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! Donated to Jewish Federation in the Past Year
The variable Donated to Jewish Federation in the Past Year refers only to households who
donated to the Jewish Federation of Greater Houston. Households who donated only to
Jewish Federations outside Houston are not included.

! Median
The median is a measure of the central tendency of a distribution. For example, if the
median age is 40, then half of the population is under age 40 and half of the population is
over age 40.

! Base
The base refers to the set of households or persons in a household about whom the results
of each question on the Telephone Survey are reported. The base is the denominator used
in calculating the percentages shown in the text and tables in this report. The base is
shown either directly below the table title or in the column headings or row labels.
Examples of bases used in this report include, among others, Jewish Households, Persons
in Jewish Households, Respondents, Adults in Jewish Households, and Jewish Children
Age 0-17.

Community Comparisons

I n many cases this report compares Houston with other American Jewish communities
(Table 1-1). About 200 Comparison with Other Communities tables are presented in

this report.6

Reasons for Exercising Caution in Comparing Houston with Other Jewish
Communities. The comparisons of Houston with other Jewish communities should be
treated with caution for the following major reasons:

ì Different Dates of the Studies. The Jewish community studies included in the
comparison tables were completed over a 23-year period. Differences between Place A
in 1993 and Place B in 2016 may be due to the temporal differences in the community
studies. For example, the intermarriage rate in Place A may be lower than in Place B
simply because the community study in Place A was completed two decades earlier, when
intermarriage rates generally were lower. Obviously, this is an extreme example since most

6 Other comparison tables may be found in Ira M. Sheskin (2015). Comparisons of Jewish
Communities: A Compendium of Tables and Bar Charts Storrs, CT: Mandell Berman
Institute, Berman Jewish DataBank and The Jewish Federations of North America at
www.jewishdatabank.org. For older comparisons of Houston with other Jewish
communities, see Ira M. Sheskin (2001). How Jewish Communities Differ: Variations in the
Findings of Local Jewish Demographic Studies. New York: City University of New York,
Berman Jewish DataBank at www.jewishdatabank.org.
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comparisons are between studies completed closer in time than in this example.

í Different Sampling Methods. Three different sampling methods generally have been
used in Jewish community studies: a random digit dialing (RDD) only sample (drawn from
randomly-generated telephone numbers); an RDD sample combined with a Distinctive
Jewish Name (DJN) sample (drawn from a telephone directory); and an RDD sample
combined with a List sample (usually drawn from the local Jewish Federation mailing list).
Only Jewish communities that used RDD sampling for at least part of the sample are
included as comparison Jewish communities. Different sampling methods may lead to
differences in survey results. Thus, the intermarriage rate in Place A may be lower than in
Place B because the community study in Place A used RDD and List samples, where the
List sample included proportionately fewer intermarried households, while the community
study in Place B used an RDD only sample. (See the “Telephone Survey” section in
Chapter 2 for a further discussion of RDD and List sampling methods.) Table 1-1 shows
the sampling methods and sample sizes for each of the community studies included in the
comparison tables. 

î Different Questionnaires. A variety of questionnaires have been used in Jewish
community studies. The survey research literature indicates that even small changes in
question wording or in the sequence in which questions are asked on a telephone survey
can have a significant impact upon survey results.

ï Small Sample Sizes. In general, when comparing the overall results for Jewish
households or persons in Jewish households among the comparison Jewish communities,
the sample sizes used in the community studies are such that results which are at least five
percentage points apart may be considered to be statistically significantly different. On the
other hand, when comparing the results among the comparison Jewish communities for
population subgroups (such as households with children or respondents under age 35), the
sample sizes may be considerably smaller such that even differences of 10-15 percentage
points may not be considered to be statistically significantly different.

In summary, while problems do exist in comparing the results among the comparison
Jewish communities, this researcher has every confidence that, despite these problems,
community comparisons help provide an important context for understanding the Houston
Jewish community.

Rules for Inclusion of Comparison Jewish Communities. To be included in the
comparison tables, a community study had to meet the following major criteria:

ì A telephone survey using an RDD sample had to be used for at least part of the sample
and for the greater part of the geographic area served by the community’s Jewish
Federation.
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í The study had to be completed since 1993, a 23-year period. If a community completed
multiple studies during this period, only the results of the most recent study are shown.

î A community had to have asked the questions addressed in the tables using wording
similar to Houston and to have reported the results in a manner facilitating comparison. In
some cases where the original results were not reported in a manner facilitating
comparison, this researcher has obtained the original data and produced results that
permit comparisons.

ï A community had to have asked the questions addressed in the tables of the same set
of households or persons in a household (base) as Houston. For example, if the question
in Houston was asked of all persons in Jewish households, then only other Jewish
communities querying this set of persons could be included in the table. Minor differences
in the set of persons queried are noted in the footnotes to the tables. In some cases,
communities for which the base is significantly different from that used in the table are
listed below a thick horizontal line at the end of the table, with the alternative base noted.
This is done for informational purposes only, and these communities are not included in
the discussion of community comparisons.

ð The community study report had to be made available to the Berman Jewish DataBank
or this researcher.

Order of Communities in the Comparison Tables. Each comparison table is ordered
based upon one particular data column (the ordered column), in descending order of
magnitude of the data. Except for those comparison tables with only one data column, the
ordered column has an italicized heading. The choice of ordered column is determined by
the data thought to be most interesting. Thus, for example, the household size table is
ordered by the percentage of single person households, and the employment status table
is ordered by the percentage employed full time. While listing the communities in
alphabetical order might simplify finding the results quickly for a particular community, such
a presentation would be much less helpful in facilitating comparisons among the Jewish
communities.

When two or more communities show the same percentage (or number) in the ordered
column, three rules are followed to determine the order in which the communities are listed:

ì The first rule applies when a secondary column is used to order the communities that
show the same percentage in the ordered column.

In some cases, when the ordered column is the sum of two (or more) other columns, the
communities are listed according to the community that has the higher percentage on the
more “extreme” of the columns being summed. For example, if two communities show the
same percentage for “always/usually,” the community with the highest “always” percentage
is listed first.

http://WWW.Census.Gov.


Page 1-14 Introduction

In other cases, a comparison table is ordered on a particular column, but a secondary
“related” column is used to order the communities that show the same percentage in the
ordered column. For example, in the employment status table, if two communities show
the same percentage for “full time,” the community with the highest “part time” percentage
is listed first.

If the communities continue to show the same percentages after applying this rule, the
process is continued using the next appropriate column.

í The second rule applies when the first rule is not applicable or does not resolve the
situation, that is, the communities show the same percentages in all the data columns. In
this case, the community with the most recent study is listed first.

î The third rule applies when the first two rules do not resolve the situation, that is, the
communities also have the same year of study. In this case, the communities are listed in
alphabetical order.

Communities for which the data are unavailable for the ordered column (but are available
for other columns) are listed below a thick horizontal line.

Particularly Instructive Comparison Jewish Communities. It is believed that based on
the recency of the study, similar size of the Jewish Federation Annual Campaign, or similar
population size of the community, the following communities provide particularly instructive
comparisons with Houston: Minneapolis, Pittsburgh, and St. Louis (Table 1-1). These
communities are shown in boldface type in the comparison tables.

