal, therefore, is to insure that it’s carried out in an
optimum setting which will produce results.

After all, a demographic profile is a still picture, a snapshot. It gives us the facts at a particular time, a profile, a slice of our
community life. This is a considerable accomplishment and sets a base for other data variously derived. But still photographs
become dated. They tend to fade and become part of our past. Yet, there are many parts of population studies that can have
substantial lasting values — age profiles tell us what we will be like years down the line; eliciting from respondents plans to move or
plans to marry; they give us a look into the future (even though we must be ever alert to the wide gaps between intentions and
behaviors),

Moreover, we are acutely aware that demographic studies must deal with gross units; it is hard for them to grind out refined data
that can zero in with precision on specific community issues. Let me illustrate with a particularly poignant problem. We all remark
on what seems to be a very substantial trend — the growing movement of Jews into the free professions. What does this mean for
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ISSUES DISCUSSED AT THE COLLOQUIUM
ON JEWISH POPULATION STUDIES

by
Ferne Katleman

The development of the Colloquium program was an evaluative process over several months. The CJF staff committee and
Sidney Goldstein, our consultant, reviewed numerous drafts before agreement was reached on the final agenda.

Each session was designed around a specific issue to be explored in depth. Key questions were identified, as were relevant
readings. The expectation, and hope, was to provide participants with enough structure and direction to maximize the time
allocated for complex subject matter.

The issues, as they appeared in the Program, are summanzed below:

¢ JEWISH DEMOGRAPRHY: THE UNANSWERED QUESTIONS

—A critical examination of local Jewish Population Studies in the past decade. Development of a national picture of
the major aspects of the Jewish demographic patterns that will confront Jewish communal planners in the ‘80s and the
issues that will be confronting Jewish Federations.

—What do the Studies tell us?

—What don’t the Studies tell us?

—What are the strengths and weaknesses of the Studies from the viewpoint of the subject areas and technical issues?
e INTER-COMMUNITY COMPARISONS: THE USERS’ PERSPECTIVE

—Examination of key areas of concern covered by major recent studies with a view towards standardizing the
procedures, the questionnaire and data needed for decision-making at local and national levels.

—Learning from comparing local community data with other community studies and national trends.

e ALTERNATIVE RESEARCH DESIGNS
—An overview of alternative designs for Jewish Population Studies, the advantages and disadvantages of each,
—Tailoring Studies to city size, and special needs and problems of different communities.

e  Technical Workshops:

Workshop A-1 — Sampling—size, selection procedures, weighting devices, etc.
— Who is a Jew?
Workshop A-2 — Questionnaire construction
— structure
— content
—Place of attitudinal questions
Workshop B-1 — Follow-up with non-respondents
— Time frame
Workshop B-2 — Analysis — the nature of reports

¢ KEEPING CURRENT: EXPLOITING DATA SOURCES
— Exploitation of Census and various Jewish and non-Jewish data sources:
a}) as a substitute for community surveys, and
b) as a means of complementing, monitoring, and updating already completed studies.
— Exploiting demographic data for campaign purposes
— How can data be kept current? When is a new full survey required?
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SOME THOUGHTS ON HOW AND WHY TO UNDERTAKE A
LOCAL JEWISH POPULATION STUDY

by
Jerry Alan Winter
Department of Sociology
Connecticut College
and
Center for Jewish Studies and Contemporary Jewish Life
The University of Connecticut

The undertaking of a local Jewish population study has become relatively commonplace since the National Jewish Population
Study of 1971. Some forty Federations have conducted studies of their local Jewish populations in either the 1970's or the 198(s.
Such studies focus primarily on learning about the size, composition and distribution of the local population as well as on the
potential for change in these characteristics. However, local studies also delve into various aspects of the attitudes and activities of
local Jewish populations, usually with particular attention to aspects of Jewish identity.