Ranking of Houston Compared to Other Jewish Communities. For the data in the
ordered column and such other data columns that are deemed to be most interesting in
each comparison table, the text of the report indicates whether Houston is well below
average, below average, about average, above average, or well above average compared
to other Jewish communities. In some cases, Houston is identified as being among the
highest or lowest of the comparison Jewish communities on a particular measure. These
rankings are determined based upon the number of comparison Jewish communities, the
relative magnitude of the values (usually a percentage) being compared, and the spread
between the value for Houston and the median value for the data being compared. In
general, if the value for Houston is within four percentage points of the median value,
Houston is identified as about average. If the value for Houston is five to eight percentage
points from the median value, Houston is identified as either above average or below
average, or, if appropriate, as ranking among the highest or lowest of the comparison
Jewish communities. If the value for Houston is more than eight percentage points from
the median value, Houston is identified as either well above average or well below
average, or, if appropriate, as ranking among the highest or lowest of the comparison
Jewish communities.
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Other Notes. The year for each community study reported in the comparison tables is the
year in which the telephone survey was completed.

Comparative information for residents of Harris County (both Jewish and non-Jewish) and
all Americans (both Jewish and non-Jewish) was generally obtained from the 2014
American Community Survey (ACS) at www.census.gov. Note that the ACS data includes
all persons in institutions, while the data from the Telephone Survey excludes Jews in
institutions without their own telephone number. 

See www.jewishdatabank.org for copies of the questionnaires and community study reports
for many of the comparison Jewish communities.

Most of the results for the comparison Jewish communities derive from the community
study reports produced by this and other researchers. In some cases, as indicated above,
the results for community studies not conducted by this researcher are based upon
analysis of the data sets for these communities available at www.jewishdatabank.org.

http://www.census.gov
http://www.census.gov
http://www.jewishdatabank.org
http://www.jewishdatabank.org
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Table 1-1
Jewish Population Size 
Community Comparisons

Community

Year
of

Study

Number of
Jewish

Households

Number of
Persons

in Jewish
Households

Number
of Jews 1

Atlanta 2006 61,300 156,900 119,800

Atlantic County 2004 10,000 23,100 20,400

Baltimore 2010 42,500 108,100 93,400

Bergen 2001 28,400 78,000 71,700

Boston 2005 105,500 265,500 210,500

Broward 2016 72,000 174,000 149,000

Buffalo 1995 11,520 31,600 26,400

Charlotte 1997 4,000 10,600 7,800

Chicago 2010 148,100 381,900 291,800

Cincinnati 2008 12,500 33,000 27,000

Cleveland 2011 38,300 98,300 80,800

Columbus 2013 14,200 37,000 25,500

Denver 2007 47,500 117,200 83,900

Detroit 2005 30,000 78,000 72,000

East Bay 2011 51,400 NA 100,700

Essex-Morris 1998 47,000 117,100 96,000

Harrisburg 1994 3,200 8,600 7,100

Hartford 2000 14,800 36,900 32,800

Houston 1986 16,060 42,500 33,600

Houston 2016 26,000 63,700 51,000

Howard County 2010 7,500 20,400 17,200

Jacksonville 2002 6,700 16,200 13,000

Las Vegas 2005 42,000 89,000 67,500
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Table 1-1
Jewish Population Size 
Community Comparisons

Community

Year
of

Study

Number of
Jewish

Households

Number of
Persons

in Jewish
Households

Number
of Jews 1

Lehigh Valley 2007 4,000 9,800 8,050

Los Angeles 1997 247,668 590,000 519,200

Martin-St. Lucie 1999 2,700 5,800 5,000

Miami 2014 55,700 129,700 123,200

Middlesex 2008 24,000 56,600 52,040

Milwaukee 1996 10,400 25,400 21,100

Minneapolis 2004 13,850 35,300 29,300

Monmouth 1997 26,000 72,500 65,700

New Haven 2010 11,000 27,800 23,000

New York2 2011 694,000 1,769,000 1,538,000

Orlando 1993 9,044 23,400 19,200

Palm Springs 1998 7,850 15,850 13,850

Philadelphia 2009 116,700 251,400 214,600

Phoenix 2002 44,000 106,900 82,900

Pittsburgh 2002 20,900 54,200 42,200

Portland (ME) 2007 4,300 11,825 8,350

Rhode Island 2002 9,550 23,000 18,750

Richmond 1994 6,000 15,300 12,150

Rochester 1999 10,230 25,600 21,000

San Antonio 2007 4,500 11,200 9,170

San Diego 2003 46,000 118,000 89,000

San Francisco 2004 125,400 291,500 227,800 3

Sarasota 2001 8,800 17,500 15,500
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Table 1-1
Jewish Population Size 
Community Comparisons

Community

Year
of

Study

Number of
Jewish

Households

Number of
Persons

in Jewish
Households

Number
of Jews 1

Seattle 2000 22,490 53,500 37,200

South Palm Beach 2005 73,000 136,800 131,300

St. Louis 2014 32,900 89,300 61,100

St. Paul 2004 5,150 13,400 10,940

St. Petersburg 1994 13,006 30,200 25,700

Tidewater 2001 5,400 13,800 10,950

Tucson 2002 13,400 28,600 22,400

Washington (DC) 2003 110,000 267,800 215,600

West Palm Beach 2005 69,000 137,300 124,250

Westport 2000 5,000 13,600 11,450

Wilmington 4 1995 5,700 15,100 11,900

York 1999 925 2,400 1,800

1 Includes number of Jews in institutions without their own telephone numbers where available. Estimates
are for the year of the study. Current estimates may differ, see Ira Sheskin and Arnold Dashefsky (2016).
“Jewish Population in the United States, 2016,” in Arnold Dashefsky and Ira Sheskin (Editors) (2016)
American Jewish Year Book, 2016, Volume 116 (Dordrecht: Springer) at www.jewishdatabank.org.
2 As per report, the number of Jews includes about 100,000 persons who identify as Christian.
3 As per report, includes almost all children in Jewish households with at least one Jewish parent.
4 Population estimates are for New Castle County (Wilmington and Newark). In addition, the Jewish
Federation of Delaware serves the remainder of the state with 2,200 Jewish households, 5,000 persons
in Jewish households, and 3,200 Jews.

Notes:
1) For a detailed description of the geographic extent of each community, consult the community study
reports available at www.jewishdatabank.org. All study areas correspond to the local Jewish Federation's
service area. Study areas range in size from the better part of a county to multi-county areas.
2) Data are reported for the Year of Study. Current population estimates may differ.
3) Only Jewish community studies conducted since 1993 that used random digit dialing (RDD) sampling
for at least part of the sample and for the greater part of the geographic area served by the community’s
Jewish Federation are listed.

http://www.jewishdatabank.org
http://www.jewishdatank.org.
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Comparisons Among Population Subgroups

T hroughout this report, in the tables showing selected crosstabulations by population
subgroup, comparisons are made between the percentages for particular population

subgroups, such as geographic area and age, and the overall percentage for Houston as
a whole, shown in the first row of each table.

In general, the percentage for a particular population subgroup in a particular table is
identified as being much higher or much lower than the overall percentage if that
percentage differs by at least ten percentage points from the overall percentage. For
example, if the overall percentage of Jewish respondents who identify as Orthodox is 11%
and 24% of respondents in synagogue member households identify as Orthodox, then the
percentage of respondents in synagogue member households who identify as Orthodox
be identified as being much higher than the overall percentage because 24% is at least ten
percentage points higher than 11%.

An exception to this guideline is made when the overall percentage is less than 10%. In
such cases, subjective judgment is used in determining what constitutes much higher or
much lower.

A second exception to this guideline is made in Chapter 5 of this report, where differences
as large as ten percentage points are rare for many of the demographic measures reported
therein. In such cases, subjective judgment is used in determining what constitutes much
higher or much lower.

Reading the Tables

P ercentage distributions for each question in the Telephone Survey are shown in a
table, along with selected crosstabulations by various population subgroups such as

geographic area, length of residence, age, sex, household structure, household income,
Jewish identification, type of marriage, synagogue membership, Jewish Community Center
membership, Jewish organization membership, formal and informal Jewish education of
respondents as children, and such other variables as are deemed relevant.

In some tables, “don't know” responses are included in the computations, while in other
tables they are excluded. The inclusion or exclusion of “don’t know” responses depends
on whether the “don't know” is a statement of value (generally included) or merely an
inability to remember or a refusal to respond (generally excluded). In some tables, “don’t
know” responses are treated as negative responses. Missing responses are excluded from
the tables.
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Each table shows the base (set of households or persons queried), or denominator used
in calculating the percentages (shown either directly below the table title or in the column
headings or row labels).

When reading the tables, percentages and corresponding numbers add down when the
percent signs appear across the top of the columns, and percentages and corresponding
numbers add across when the percent signs appear down the first column.

In instances where a single percentage is shown in a table, this percentage is essentially
the percentage of households (or persons, adults, children, married couples, etc.) about
whom a question was answered in the affirmative. In instances where every percentage
in a table is shown with a percent sign, it means that each percentage is calculated on an
independent base. In instances where percent signs are shown in columns surrounded by
thick vertical lines, it means that these percentages are summed or calculated based upon
information in the other columns in the table.

Demographic data are easily misunderstood. The data in the text and tables in this report
should be examined carefully. The most common error in interpretation occurs when
readers do not concentrate on the nature of the denominator (or base) used in calculating
a percentage. As an example, note that this study reports that 8% of Jewish respondents
in the Core Area identify as Orthodox. Yet, 59% of Jewish respondents who identify as
Orthodox live in the Core Area. The base in each table is shown either directly below the
table title or in the column headings or row labels.

Another common error is to interpret results in terms of the number of households when
results are shown in terms of the number of persons, or vice versa. Also, some of the
results in this report are shown for persons in Jewish households (both Jewish and non-
Jewish), while other results are shown only for Jewish persons or only for respondents.

Typographic Devices
U A check mark is used to indicate that information appears in the text which cannot be
determined from the tables. For example, census data are often preceded with a check
mark.

White numbers in black circles (ì, í, î, etc.) are used in the column headings or row
labels of tables to indicate that definitions of the terms are provided in the text of that
particular chapter.

º An arrow is used in some tables to designate a row which is a combination of the rows
just above it. For example, the row “65 and over” is a combination of the rows “65-74” and
“75 and over.”



Introduction Page 1-21

L A pointing finger is used to designate a row which is a subgroup of the row immediately
above it. For example, the row “Intermarried with Jewish Children” is a subgroup of the row
“Intermarried.”

Boldface type is used to draw the reader’s attention to particularly instructive comparison
Jewish communities in the comparison tables. Copperplate type is used for Houston.

Italics is used to indicate the column on which a comparison table is ordered.

Rounding of Numbers and Percentages

T he reader may notice small differences in the percentages and numbers of
households and persons shown in various parts of this report due to rounding. At

times, also due to rounding, the reported percentages may not sum to 100% and the
reported numbers may not sum to the appropriate numerical total. However, the convention
employed shows the total as 100% or the appropriate numerical total.

Although most percentages for Houston presented in the tables are shown to the nearest
tenth and most numbers are shown to the nearest integer, it should be noted that all
percentages and numbers are estimates. 
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Without understanding there is no knowledge; without knowledge
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(Pirkei Avot 3:17)
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 T his study of the Houston Jewish community consisted of a Telephone Survey of 1,200
Jewish households in Houston, a Jewish Institutions Survey, and a Distinctive Jewish

Name (DJN) Counting Project. This chapter presents a brief summary of some of the
methodological issues. Please see the more detailed methodology report produced by
SSRS (David Dutwin, Susan Sherr, and AJ Jennings) for more information.

Questionnaire and Screener Design

T he questionnaire was designed through a cooperative effort by the Jewish Federation
of Greater Houston Demographic Study Committee, Jewish Federation staff,

community rabbis, Jewish agency executives and lay leadership, educators, and Dr. Ira M.
Sheskin. SSRS also contributed to the survey design. 

The procedure used Sheskin’s questionnaire from the Miami 2014 Jewish Community
Study as a starting point. It was then modified to address specific issues and concerns in
the Houston Jewish community. Careful procedures were used to make certain that the
questionnaire would answer as many questions for the Houston Jewish community as
possible while keeping the length within about 20 minutes. 

The questionnaire addressed the traditional issues of Jewish demographic studies related
to population size, geography, demography, religious practice, intermarriage, synagogue
and other Jewish organization membership, Jewish education (formal and informal) of
adults and children, the need for social services, elderly needs, Israel, anti-Semitism, the
use of the media, philanthropy (behavior and attitudes), and other topics.

As necessary, questionnaires available at the Berman Jewish DataBank
( www.jewishdatabank.org)  and the Jewish Survey Question Bank
(www.jewishquestions.bjpa.org) were consulted to examine appropriate wording for new
questions. For questions about the Memorial Day Flood, we consulted Dr. Frederick Weil,
of the Department of Sociology at Louisiana State University, who did much of the survey
research for FEMA after Hurricane Katrina.

The screener is the first part of the questionnaire and is used to identify households as
either Jewish or not Jewish. It was worded to provide a proper balance between introducing
the purpose of the study and quickly asking whether anyone in the household was Jewish.
If too much time is spent explaining the survey purpose, many potential respondents
terminate the call before being asked whether any household member is Jewish. On the
other hand, if the respondent is asked whether he/she is Jewish before briefly explaining
the purpose of the study, potential respondents may lie about their Jewishness or just
terminate the call. In addition to explaining the purpose of the study, the screener assures
the respondent of anonymity.

http://www.jewishdatabank.org
http://www.jewishquestions.bjpa.org
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Any person age 18 or over was interviewed in households in which at least one person was
identified as born or raised or currently Jewish. This type of self-definition is standard in
Jewish community studies. The following were excluded from the study: ì persons in
institutions, such as nursing homes, who do not have their own telephone numbers;
í households without telephones; and î households containing no persons capable of
being interviewed due to physical (including hearing impairments) or mental health
limitations.