The historical background and context of such studies are amply and ably discussed by Professors Siodney Goldstein and
Marshall Sklare in their introductory remarks 1o the CJF Sugar Loaf Colloguium on Jewish Population Studies. Important steps to
be taken for the future development of Jewish population studies are well treated in the closing remarks by Dr, Donald Feldstein,
Assistant Executive Director, of the Council of Jewish Federations and by Professor Goldstein to the Colloquium. These remarks,
however, leave open two important questions addressed by the Colloguium itself: 1) Why should a local Federation conduct a
Jewish population study? What benefits will it derive if it decides to join the national trend and conduct such a study? and 2) How
does a local Federation best begin, if, and when, it does decide to study its local Jewish population? What is the best way to initiate a
process which will lead to a well done, useful study? This paper summarizes remarks prepared for the CJF Sugar Loaf Collogquium
on Jewish Population Studies as they bear on the questions of why to undertake a local Jewish population study and how to begin a
process which will lead to a well done, useful study.

L. Why Conduct a Local Jewish Population Study

As indicated above, a local study typically provides information on the size, composition, and distribution of the local Jewish
population and on the potential for change in these characteristics. In addition, information may also be gathered on the attitudes
and activities of the local population as they bear on Jewish identity or any other matter of interest. Generally, however, needs
assessment is best conducted by a specific study other than a population study.

The precipitating reason for contemplating a population study varies greatly, as Professor Gary Tobin informed the Colloquium.,
In some communities, a study is considered because there is a growing belief that population changes are baffling or that there are
widespread changes in service uses with potential for programmatic failure or for rapidly increased demand for some, perhaps
unspecified, services. Often there is a sense that bewilderment about the local Jewish population can be overcome by the “hard”™
data which a survey will supply. Sometimes there is debate over the character of the community. Population study data, it is felt,
will confirin or challenge the prevailing view and in any case “settle the debate”. Often the concern is more specifie, e.g., where best
to locate a new facility such as a Jewish Community Center or housing for the elderly.

Whatever reasons precipitate the consideration of conducting a local Jewish population study, it is clear, as Professor Tobin
reminded the Colloguium, “The decision to undertake a study should be made in the context of the planning system in which it will
be used.” That is, the question of whether or not to undertake such a study depends on how it can inform the planning system, the
decision-making or policy-setting process, of the local Federation considering the undertaking.

Professor Jon Woocher addressed this question in remarks prepared for the Sugar Loaf Colloquium. He began by reviewing the
typical steps in the decision-making or policy-setting process of a local Federation and then proceeded to indicate where and how in
the process a local population study can be useful,

In all, Professor Woocher identified some ten steps in the decision-making or policy-setting process. The first step is the
identification or perception of a problem. Definition of the problem is next, followed by the aggregation or organization of those
with an interest or stake in the issue at hand. Working to insure the representativeness of those setting the policy or making the
decision is the next, the fourth, step. Making a decision or formulating policy is next, followed by the sixth and seventh steps,
legitimation and implementation, respectively. These steps are followed by the three steps of ascertaining reactions to the policy or
decision, evaluating its impact, and, finally, deciding whether to retain, revise or replace the policy or decision in question.

The most obvious use of a local Jewish population study is in the first two steps of the decision-making or policy-setting process:
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full-time to exploitation of the data. By working with experts in the field, such an arrangement would concurrently
insure both greater and richer exploitation of available materials and the development of a new generation of scholars
committed and qualified to pursue Jewish population studies.

7. Essential to almost everything that I have argued for in these closing remarks is the need for a National Advisory
Committee consisting of expert researchers and expert planners, They can provide liaison with the local community
and with government agencies, assess the priority needs in the field, and attempt to initiate training and research as the
resources for doing so become available. For such an advisory group to be effective, however, it must also have access
to an adequate technical staff to carry out day-to-day responsibilities. Still another auxiliary activity, as many of you
argued so effectively, is the need for improved communication among communities, and among scholars and planners
engaged in Jewish population studies. Any national advisory commitiee which is established must have easy lines of
communication with the people working in the field so that they can alert each other on a relatively frequent basis
about what is going on in the field, what has been published, what new research developments and new research
findings are coming to the fore, and what the new data needs are, Improved communication is an essential key to
everything else that we have identified as important to further improvements in the quality of our research.