Note that the goal was to interview Jewish household members, the respondent in 6.4%
of the interviews was not Jewish. In almost all of these cases, the respondent was the non-
Jewish spouse, partner, or significant other of a Jewish adult. In most cases, questions that
were respondent-only questions were asked of non-Jewish respondents on behalf of the
Jewish household members (in a proxy fashion). A few attitudinal questions were not
asked of non-Jewish respondents.

Non-Jewish household members were generally interviewed in two situations. First, in
some cases, the Jewish household member would not cooperate with the survey, but the
non-Jewish household member would. Second, in some cases, the Jewish household
member was simply unavailable at the time of the survey.

The questionnaire and the screener are shown in Appendix A.

The Three Samples

C onsistent with many other Jewish community studies, we used a random digit dialing
(RDD) sample combined with a sample from the Jewish Federation of Greater

Houston mailing list, and households with Distinctive Jewish Names (DJNs).7 Both
landlines and cell phones were called.

The issue of including in the survey cell phone only (CPO) households who have non-local
area codes on all cell phones in their household was addressed in two ways. First, some
of the households on the Jewish Federation mailing list are CPO with non-local area codes.
Second, a sample of cell phone numbers with non-local area codes for which the billing
address is in Houston was included.

7 For an explanation of DJNs, see Ira M. Sheskin (1998). “A Methodology for Examining
the Changing Size and Spatial Distribution of a Jewish Population: A Miami Case Study,”
in Shofar, Special Issue: Studies in Jewish Geography, (Neil G. Jacobs, Special Guest
Editor) Vol. 17, No. 1, pp. 97-116 and Harriet Hartman & Ira M. Sheskin. “Estimating the
Jewish Student Population of a College Campus,” Journal of Jewish Communal Service
Volume 88, Numbers 1 & 2 (Winter/Spring 2013). pp. 95-109.

http://www.thetribe.org
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In total, 1,200 22-minute telephone interviews were conducted, including 145 RDD
interviews, 890 Federation list interviews, and 165 DJN interviews. The 1,200 interviews
represent 4.6% of the 26,000 Jewish households in Houston. Table 2-1 shows
comparisons of these numbers with other community studies.

RDD Sample. The RDD methodology is necessary for a study to obtain results that
accurately represent a population. 145 interviews were completed with the RDD procedure.
Note that many more RDD interviews were actually completed, but since the RDD phone
number was on the Jewish Federation mailing list or the DJN mailing list, they were
counted as part of those samples.

An important aspect of the RDD methodology is that it provides the ability to interview
households who are not on the Jewish Federation mailing list and do not have DJNs. The
RDD methodology facilitates calling households who have recently migrated into the study
area whose telephone numbers have not yet been published in household directories.
Perhaps more importantly, the RDD methodology does not rely upon Jewish households
making themselves known to the Jewish community by joining a synagogue, the Jewish
Community Center, or other Jewish organizations, or by donating money to a Jewish fund
raising campaign, which would result in a sample that is inherently biased toward more
Jewishly-connected households. Thus, a more accurate representation of the Jewish
community will be obtained with the RDD methodology than with methods that solely rely
upon randomly selecting households from Jewish organization mailing lists or household
directory methods.

In an RDD sample, four-digit random numbers are generated for all six digit area
code/telephone exchange codes in the study area to produce ten-digit telephone numbers.
When a number was dialed, there was no guarantee that a household, let alone a Jewish
household, would be reached. Many of the numbers dialed were either disconnected, not
in service, changed to unlisted or other listed numbers, business numbers, government
numbers, fax machines, non-Jewish households, ineligible Jewish households, not
answered by a person after multiple attempts, or answered by persons who refused to
respond to the screener or who refused to cooperate with the survey.

The study area was divided into high incidence areas (areas where a higher percentage
of households are Jewish) and low incidence areas. The high incidence areas were
overcalled and the low incidence areas were undercalled to control costs. Weighting
factors are used to correct the bias introduced by this procedure. 

The RDD portion of the survey was very expensive because only 1.4% of households in
Greater Houston are Jewish households. 

Federation List Sample. Because of the significant expense involved with RDD, 890
interviews were conducted with households on the Jewish Federation mailing list. 
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DJN Sample. An additional 165 telephone interviews were conducted with households with
a DJN listed in a household directory. The DJN sample obtained from Marketing Systems
Group (MSG) contained a surname or surname fragment (such as “blum” or “stein”) that
was considered likely to be Jewish), based on extensive prior research by Ira Sheskin on
likely Jewish surnames. Included were a list of Sephardic names and Russian first names. 

Weighting the Samples. The three types of samples and the different rates at which cell
phones and landlines and different geographic areas were called necessitated the use of
a complex weighting scheme. Post-survey stratification based on questions asked of non-
Jewish respondents was also executed. Fortunately, SSRS is the industry leader in
weighting to combine samples of this nature. For more information on this complex
procedure, please see the Methodology Report. 

Field Work

S SRS of Media PA conducted the telephone calls from February 23 to April 10, 2016
and from June 24 to July 14, 2016. The second field period was necessary after the

Federation defined the geographic subareas in which it was interested and the first field
period (which yielded 1,000 interviews) had not yielded a sufficient sample size for several
of these geographic subareas. An additional 200 interviewers were conducted in these
geographic subareas. No interviews were conducted on Friday evenings or Saturdays.
When requested, respondents were called back at a more convenient time. 

All interviews were conducted using Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing (CATI).
While human beings asked all the questions, the questions appeared on a computer
screen. The CATI system ensured that questions followed logical skip patterns and that
complete dispositions of all call attempts were recorded. 

Training sessions were held for interviewers to familiarize them with the survey and a
written guide provided about the Jewish Federation and the survey. Answers to questions
respondents frequently ask were also reviewed. Pretest interviews were completed and a
few improvements were made in the questionnaire. 

The overall response rate is a composite of the screener completion rate and the full
interview completion rate. The overall response rate was 44.7% percent, and the
cooperation rate was 85.7%.8 Overall, 381,977 phone calls were needed to complete the
1,200 interviews.

Maximizing the response rate and cooperation rate involved using a well-designed
screener, a significant volume of survey publicity, publicizing the caller ID (CountMeTexas),
calling each number multiple times, conducting interviews by appointment, and using
specially trained interviewers for refusal conversion. Many of the interviewers used on this
project had completed other Jewish community surveys in the past. 

8 This is an AAPOR RR3 Rate. See the Methodology Report.
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 Table 2-1
Dates, Sampling Methods, and Sample Sizes

of Local Jewish Community Studies
Community Comparisons

Year of
Sampling Method and

Sample Size of Most Recent Study

Community

Last
Previous

Study

Most
Recent
Study RDD DJN List 1 Total

Atlanta 1996 2006 322 0 685 1,007

Atlantic County 1985 2004 212 412 0 624

Baltimore 1999 2010 193 49 971 1,213

Bergen None 2001 1,003 0 0 1,003

Boston 1995 2005 401 0 1,365 1,766

Broward 1997 2016 259 41 901 1,201

Buffalo None 1995 582 0 483 2 1,065

Charlotte None 1997 186 298 0 484

Chicago 2000 2010 152 204 1,637 1,993

Cincinnati None 2008 228 0 684 912

Cleveland 1996 2011 114 36 894 1,044

Columbus 2001 2013 47 61 654 762

Denver 1997 2007 227 70 1,102 1,399

Detroit 1989 2005 403 871 0 1,274

East Bay 1986 2011 621 199 0 820

Essex-Morris 1986 1998 1,446 0 0 1,446

Harrisburg None 1994 186 289 0 475

Hartford 1982 2000 216 547 0 763

Houston 1986 2016 145 165 890 1,200

Howard County 1999 2010 49 0 204 253

Jacksonville None 2002 209 226 166 601
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 Table 2-1
Dates, Sampling Methods, and Sample Sizes

of Local Jewish Community Studies
Community Comparisons

Year of
Sampling Method and

Sample Size of Most Recent Study

Community

Last
Previous

Study

Most
Recent
Study RDD DJN List 1 Total

Las Vegas 1995 2005 398 799 0 1,197

Lehigh Valley None 2007 217 320 0 537

Los Angeles 1979 1997 1,080 0 1,560 2,640

Martin-St. Lucie None 1999 23 180 0 203

Miami 2004 2014 590 0 1,430 2,020

Middlesex None 2008 469 607 0 1,076

Milwaukee 1983 1996 308 531 0 839

Minneapolis None 2004 208 538 * 0 746

Monmouth None 1997 395 401 3 0 796

New Haven None 2010 297 536 0 833

New York 2002 2011 3,377 451 2,165 5,993

Orlando None 1993 204 467 0 671

Palm Springs None 1998 77 0 325 402

Philadelphia 1997 2009 362 101 754 1,217

Phoenix 1983 2002 229 0 564 793

Pittsburgh None 2002 341 0 972 1,313

Portland (ME) None 2007 150 271 0 421

Rhode Island 1987 2002 306 523 0 829

Richmond None 1994 191 432 0 623

Rochester 1986 1999 213 495 0 708

San Antonio None 2007 290 385 0 675

San Diego None 2003 531 0 549 1,080
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 Table 2-1
Dates, Sampling Methods, and Sample Sizes

of Local Jewish Community Studies
Community Comparisons

Year of
Sampling Method and

Sample Size of Most Recent Study

Community

Last
Previous

Study

Most
Recent
Study RDD DJN List 1 Total

San Francisco 1986 2004 500 0 1,121 1,621

Sarasota 1992 2001 189 427 0 616

Seattle 1990 2000 217 0 600 817

South Palm Beach 1995 2005 1,511 0 0 1,511

St. Louis 1995 2014 216 30 757 1,003

St. Paul None 2004 203 291 * 0 494

St. Petersburg None 1994 204 412 0 616

Tidewater 1988 2001 182 446 0 628

Tucson None 2002 300 505 0 805

Washington 1983 2003 400 801 0 1,201

West Palm Beach 1999 2005 1,534 0 0 1,534

Westport None 2000 202 422 0 624

Wilmington None 1995 157 318 0 475

York None 1999 23 90 283 396

Total 23,295 14,247 21,716 59,258

* Distinctive Jewish Name (DJN) sampling was supplemented with Russian Jewish (First) Name (RJN)
sampling.
1 Except as noted, the list sample is drawn from the Jewish Federation mailing list, sometimes combined
with sampling from synagogue and organizational mailing lists.
2 List sample was drawn from synagogue member lists.
3 Distinctive Jewish Name (DJN) sampling was supplemented with Distinctive Sephardic Name (DSN)
sampling.
Note: Only Jewish community studies conducted since 1993 that used random digit dialing (RDD) sampling
for at least part of the sample and for the greater part of the geographic area served by the community’s
Jewish Federation are listed.
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Publicity

A post card and an email about the study was sent to all known Jewish households.
Information was included on the home page of www.houstonjewish.org.

Advertisements were placed in the local Jewish newspaper and synagogue bulletins.
Letters were sent to all local area rabbis, synagogue presidents, and Jewish institutions.
Flyers were distributed around the community. Pulpit announcements were distributed to
all local synagogues. A poster was placed at the entrances to the Jewish Community
Centers. The purpose of this publicity was to notify potential respondents that they might
be contacted to participate in the study and to make encourage them to be more receptive
and cooperative. 

Caveats about Survey Research

F irst, an important distinction must be made between correlation and cause and effect.
Simply because a correlation—a relationship—is found between two variables, it does

not necessarily imply that one causes the other. Thus, because one finds a relationship
between, for example, synagogue membership and charitable donations, it does not
necessarily imply a cause and effect relationship. That is, if it is shown that synagogue
members are more likely to donate to charities, it does not imply that joining a synagogue
causes one to be more philanthropic. It is simply possible that higher income households
are more likely to both join a synagogue and be philanthropic. That is, the relationship
shown between synagogue membership and charitable donations could actually reflect a
relationship between synagogue membership and household income and between
philanthropy and household income.

Second, surveys often create data rather than collect it. That is, persons are asked to think
about and respond to some issues that they have probably not thought about before in
quite the same way (using terms such as definitely and very familiar). Also, groups of
people react to questions in varying ways. Thus, if one finds a significant difference
between, for example, the responses of the elderly and the non-elderly, it may be due to
a real difference in attitudes between the two subgroups, resulting from the different
environments in which the two subgroups matured, or to a real difference in experiences
between the two subgroups. On the other hand, the difference may very well be
attributable to the varying manner in which persons of different ages respond to questions.

http://www.houstonjewish.org
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Jewish Institutions Survey

B rief surveys, comprising the Jewish Institutions Survey, were administered to the
synagogues in Houston, the Jewish Community Centers in Houston, and the Jewish

Federation of Greater Houston. Information about enrollments in Jewish day schools is
collected on a regular basis by the Federation and this information was incorporated into
this report. The results appear in Chapters 4, 7, 8, and 13.

Synagogue Survey. The Synagogue Survey was completed by the executive director,
rabbi, synagogue president, or another member of the synagogue staff of each synagogue.

The Synagogue Survey queried the number of member households in 2005 and 2015 and
information on synagogue mergers. Also collected were preschool/child care, supplemental
school, and day camp enrollments, and the number of participants in Jewish teenage youth
groups in 2015.

Jewish Community Center (JCC) Survey. The JCC Survey was completed by the
executive director the JCC. 

The JCC Survey queried the number of Jewish member households in 2005 and 2015 and
preschool/child care and day camp enrollments in 2015. 

Jewish Day School Survey. The Jewish Day School Survey was provided by the
Federation/s Vice President for Education. 

The Jewish Day School Survey queried Jewish day school enrollments by grade in 2016.

Jewish Federation Survey. The Jewish Federation Survey was completed by the Jewish
Federation of Greater Houston. 