And so we have come full circle. As I indicated in my keynote address, we have much to be proud of in what we have already
achieved. It is clear that we also face a long list of tasks that will challenge our expertise and our imagination, If there is one
impression that I take away from this Colloquium, it is that there is a strong determination now to seek rapidly and effectively the
solutions to the problems we have identified here and earlier at Brandeis. I wish you well as you pursue these efforts.
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COLLOQUIUM ON JEWISH POPULATION STUDIES

SUNDAY, MARCH 18

¢ INTRODUCTION AND GREETINGS:

Carmi Schwartz,
Executive Vice President
Council of Jewish Federations

SESSION 1

e JEWISH DEMOGRAPHY: THE UNANSWERED QUESTIONS
Keynote and Chairman
Dr. Sidney Goldstein
Presentation:
Dr. Marshall Sklare, Direcior
Center for Modern Jewish Studies
Brandeis University
Discussants;
Joel Daner
Charles Zibbell

Recorder - Summarizer:
Dr. Allen Juris

® A critical examination of local Jewish Population Studies in the past decade. Development of a national picture of the major
aspects of the Jewish demographic patterns that will confront Jewish communal planners in the *BOs and the issues that will be
confronting Jewish Federations.

® What do the Studies tell us?

® What don’t the Studies tell us?

* What are the strengths and weaknesses of the Studies from the viewpoint of the subject areas and technical issues?
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MONDAY, MARCH 19

SESSION IT
e INTER-COMMUNITY COMPARISONS: THE USERS’ PERSPECTIVE

Chairperson

Leah Knight
Discussants:

Dr. Peter Friedman

Dr. Bernard Lazerwitz
Lester 1. Levin

Recorder - Summarizer:
Gene Kaufman

e Examination of key areas of concern covered by major recent studies with a view towards standardizing the procedures, the
questionnaire and data needed for decision-making at local and national levels.

® Learning from comparing local community data with other community studies and national trends.

SESSION Il
® ALTERNATIVE RESEARCH DESIGNS

Chairperson:
Karlyn Messinger
Discussants:
Lorraine Blass
Simcha Goldberg
Dr. Gary Tobin

Recorder - Summarizer:
Jeffrey Klein
® An overview of alternative designs for Jewish Population Studies, the advantages and disadvantages of each.

® Tailoring Studies to city size, and special needs and problems of different communities.
SESSION IV
This series of four technical workshops will be held in two consecutive time slots. Participants will have the option of attending

one of the concurrent sessions of their choice in each time slot.

e WORSHOP A-1
Dr. Bernard Lazerwitz

e Sampling — size, selection procedures, weighting devices, efc.
® Who is a Jew?

Recorder - Summarizer:
Alvin Chenkin
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s WORKSHOP A-2
Dr. Steven M. Cohen

® Questionnaire construction

—structure
—content

e Place of attitudinal questions

Recorder - Summarizer:
Karlyn Messinger

¢ WORKSHOP B-1
Dr. Gary Tobin

e Follow-up with non-respondents

¢ Time Frame

Recorder - Summarizer:
Ann Schorr

e WORKSHOP B-2
Dr, Sergio Della Pergola

® Analysis — the nature of reports

Recorder - Summarizer:
Alvin Chenkin

SESSION V¥
e KEEPING CURRENT: EXPLOITING DATA SOURCES

Chairman:
Norbert Fruehaufl

Discussanis:

Nancy Boguslaw

Dr. Sergio Della Pergola
Dr. Egon Mayer

Recorder - Summarizer:
Joan Fuld

e Exploitation of Census and various Jewish and non-Jewish data sources:
(1) as a substitute for community surveys, and
(2) as a means of complementing, monitoring, and updating already completed studies.

e How can data be kept current? When is a new full survey required?
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TUESDAY, MARCH 20