The Jewish Federation Survey gathered data on the number of Jews without telephones
in nursing homes, group quarters for mentally handicapped persons, group quarters for
physically handicapped persons, prisons, and military bases, if any; the number of Jewish
students in college dormitories whose parents do not live in Houston; and the number of
participants in independent Jewish teenage youth groups in 2015. Also collected were data
on the current number of Jewish households on the Jewish Federation mailing list by zip
code as well as the number of Jewish donors to the Annual Campaign, the number of
Jewish households who donated to the Annual Campaign, and the amount raised by the
Annual Campaign for each year from 2005-2015.
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DJN Counting Project

A nalysis of the size and geographic location of the Jewish population of the Greater
Houston area by geographic subarea was completed using CD household directories

from 2010 and 2016. This analysis provided some guidance as to the overall growth in the
Jewish population and the growth by geographic subarea since 2010. See Chapter 3 and
see Ira M. Sheskin (1998). “A Methodology for Examining the Changing Size and Spatial
Distribution of a Jewish Population: A Miami Case Study,” in Shofar, Special Issue: Studies
in Jewish Geography, (Neil G. Jacobs, Special Guest Editor) Vol. 17, No. 1, pp. 97-116 for
more about this methodology.
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Take a census of the whole Israelite community by the clans of
its ancestral houses, listing the names, every male, head by head.

(Numbers 1:2)

Page 3-1
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 Current Size and Geographic Distribution
of the Jewish Community

T able 3-1 shows that 63,700 persons live in 26,000 Jewish households in Houston. Of
the 63,700 persons in Jewish households, 50,700 persons (80%) are Jewish. (See the

“Persons in Jewish Households Who Are Jewish” section in Chapter 6 for a comparison
of the percentage of persons who are Jewish with other Jewish communities.) Note that
the 2.9% of persons who consider themselves “part Jewish” are included here as Jewish. 

In addition to the 63,700 persons in Jewish households, it is estimated that 300 Jewish
persons live in institutions without their own telephone numbers and 1,050 Jewish students
(whose parents do not live in Houston) live in dormitories at area universities. Thus, in total,
the Jewish community contains about 65,000 persons.

Note that the number of Jews is shown in various sections of this report as 51,000 Jews
(the resident Jewish population), which includes Jews in Jewish households and Jews in
institutions, but excludes Jewish college students from outside Houston who live in
dormitories in Houston.

Table 3-1 shows that in the Core Area, a total of 23,200 persons live in 8,600 Jewish
households. 16% of persons in Jewish households are not Jewish. Thus, 19,600 Jews live
in the Core Area. 

In Memorial, a total of 5,500 persons live in 3,100 Jewish households. 7% of persons in
Jewish households are not Jewish. Thus, 5,100 Jews live in Memorial. 

In the Central City, a total of 7,600 persons live in 3,800 Jewish households. 21% of
persons in Jewish households are not Jewish. Thus, 6,000 Jews live in the Central City.

In the Suburban Southwest, a total of 7,000 persons live in 2,900 Jewish households.
18% of persons in Jewish households are not Jewish. Thus, 5,700 Jews live in the
Suburban Southwest.

In the West, a total of 5,400 persons live in 2,000 Jewish households. 33% of persons in
Jewish households are not Jewish. Thus, 3,600 Jews live in the West.

In the North, a total of 10,600 persons live in 3,800 Jewish households. 31% of persons
in Jewish households are not Jewish. Thus, 7,300 Jews live in the North. 

In the Southeast, a total of 3,900 persons live in 1,500 Jewish households. 24% of
persons in Jewish households are not Jewish. Thus, 2,900 Jews live in the Southeast.

In the East, a total of 600 persons live in 300 Jewish households. 35% of persons in
Jewish households are not Jewish. Thus, 400 Jews live in the East.
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Table 3-1
Current Size of the Jewish Community

Persons in
Jewish Households

Geographic Area

Number of
Jewish

Households

Average
Household

Size

Number
of

Persons
Percentage

Jewish

Number
of

Jews

Core Area 8,600 2.70 23,220 84.3% 19,574

Memorial 3,100 1.77 5,487 93.1% 5,108

Central City 3,800 1.99 7,562 78.9% 5,966

Suburban Southwest 2,900 2.40 6,960 82.4% 5,735

West 2,000 2.70 5,400 67.3% 3,634

North 3,800 2.78 10,564 69.4% 7,331

Southeast 1,500 2.58 3,870 75.8% 2,933

East 300 2.14 642 64.6% 415

All 26,000 2.45 63,700 79.6% 50,700

Jewish Persons in Institutions Without Their Own Telephone Numbers 300

Total Resident Jewish Population 51,000

Jewish Students (Whose Parents Do Not Live in Houston) in Dormitories 1,050 *

Total Number of Persons in the Jewish Community 
(including non-Jews in Jewish households, Jewish persons in institutions, 
and Jewish students in dormitories): 65,050

* Includes 500 students at the University of Houston, 250 at Rice University, and 300 at
other universities.
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Figure 3
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Table 3-2 shows that 33% of Jewish households live in the Core Area; 15%, in the Central
City; 15%, in the North; 12% in Memorial; 11% in Suburban Southwest; 8% in the West;
6% in the Southeast ; and 1% in the East

Table 3-2 also shows that the distribution of persons in Jewish households and the
distribution of Jews does not differ significantly from the distribution of Jewish households. 
 
The geographic distribution of persons in Jewish households and the geographic
distribution of Jews are different from the distribution of Jewish households due to
variations among the geographic areas in household size and in the percentage of persons
in Jewish households who are Jewish. Thus, for example, while 33% of Jewish households
live in the Core Area, 39% of Jews do so.

Table 3-2
Geographic Distribution of the Jewish Community

Jewish
Households

Persons in
Jewish Households

Jews in
Jewish Households

Geographic Area Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage

Core Area 8,600 33.1% 23,220 36.5% 19,574 38.6%

Memorial 3,100 11.9 5,487 8.6 5,108 10.1

Central City 3,800 14.6 7,562 11.9 5,966 11.8

Suburban SW 2,900 11.2 6,960 10.9 5,735 11.3

West 2,000 7.7 5,400 8.5 3,634 7.2

North 3,800 14.6 10,564 16.6 7,331 14.5

Southeast 1,500 5.8 3,870 6.1 2,933 5.8

East 300 1.2 642 1.0 415 0.8

All 26,000 100.0% 63,700 100.0% 50,700 100.0%
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Percentage Jewish

T able 3-3 shows three measures of the percentage of the Jewish population that have
been calculated with respect to the Houston Jewish community.

ì Percentage of Jewish Households. The number of Jewish households divided by the
total number of households (both Jewish and non-Jewish) in the local community in the
year of the study.

í Percentage of the Population in Jewish Households. The number of persons in
Jewish households divided by the total number of persons (both Jewish and non-Jewish)
in the local community in the year of the study.

î Percentage of Jews. The number of Jews (both in households and institutions) divided
by the total number of persons (both Jewish and non-Jewish) in the local community in the
year of the study. (Note that the number of Jews in institutions is added to the number of
Jews in households in communities for which this information is available.)