SESSION VI
e CONDUCTING THE STUDY: STAFFING, CONSULTING AND PUBLIC RELATIONS

Chairman:

John Fishel
Discussants;

Dr. Ernest Kahn

Dr. David Kaplan

Dr. Joseph Waksherg
Recorder - Summarizer:
Lester I. Levin

(A) Federation Staffing, Lay Committee, Technical Advisory Committees, and Financing.
(B) Ensuring the Quality of Work with Research Consultants:

— Judging competence

— Role clarification

— Setting research standards

— Negotiating contracts

-— Ownership of data

— University relations
(C) Release and Use of Data

(D) Use of a National Advisory Committee
— to maximize comparability
— to ensure quality

SESSION VII

e USING THE FINDINGS AS INPUT FOR POLICY AND DECISION MAKING
Chairman:
Barry Shrage
Discussants:
Dr. Steven M., Cohen
Dr. Stephen Huberman
Dr. Jack Ukeles
Martin Waxman
Recorder - Summarizer:
Dr. Ronald Meier

— Resource Development and Campaigning
— Planning Services

— Policy Formation

— Setting Priorities

— Federation and Agency Use
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SESSION VIII
e NATIONWIDE SHARING OF DATA, ANALYSIS, AND EXPERIENCE
Chairman:
Dr. Donald Feldstein
Discussants:
Dr. Bruce Phillips
Dr. Jack Ukeles
Recorder - Summarizer:
Dr. Sherry Israel

¢ Exploring the need for and uses of national data. A look at the local Federation’s continuing need for data and the role CJF
should play in meeting that need.
— Data Banks
— Data Linkages
— Sharing Reports
— Roles of Universities and Technical Advisors

* WRAP-UP AND SUMMARY

Dr. Sidney Goldstein
Dr. Donald Feldstein

Dr. Jerry Alan Winter, Department of Sociology, Connecticut College, will serve as Editor of the Colloquium on Jewish
Population Studies.

CJF expresses its appreciation o the Cenler for Modern Jewish Studies, Brandeis Unversity, for iis cooperation in developing
this Collogquium.

~
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Dr. Allen Juris
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Ferne Katleman

Gene Kaufman
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Leah Knight

Chaim Lauer

Dr. Bernard Lazerwitz

Lester Levin

Lynn Markowitz

Dr. Egon Mayer

Dr. Ronald Meier

Karlyn Messinger

Dr. Bruce Phillips

Ann Schorr

Barry Shrage

Dr. Marshall Sklare

Dr. Lawrence Sternberg

Dr. Gary Tobin

Planning and Budgeting Director

Associate Executive Director

Statistical Consultant,
Private Industry

Director, Continuing Professional
Education

Planning and Budgeting
Director

Planning and Budgeting
Director

Director, Community Planning
Services

Associate Executive Vice President

Sociology Department

Director, Community Planning
Services

Consultant, Community Planning
Services

Sociology Department

Planning and Budgeting
Director

Senior Research Associate,
Planning and Budgeting Department

School of Jewish Communal Service

Research Associate

Assistant Director, Social
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Director, Center for Modern
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Center for Modern
Jewish Studies
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Jewish Welfare Federation of Detroit

Federation of Jewish Agencies of
Greater Philadelphia

Silver Spring, MD

Council of Jewish Federations

Jewish Federation of
San Francisco

Greater Miami Jewish Federation

Milwaukee Jewish Federation

United Jewish Appeal—Federation of
Greater Washington

University of Nebraska
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Brooklyn College, CUNY
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Institute of Religion, LA

Jewish Federation of Cleveland

Jewish Federation of Cleveland

Brandeis University

Brandeis University

Washington University, St. Louis



Dr. Jack Ukeles

Dr. Joseph Waksberg

Martin Waxman

Dr. Jerry Alan Winter

Charles Zibbell

Executive Director, Community
Services

Vice President, Westat, Inc.
Statistical Research

Campaign Director

Sociology Department

Associate Executive
Vice President
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