The 26,000 Jewish households constitute 1.4% of the estimated 1,887,545 households in
Harris County and the 16 zip codes in surrounding counties. (See Chapter 1.). The 63,700
persons in Jewish households constitute 1.2% of the estimated 5,480,026 persons in
Harris County and the 16 zip codes in surrounding counties. The resident Jewish
population of 51,000 Jews constitute 0.9% of the estimated 5,480,026 persons in Harris
County and the 16 zip codes in surrounding counties.

Community Comparisons. Table 3-3 shows that the 1.4% of Jewish households is the
third lowest of about 55 comparison Jewish communities and compares to 4.7% in St.
Louis, 4.0% in Pittsburgh, and 3.0% in Minneapolis. The 1.4% compares to 1.7% in 1986.

Houston is the fifth largest US metropolitan area in total population. Houston’s 1.4% of
households being Jewish compares to 16.0% in New York, 7.6% in Los Angeles, 4.9% in
Chicago, 7.5% in Philadelphia, and 6.8% in Washington, DC. No data are available for
Dallas. Thus, by far, the percentage Jewish in Houston is well below other large US
metropolitan areas.

U According to the 2014 American Community Survey, 41% of persons in Harris County
are Hispanic, 19% are Black, and 6% are Asian. In the United States as a whole, 17% are
Hispanic, 13% are Black, and 5% are Asian.
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Table 3-3
Percentage Jewish

Community Comparisons

Community Year

Percentage of
Jewish

Households
ì

Percentage of
the Population

in Jewish
Households

í

Percentage of
Jews
î

S Palm Beach 2005 48.6% 41.5% 39.8%

W Palm Beach 2005 16.7% 13.5% 12.2%

New York 2011 16.0% 15.0% 13.0%

Monmouth 1997 12.2% 12.1% 10.9%

Broward 2016 9.8% 9.2% 7.9%

Westport 2000 9.7% 10.1% 8.5%

Middlesex 2008 8.9% 7.4% 6.8%

Bergen 2001 8.6% 8.9% 8.1%

Palm Springs 1998 7.9% 5.7% 5.1%

Los Angeles 1997 7.6% 6.3% 5.5%

Philadelphia 2009 7.5% 6.5% 5.5%

Howard County 2010 7.4% 7.4% 6.3%

Baltimore 2010 7.0% 6.8% 5.9%

Washington 2003 6.8% 6.3% 5.1%

Atlantic County 2004 6.8% 6.1% 5.3%

Miami 2014 6.0% 5.0% 4.7%

Las Vegas 2005 6.0% 5.0% 3.8%

East Bay 2011 5.1% NA 3.2%

Cleveland 2011 5.1% 4.9% 4.0%

Chicago 2010 4.9% 4.6% 3.5%

St. Louis 2014 4.7% 5.3% 3.6%

Hartford 2000 4.7% 4.3% 3.8%

Denver 2007 4.6% 4.4% 3.2%
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Table 3-3
Percentage Jewish

Community Comparisons

Community Year

Percentage of
Jewish

Households
ì

Percentage of
the Population

in Jewish
Households

í

Percentage of
Jews
î

San Diego 2003 4.5% 4.1% 3.1%

New Haven 2010 4.3% 4.1% 3.4%

Atlanta 2006 4.3% NA NA

Phoenix 2002 4.0% NA NA

Pittsburgh 2002 4.0% NA NA

Tucson 2002 3.9% 3.3% 2.6%

Rochester 1999 3.8% 3.6% 2.9%

Sarasota 2001 3.3% 2.9% 2.6%

Wilmington 1995 3.2% 3.3% 2.6%

St. Petersburg 1994 3.0% 3.4% 2.9%

Buffalo 1995 3.0% 3.3% 2.7%

Minneapolis 2004 3.0% 3.2% 2.6%

Martin-St. Lucie 1999 3.0% NA NA

Seattle 2000 2.9% NA NA

Columbus 2013 2.4% 2.6% 1.8%

Rhode Island 2002 2.3% 2.2% 1.8%

Portland (ME) 2007 2.2% 2.5% 1.7%

Richmond 1994 2.2% NA NA

Orlando 1993 2.0% 2.0% 1.6%

Milwaukee 1996 2.0% 1.9% 1.6%

Detroit 2005 1.9% 2.0% 1.8%

Harrisburg 1994 1.8% 1.8% 1.5%

Cincinnati 2008 1.7% 1.9% 1.5%
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Table 3-3
Percentage Jewish

Community Comparisons

Community Year

Percentage of
Jewish

Households
ì

Percentage of
the Population

in Jewish
Households

í

Percentage of
Jews
î

Charlotte 1997 1.7% 1.7% 1.3%

Lehigh Valley 2007 1.7% 1.5% 1.3%

Houston 1986 1.7% 1.5% 1.2%

St. Paul 2004 1.6% 1.5% 1.2%

Jacksonville 2002 1.5% 1.4% 1.1%

Tidewater 2001 1.4% 1.4% 1.1%

Houston 2016 1.4% 1.2% 0.9%

San Antonio 2007 0.9% 0.8% 0.6%

York 1999 0.6% 0.6% 0.5%

San Francisco 2004 NA 12.0% 10.0%

Boston 2005 NA 9.1% 7.2%

Note: See page 3-7 for an explanation of ì, í, and î.
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Changes in the Size of the Jewish Community 
1986-2016

T able 3-4 shows the changes in the size of the Jewish community of Houston since
1986. The estimates for 1986 are based upon the 1986 Houston Jewish community

study available at www.jewishdatabank.org. 

Over the past three decades, the number of Jewish households increased by 63% (10,000
households). The number of persons in Jewish households increased by 42% (18,700
persons). The number of Jews increased by 52% (17,400 Jews).

Most importantly, the community has been using the 45,000 figure as the number of Jews
in 1986, due to an apparent misinterpretation of the 1986 report. The number of Jews in
1986 was 33,600.

Table 3-4
Change in the Size of the Houston Jewish Community

1986 and 2016

Number of: 1986 2016 Increase % Increase

Jewish households 16,000 26,000 10,000 62.5%

Persons living in Jewish
households 45,000 * 63,700 18,700 41.6%

Jewish Persons 33,600 51,000 17,400 51.8%

* In 1986, the survey covered a smaller geographic area with 42,500 persons in Jewish
households. Another 2,500 persons in Jewish households were estimated to have lived
in the area surrounding the study area, for a total of 45,000 persons in Jewish
households. 

http://www.jewishdatabank.org
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Changes in the Geographic Distribution
of the Jewish Community, 2010-2016

T able 3-5 shows how the geographic distribution of Jewish households in Houston
changed from 2010-2016. The numbers for 2010 are based upon counts of

households with Distinctive Jewish Names (DJNs) in old household directories available
from InfoUSA. Changes in the number of households with one of 31 DJNs in each
geographic area was used to estimate the number of households in 2010.9

The most important change in the geographic distribution of households is the decline from
15.6% of household in Memorial in 2010 to only 11.9% in 2016. 

Table 3-5
Geographic Distribution of Jewish Households

2010 and 2016

Base: Jewish Households

2010 2016

Geographic Area

Number of
Jewish

Households Percentage

Number of
Jewish

Households Percentage 

Core Area 8,500 34.8% 8,600 33.1%

Memorial 3,800 15.6% 3,100 11.9%

Central City 3,000 12.3% 3,800 14.6%

Suburban Southwest 2,300 9.4% 2,900 11.2%

West 2,000 8.2% 2,000 7.7%

North 3,200 13.1% 3,800 14.6%

Southeast 1,400 5.7% 1,500 5.8%

East 200 0.8% 300 1.2%

All 24,400 100.0% 26,000 100.0%

9 For a full explanation of this procedure, see Ira M. Sheskin (1998). “A Methodology for
Examining the Changing Size and Spatial Distribution of a Jewish Population: A Miami
Case Study,” in Shofar, Special Issue: Studies in Jewish Geography, (Neil G. Jacobs,
Special Guest Editor) Vol. 17, No. 1, pp. 97-116.
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Table 3-6 shows the magnitude of the changes from 2010-2016.

Overall, the number of Jewish households increased by 6.6% during the six years.

The only area to show a decrease is Memorial which decreased by 700 households (18%)
from 3,800 households in 2010 to 3,100 in 2016. This was offset by an increased for 800
households in the Central City and 600 households in each of the Suburban Southwest
and the North. All Other changes are negligible and well within the margin of error of this
procedure.

 Table 3-6
Changes in the Geographic Distribution of Jewish Households,

2010-2016

Base: Jewish Households

Number of
Jewish Households

Increase/(Decrease)
in Jewish Households

Geographic Area 2010 2016 Number Percentage

Core Area 8,500 8,600 100 1.2%

Memorial 3,800 3,100 (700) (18.4)%

Central City 3,000 3,800 800 26.7%

Suburban Southwest 2,300 2,900 600 26.1%

West 2,000 2,000 0 0.0%

North 3,200 3,800 600 18.8%

Southeast 1,400 1,500 100 7.1%

East 200 300 100 50.0%

All 24,400 26,000 1,600 6.6%
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Changes in the Geographic Distribution
of the Jewish Community, 1986-2016

Table 3-7 shows changes in the geographic distribution of persons in Jewish households
in Houston using the geographic areas employed in the 1986 study. Note that even when
the names of the areas are the same as the ones used in rest of this report, the zip code
areas included in the geographic areas differ. The zip code areas in the geographic areas
are shown on the map on the next page. The number of persons in Jewish households in
all six areas increases significantly.

The percentage of persons in Jewish households in Houston who live the Southwest
decreased from 48% to 39%. The percentage who reside in the West decreased from 18%
to 7%. The percentage in “Other Areas” increased from 11% to 23%.

Table 3-7
Geographic Distribution of Persons in Jewish Households

1986 and 2016

Base: Persons in Jewish Households

1986 2016

Geographic Area

Number of
Persons in

Jewish
Households Percentage

Number of
Persons in

Jewish
Households Percentage 

Central City 3,550 7.9% 8,450 13.3%

Memorial 3,350 7.4% 5,350 8.4%

Southwest 21,500 47.8% 24,900 39.1%

West 8,200 18.2% 4,300 6.8%

North 3,250 7.2% 6,200 9.7%

Other Areas 5,150 11.4% 14,500 22.8%

All 45,000 100.0% 63,700 100.0%
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Geographic Areas Used in 1986 Houston Demographic study
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 Table 3-8
Changes in the Geographic Distribution of Persons 

in Jewish Households, 1986-2016

Base: Persons in Jewish Households

Number of Persons in
Jewish Households

Increase/(Decrease)
in Persons in 

Jewish Households

Geographic Area 1986 2016 Number Percentage

Central City 3,550 8,450 4,900 138.0%

Memorial 3,350 5,350 2,000 59.7%

Southwest 21,500 24,900 3,400 15.8%

West 8,200 4,300 (3,900) (47.6)%

North 3,250 6,200 2,950 90.8%

Other Areas 5,150 14,500 9,350 181.6%

All 45,000 63,700 18,700 41.6%

Table 3-8 shows that the number of persons in Jewish households increased in every
geographic areas except the West from 1986 to 2016. The greater absolute increase is in
other areas (9,350 persons) followed by the Central City (4,900 persons). The greatest
percentage increases are in Other Areas (182%) and the Central City (138%). 
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Community Comparisons

T able 3-9 compares the number of Jews in Houston with that of other Jewish
communities with at least 20,000 Jews. Each community is defined by its Jewish

Federation service area. Houston is the 32nd largest American Jewish community and the
51,000 Jews in Houston compares to 61,100 in St. Louis, 42,200 in Pittsburgh, and 29,300
in Minneapolis.

Houston is the second largest Jewish community in Texas. Dallas is the largest with 70,000
Jews. 

Notes for Table 3-9
Includes number of Jews in institutions without their own telephone numbers where
available. 

Source: Revised from Ira Sheskin and Arnold Dashefsky (2016). “Jewish Population in
the United States, 2016,” in Arnold Dashefsky and Ira Sheskin (Editors) (2016) American
Jewish Year Book, 2016, Volume 116 (Dordrecht: Springer) www.jewishdatabank.org.

http://www.jewishdatabank.org
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Table 3-9
Jewish Population of Jewish Federation Service Areas 

with 20,000 or More Jews, 2016

Community
Number of

Jews

1 New York 1,538,000

2 Los Angeles 519,200

3 Chicago 291,800

4 Boston 229,100

5 San Francisco 227,800

6 Washington 215,600

7 Philadelphia 214,600

8 Broward County 149,000

9 South Palm Beach 131,200

10 West Palm Beach 124,300

11 Miami 123,200

12 Atlanta 119,800

13 Northern NJ 119,400

14
Middlesex-
Monmouth NJ 116,000

15 MetroWest NJ 115,000

16 East Bay (Oakland) 100,750

17 San Diego 100,000

18 Denver 95,000

19 Baltimore 93,400

20
Rockland County
(NY) 91,100

21 Ocean County (NJ) 83,000

22 Phoenix 82,900

23 Cleveland 80,800

24 Orange County (CA) 80,000

25 Las Vegas 72,300

26 Dallas 70,000

Community
Number of

Jews

27 Detroit 67,000

28 Seattle 63,400

29 San Jose 63,000

30 St. Louis 61,100

31 Southern NJ 56,700

32 Houston 51,000 

33 Pittsburgh 42,200

34 Portland (OR) 36,400

35 Orange County (NY) 34,000

36 St. Petersburg 33,400 

37 Hartford 32,800

38 Orlando 30,600

39 San Gabriel (CA) 30,000

40 Minneapolis 29,300

41 Cincinnati 27,000

42 Milwaukee 25,800

43 Columbus 25,500

44
Eastern Fairfield
County (CT) 24,450

45 Long Beach (CA) 23,750

46 New Haven 23,000

47 Tampa 23,000

47 Tucson 21,400

49 Sacramento 21,300

50 Austin 20,000

51 Somerset (NJ) 20,000

 See notes on previous page.
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